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HOW TO USE THIS BOOK

I hardly ever read instruction manuals. I mean, just put everything where it looks like it goes and call it a day. Who cares if there’s a mountainous pile of nuts and bolts left over on the floor when you’re done? That’s what vacuums are for. But, if you’ll bear with me for just a minute, there are a few quick things I want to mention before you dive into the book.

First, the title is Arguing with Idiots, and I know that implies—

“HEY, WAIT A SECOND! WHO ARE YOU CALLING AN IDIOT! I THOUGHT
YOU WERE MR. COMMON SENSE, NON-PARTISAN, BOTH-PARTIES-
STINK ... NOW YOU THINK THAT ALL DEMOCRATS ARE IDIOTS?!”

Say hello to the real star of this book: our Idiot Friend.

As you start reading, you’ll quickly notice that each chapter is formatted as an ongoing conversation between the idiot and me. [Insert your joke about not being able to tell the difference here]. The idiot’s arguments will always appear in the same bold red font you see above, and my (winning) responses follow.

As to the idiot’s suggestion that the title of this book somehow proves that I am a partisan-zombie . . . well, let’s just say that anyone who makes that argument probably never got past the cover. In this book, “idiots” aren’t defined by the way they vote, they’re defined by the way they think. Sometimes that means a political activist with an agenda bigger than a brain, sometimes it means a well-intentioned person who’s just a little misinformed, and sometimes it means the idiot is, well, me. (Wait until you read the chapter on home ownership. Apparently my 21.4 percent interest-only mortgage was not a “VIP deal” reserved only for television hosts.)

By the end of this book you’ll hopefully realize that while not all Democrats are idiots, there are plenty of idiots who are Democrats—along with Republicans, Libertarians, Communists, Anarchists, and members of just about every other political party you can imagine. In other words, being an idiot has nothing to do with your party affiliation, it has to do with whether you are able to look beyond that affiliation and follow the facts, wherever they may lead.

Speaking of facts, they’re the crux of this book. There are plenty of good debates to be had in America, but we often forget that opinions should end where facts begin. Unfortunately, that whole concept is still foreign to a lot of people, so we’ve included a list of sources at the end of the book. Feel free to consult it whenever you read a statistic, story, or quote that you can’t believe is real . . . or just use it as wrapping paper for your Prius-driving cousin’s next birthday present.

That’s about it—enjoy the book! Oh, and if anyone knows what a “hex wrench” is, would you please give me a ring? I think mine is living in the belly of my Dyson.
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In Defense Of Capitalism

Giving the Free Market a Fair Shake

“What I did, when I did it, was honest; now, through changed conditions, what I did may or may not be called honest. Politics demand, therefore, that I be brought to trial; but what is really being brought to trial is the system I represented.”

—Samuel Insull, co-founder of Edison General Electric

IN 1881, a young English clerk named Samuel Insull sailed from England to America and took a low-paying job as a private secretary for a determined inventor named Thomas Edison. Insull worked hard, coming in before his boss in the morning and staying until long after Edison, who wasn’t exactly lazy himself, had gone home at night.

Over time, Insull’s hard work and loyalty did not go unnoticed. He was promoted several times, eventually winding up in charge of Edison’s business affairs.

After twelve years absorbing as much knowledge as he could, Insull finally left to pursue his own American dream. He moved to Chicago, took out a personal loan for $250,000, and built the largest power plant in the world.

At the time, electricity was like private jets are today—grossly expensive and available only to those who don’t spend much time worrying about their bank account. But Insull had a dream that electricity could be produced on a much larger scale and used by the masses. By developing revolutionary ideas, like variable pricing and inexpensive home wiring, he turned electricity from a luxury into a virtual commodity.

Before long, Insull’s new company was servicing over ten million customers in 32 states and had a market value of over $3 billion (somewhere around $66 billion in today’s dollars, which is about the size of Amazon.com and Kraft Foods, combined). Insull also benefited personally. At one point, his net worth was estimated to be $100 million. Time magazine even celebrated his success by putting him on their cover in 1929. He was a true American success story—a foreigner with virtually nothing to his name who had made it big through hard work and innovation.

Then the world changed.

As the Roaring Twenties morphed into the Great Depression, Insull’s business struggled. The debt and equity he’d financed his company’s growth with had become virtually worthless, leaving over a million middle-class Americans who’d invested in his stock in financial straits. The public outrage was palpable.

[image: Image]

In the matter of a few short years Insull had gone from hero to villain; from the poster boy for everything great about American capitalism to the poster boy for everything wrong with it.

The government, seizing on the public’s fury over their lost wealth, charged him with fraud, and though he was acquitted at trial, it didn’t matter—the damage was done. Insull was the most hated man in America, the Dick Cheney of the 1930s—and all he’d done to deserve it was to build a remarkable company that, like so many others, suffered during the Depression.

In 1938, Samuel Insull, who’d fled America for France (oh the irony), died of a heart attack in a Paris subway station. He had eight cents in his pocket. It was a sad and lonely ending for a man who exemplified the American dream by bringing affordable electricity to millions.
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Like O. J. Simpson, our free-market system seems to be put on trial at regular intervals. People love it until it stops working the way they think it should. Then it becomes the villain.

Wall Street was loved; then it was hated. Alan Greenspan was idolized; then he was demonized. People envied those who flew in private jets; then they despised them. It’s amazing how quickly opinions can change, especially when people are looking to blame someone else for their problems.

The truth is that capitalism is neither good nor evil, it just is. Capitalism can’t get you a job, a bigger house, or a better retirement—you have to do all of those things for yourself. But what capitalism can do is foster an environment where those with the will to succeed have a better chance of achieving their dreams.

Do hardworking people still fall through the cracks? Absolutely. Are there peaks and valleys as excesses in markets are worked out over time? No doubt. But I defy anyone to show me another system that has done as much to quickly raise the standard of living and quality of life of a country as capitalism has for America.

[image: Image]

You can’t, because it doesn’t exist.

In 1949, someone who worked minimum wage over the summer would have enough money to buy the following items from that year’s Sears’ catalogue:

A Smith-Corona typewriter; Argus 21 35mm camera; Silvertone AM-FM table radio; and Silvertone 3-speed phonograph.

In 2009, that same person, working the same number of hours at minimum wage, would now be able to purchase:

A Dell laptop computer; HP color ink printer, scanner, copier; Canon 8 megapixel digital camera; portable GPS system; 32” LCD HDTV television; 8GB iPod Nano; GE microwave; Haier refrigerator/freezer; Toshiba DVD/VCR combo; RCA home theater system; Uniden cordless phone; RCA AM/FM radio; Camcorder; Sony PlayStation 2; and about seven other things, but I think you get the point: Capitalism promotes innovation and competition—two ingredients necessary for producing things that get progressively better even as they also get progressively cheaper.

The truth is that a minimum-wage worker in America is still one of the wealthiest people in the world. Does that preclude us from trying to make things even better? Absolutely not—but those who favor throwing away the system that made us the envy of the world are either dangerously naive or they have an agenda. You can probably identify which group they belong to by whether they make idiotic arguments like . . .
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Special Note for A cademics and Crazy People :

When I refer to “capitalism” in this chapter, I’m talking about democratic capitalism—the kind America used to have. Yes, you ca n technically still have a capitalist economy under a socialist government—but when everyone is paying 85 percent in taxes, the whole “free-market” concept doesn’t really work very well.

“Your Precious Free-Market Capitalism Has Failed.”

Capitalism hasn’t failed, greed has failed.

Think about it like this: You’re a doctor with 50 sick patients, all of whom have the exact same symptoms: 20 of your patients are women, the rest are men. Ten of your patients are Asian, 5 are Arab, 5 are Mexican, 5 are African-American, and the rest are Caucasian. They have varying hair colors and are all different heights and weights. Some smoke and drink, some do neither.

In other words, these fifty people seem to have nothing in common, yet they all have the same disease.

Look around the world right now—virtually every country is sick. Communists, socialists, capitalists, and everything in between, it doesn’t matter—the global recession infected everyone. Yet we look at all of these countries, with all of their different styles of government and different views on economic freedom, and we come to one nonsensical conclusion: Capitalism has failed.

How can that be possible? The only thing those countries have in common is that they all fell victim to the idea that returns could be had without risk. Or, to put it another way, they all succumbed to greed.

If you could trace the economic crisis back to one seminal event, you’d probably point the finger at the collapse of the U.S. housing market. But was that collapse triggered by a failure of capitalism, or by an abuse of it by the government?

Under true free-market capitalism, the government would have no involvement in homeownership whatsoever. They wouldn’t encourage it through artificially low interest rates, Fannie and Freddie, tax breaks, or a “Community Reinvestment Act,” but they wouldn’t discourage it either. Rates would be set by market participants, based on risk, reward, and a clear understanding that making bad loans would result in bankruptcy.
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When Haitian refugees pile into rickety boats to flee their corrupt country, they bypass the glorious communist paradise of Cuba (53 miles away), the Turks & Caicos (110 miles), Jamaica (124 miles), and the Cayman Islands (440 miles). Instead, they head for Florida—523 miles away. Why? Do they love “early bird specials” and BINGO night that much? No—it’s because the greedy, evil capitalists of America still ensure a far better quality of life than any benevolent dictator.
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But we’ve done the complete opposite of that. The housing market is manipulated by the government every step of the way. So while some may argue that we need more regulation to prevent these future “excesses,” I would argue that it’s the existing regulations that created those excesses in the first place. In other words, what has failed isn’t the idea of free markets, it’s the idea that a market can be free when it’s run by an increasingly activist government.

“SURE, IT’S ALWAYS THE GOVERNMENT’S FAULT. LET’S PLAY YOUR LITTLE GAME AND GET THE GOVERNMENT OUT OF EVERYTHING—WHO WILL HELP THE POOR? WE HAVE AN OBLIGATION TO TAKE CARE OF OUR WEAKEST, AND ONLY THE GOVERNMENT CAN FILL THAT ROLE.”

Great, we (kind of) agree on something! “We” do have an obligation to help . . . but I think I have a different definition of “we” than you do.

The kind of capitalism that has failed is “soulless capitalism,” because success without compassion results in greed and excess—and we had plenty of both. But that soullessness didn’t come out of nowhere, it was bred by a government that continually tries to step in to do the jobs that individual Americans should be responsible for.

We have never solved problems efficiently from the top down; we solve them from the bottom up. In countries with strong central governments, the people with the money and power are the politicians instead of the businessmen. Are those politicians selfless and charitable? Of course not, they’re greedy and corrupt—and the poor are even worse off than they are here.

My point is that capitalism itself is just a vehicle—we’re the drivers. Any economic system will inevitably fail if individuals stop caring about the welfare of others. But which economic system is more likely to drive people out of poverty, one that cherishes the slogan “from rags to riches” or one that aims to help the poor via government bureaucracy? If you’re struggling to answer that, consider what happened in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina.

WHO SAID IT?

Sometimes it’s scary to think that things have become so twisted that you could reasonably attribute a quote to either a sitting U.S. senator or an America-hating socialist. See if you can figure out who said the following and, if you find it challenging, think about what that means for how immune we’ve become to attacks on capitalism.

“It’s impossible that capitalism can regulate the monster that is the world financial system, it’s impossible. Capitalism needs to go down. It has to end.”

[image: Image] A. Gordon Brown

[image: Image] B. Hugo Chavez

[image: Image] C. Dmitry Medvedev

[image: Image] D. Bernie Sanders

[image: Image] E. Nicolas Sarkozy

Answer: B. Hugo Chavez, April 3, 2009

Less than one month after the hurricane, private donations surpassed the $1 billion mark, most of which went to private aid organizations that quickly provided relief. Meanwhile, FEMA handed out $6.3 billion in taxpayer money, with nearly a quarter of that going to scammers. According to a GAO report, FEMA gave cash to inmates, sent checks to people who said they lived in cemeteries or post office boxes, and “reimbursed” people for rent even though they were living in hotels that were already being paid for by FEMA.

PROFITS=PROGRESS

In January 2006, New Orleans mayor Ray Nagin announced 314 new public projects as part of his rebuilding effort after Katrina. Over two and a half years later, just six of them were complete. Conversely, Wal-Mart had 126 of their stores damaged in the hurricane; 110 of them were up and running within ten days.

Oh, and remember those FEMA debit cards? Well, according to the GAO, it turns out they were occasionally used for purchases that (prepare yourself for government-speak) “did not appear to meet legitimate disaster needs.” In other words, people spent money meant for food and shelter on jewelry, travel, and porn.

Just for good measure, FEMA also reportedly lost 381 debit cards worth $762,000.

For some reason, we’ve become accustomed to the idea that the government must always come to the aid of everyone—but it hasn’t always been that way. Those in need used to rely on each other for help.

In 1887, Congress passed a bill appropriating money to Texas farmers who were suffering through a catastrophic drought. These days, that funding would not only be authorized, it would probably be done so under an emergency program that gave more money to the farmers than they ever dreamed of. But not in 1887. Not with Grover Cleveland as president.

Here’s how he answered Congress’ request:



COUNTING DOWN THE FRAUD

Here are my top five favorite fraudulent purchases using FEMA debit cards:

5 Vendor: Hooters; San Antonio, TX Transaction: Alcohol, including a $200 bottle of Dom Perignon Amount: $300

4 Vendor: Vacation Express; Atlanta, GA Transaction: All-inclusive 1-week Caribbean vacation resort in Punta Cana, Dominican Republic Amount: $2,200

3 Vendor: The Pleasure Zone; Houston, TX Transaction: Adult erotica products Amount: $400

2 Vendor: Mark Lipkin; Houston, TX Transaction: Divorce lawyer services Amount: $1,000

1 Vendor: Legends; Houston, TX Transaction: Gentleman’s club Amount: $600

By the way, would you be surprised if the same person who used his card at the strip club and “pleasure zone” also used it for the divorce attorney?



“I feel obliged to withhold my approval of the plan, as proposed by this bill, to indulge a benevolent and charitable sentiment through the appropriation of public funds for that purpose. I can find no warrant for such an appropriation in the Constitution, and I do not believe that the power and duty of the General Government ought to be extended to the relief of individual suffering which is in no manner properly related to the public service or benefit. A prevalent tendency to disregard the limited mission of this power and duty should, I think, be steadfastly resisted, to the end that the lesson should be constantly enforced that though the people support the Government the Government should not support the people.”

[image: Image]

Time out. Maybe you need to pause and catch your breath. Go get a glass of water if you need to, and then read that paragraph again. When you’re finished, read the rest of his response:

“The friendliness and charity of our countrymen can always be relied upon to relieve their fellow-citizens in misfortune. This has been repeatedly and quite lately demonstrated. Federal aid in such cases encourages the expectation of paternal care on the part of the Government and weakens the sturdiness of our national character, while it prevents the indulgence among our people of that kindly sentiment and conduct which strengthens the bonds of a common brotherhood.”
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Cleveland vetoed three times more bills than all of his predecessors . . . combined.

Wow. Even more impressive was that Cleveland (who was a Democrat!) turned out to be a hundred percent right. Those “fellow-citizens” he put so much trust in donated ten times more money to those farmers than the amount the president had vetoed, once again proving that when individuals personally sacrifice to help each other, it not only makes us better people, it makes us a better country. It forces us to notice need instead of simply hiring corrupt politicians to notice it only when they can exploit, publicize, or politicize it.

Unfortunately, Cleveland’s unwavering belief in the individual didn’t last long. It was squashed just a few years after his second term when progressive Republican Teddy Roosevelt took over and said idiotic things like: “Every man holds his property subject to the general right of the community to regulate its use to whatever degree the public welfare may require it.” (See the “U. S. Presidents” chapter for a lot more on Teddy.)

It just goes to show you that the “R” and the “D” are meaningless—what really matters is whether someone believes in the spirit and unending compassion of the individual, or instead in the destructive power of the collective.

[image: Image] After reading about his stand for the Constitution and small government, I suddenly became very interested in Mr. Cleveland. Turns out, you didn’t want to mess with him when it came to federal money. Time after time President Cleveland turned down seemingly small, harmless requests from people looking for federal handouts. Even better, his denials almost always came with a lecture—like this tongue-lashing he doled out to some poor sap trying to get a new post office built in his town:

“The care and protection which the Government owes to the people do not embrace the grant of public buildings to decorate thriving and prosperous cities and villages, nor should such buildings be erected upon any principle of fair distribution among localities. The Government is not an almoner of gifts among the people, but an instrumentality by which the people’s affairs should be conducted upon business principles, regulated by the public needs.”

Here’s the definition of “Almoner”: A church officer in charge of distributing the congregation’s tithes to the needy. So, if I may translate, the President was saying that the government is not in charge of redistributing taxpayer money to the poor. Geez, imagine if Countdown with Keith Olbermann existed back then? Bill O’Reilly and I would have had a heck of a time beating out Grover for “Worst Person in the World” every night.
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“WE NEED A NEW KIND OF CAPITALISM, ONE WHERE THE GOVERNMENT HAS MORE CONTROL.”

Thanks for buying the book, Stalin. Actually, if you agree with that statement, your views are closer to those of French President Nicolas Sarkozy than those of Stalin. In January 2009, while hosting a two-day economic conference titled “New World, New Capitalism,” Sarkozy said that “in capitalism of the 21st century, there is room for the state.”

Now, I’m not exactly sure when America started taking advice on capitalism from socialist France—but plenty of people seem to be listening anyway. From German Chancellor Angela Merkel (If governments “are not in a position to show that we can create a social order for the world in which such crises do not take place then we’ll face stronger questions as to whether this is really the right economic system”), to Alan Greenspan (“It may be necessary to temporarily nationalize some banks in order to facilitate a swift and orderly restructuring”), to Newsweek magazine’s cover (“We Are All Socialists Now”), there seems to be no shortage of voices begging the government to take more control over private markets.

And that’s exactly why we should ignore them all. It’s easy to get caught up in the headlines and make decisions based on emotion, but it’s much harder to objectively look at the decades of evidence that conclusively prove that the state runs things only one way: right into the ground.

The reason why combining the government with private industry always fails is simple: their motives are completely different. Private companies exist to create wealth, the government exists (at least in theory) to provide protections critical to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Private companies closely manage expenses and ensure every dollar has a return; the government attempts to spend every dollar it’s given and measures returns in campaign donations and polling data.



You Know You’re Turning Socialist When . . .

Sweden, a country internationally known for its cradle-to-grave social programs (free health care, free education, up to 80 percent of your pay for unemployment compensation—and massive tax rates), refuses to do something our government already has: bail out automakers. Responding to the difficult situation their car company, Saab, found itself in, the Swedish enterprise minister said, “The Swedish state is not prepared to own car factories.” Ouch.



Their constituencies are also different: Corporations serve shareholders and customers; the government (again, at least in theory) serves taxpayers, which means they have to serve politicians, special-interest groups, and the established bureaucracy first.

The incentive to earn a profit goes hand in hand with the ability to operate efficiently and effectively. Take one away and the other will vanish faster than the taxpayer dollars that are continually wasted trying to overcome the simple rules of economics.

Here are four examples of how a few high-profile public/private partnerships have played out in real life:

[image: Image]

1 FANNIE MAE & FREDDIE MAC

Fannie Mae was started by FDR in 1938 with a billion dollars and a mission: to buy up mortgages from private lenders so that those banks would have more capital to lend. It worked. By 1968 Fannie’s loan portfolio had grown so large that it was weighing down the federal budget. So, our politicians did what they always do when faced with something they don’t like: They hid it.

WHO SAID IT?

“The interaction between government and business will change forever. In a reset economy, the government will be a regulator; and also an industry policy champion, a financier, and a key partner.”

[image: Image] A. Hugo Chavez

[image: Image] B. Jeffrey Immelt

[image: Image] C. Dmitry Medvedev

[image: Image] D. Timothy Geithner

[image: Image] E. Nicolas Sarkozy

Answer: B. Jeffrey Immelt, CEO of General Electric

President Johnson turned Fannie into a quasi-governmental corporation that would be publicly traded. That allowed him to take Fannie’s debt off the government’s books, an idea that worked so well they used it to form Freddie Mac two years later.

Unfortunately, there was one big problem: Given their history, size, and importance in the mortgage market, virtually everyone knew the government wouldn’t let them fail. That not only gave Fannie and Freddie an unfair advantage over their competition, it also gave them access to things like guaranteed lines of credit and exemption from state and local taxes.

We all know how this story ends. The so-called implicit government guarantee turned into a very explicit one that resulted in the government seizing control of the two companies in September 2008. It also resulted in the $5 trillion in mortgage liabilities they’d racked up moving right back onto the very same books politicians removed them from in the first place.

2 AMTRAK

Congress created Amtrak in 1970 (are you starting to detect a trend here?) as a for-profit corporation. They’ve lost money every single year since.

Despite receiving over $30 billion in federal subsidies (not including another $1.3 billion that they picked up as part of the 2009 stimulus bill), Amtrak has never quite figured out how to fulfill their politically mandated mission and make a profit. So they’ve done neither.

I realize that I’m no choo-choo-train expert, but I am a thinker, so let me take a stab at fixing Amtrak’s problems: First, some of their lines require massive government subsidies because the costs simply don’t justify the ridership. For example, the Sunset Limited, which runs from Los Angeles to New Orleans, requires somewhere in the area of $466 in government subsidies for every paying customer. Now, again, I’m a self-educated guy . . . but if that were my business and my money on the line (oh, wait, it IS) then I might take one look at the old annual report and think to myself, Huh, I bet if we stopped operating that line and instead moved the trains to a line with, you know, ACTUAL PASSENGERS, we could make a little more money.



A REGULAR JOE

It’s likely that when Joe Biden used to take Amtrak to work he was given a reserved seat in first class. If so, he and other celebrities are the only ones who get that privilege. Yes, despite having fully reserved trains in which Amtrak knows exactly who’s getting on and off at each stop, they refuse to assign seats, even for first class.

That moronic policy leads to something that those of us who travel via Penn Station in New York City like to call “The Running of the Idiots” whereby hundreds of nicely dressed businessmen claw past bewildered tourists with the hope of getting a precious seat on an arriving train.

And Amtrak wonders why they can’t turn a profit.



But that kind of common sense doesn’t go over well at Amtrak. Their former chief executive, David Gunn, actually warned Congress that they shouldn’t be fooled into thinking that the decisions were so black and white. “Do not be misled,” Gunn said, “by those who quote huge per-passenger losses on certain routes. Most would conclude that by simply cutting the [Sunset Limited] train you would save tens of millions of dollars.” But the actual savings, according to Gunn? “Less than $15 million.”

Oh my gosh, only $15 million a year—what was I thinking? Why would we even bother closing a route that costs taxpayers only $15 million every year?

Of course, while that kind of logic may explain why Mr. Gunn was fired by Amtrak seven months later, it can’t explain why I can still go onto the Amtrak.com website and book myself a seat on the Sunset Limited for $133.

And that brings me to Amtrak’s second big problem: Pricing is dictated by politics. The Sunset Limited takes 47.5 hours to make the trip from L.A. to The Big Easy. Does anyone else see a problem with charging $133 for 47.5 hours? Here’s a hint: That’s a rate of $2.80 per hour!

[image: Image]

The IRS figures the cost of driving one mile at fifty-five cents. So, figuring that you can drive 65 miles per hour in most places, the cost to drive for an hour is about $36—over twelve times more than the cost per mile that Amtrak is charging for this route.

The only reason the Sunset Limited route is still in existence is politics. Amtrak needs subsidies to stay in business, those subsidies have to be approved by Congress; therefore, Amtrak needs to keep certain politicians happy. They can’t do that with heavy discounts on their delicious café-car microwave pizzas, so they do it with concessions and favors (like, for instance, keeping a money-losing route open in exchange for votes from the politicians who represent the districts that the train runs through).

[image: Image] The lowest fare I found for a one-way trip between New York City and Washington, D.C., was $72. That ride is three hours and twenty minutes long, which works out to a rate of $21.60/hour. If we applied that rate to the 47.5-hour Sunset Limited trip, the price would be $1,026. I’m just thinking out loud here.

Some might argue that that’s actually a good thing—America needs intercity rail service (even the money-losing kind) and the government is the only entity that can provide it. Fine—but then let’s have that debate; let’s talk about nationalizing Amtrak and changing its mission. Until then, we’re just kidding ourselves that a company reliant on the government for survival can ever produce a profit.



One More Reason Why Amtrak Stinks

Many airlines offer live satellite television, on-demand movies, music, and interactive games. In addition, most are now also implementing Wi-Fi internet service. Those planes fly 500 mph over 30,000 feet in the air. Meanwhile, Amtrak, which runs on the ground at blinding speeds averaging 70 mph, can’t seem to figure out how to offer any of those perks.



[image: Image]

3 CITIGROUP

In 2008, Citigroup, along with just about every other major bank in the country, opposed the idea of “cram downs” which would give bankruptcy judges the discretion to modify a borrower’s loan. But, on January 7, 2009, news broke that Citigroup had changed their mind—they would support cram-down legislation after all.

Why the one-eighty? I can give you 40 billion good reasons. That, of course, is how much money Citi had taken in federal bailouts at the time they “changed their mind.”

So why should you care about any of this? Because when private companies start making decisions based on what’s best for their political relationships instead of what’s best for their shareholders, we’re in big, big trouble. Cram downs are a terrible, awful thing for the banking industry. After all, if some judge can rewrite the terms of a contract, why would a bank ever want to give out another mortgage?

Citigroup’s support of this idea means they are acknowledging that their relationship with politicians is more important than their profits. If you’re a fan of capitalism, that’s a very scary prospect.

4 THE POSTAL SERVICE

This might seem like an odd example, but it’s actually a great study in how government meddling can prevent an organization from ever reaching its full potential.

In 1971, the “Post Office Department” was turned into a quasi-governmental corporation called the “U.S. Postal Service.” The USPS is run by a board of eleven, with nine of those people appointed by the president (meaning they’re not exactly independent of the political process).

There are other oddities, too. The USPS receives no government appropriations (good), but they have to adhere to a set of complex regulations that mandate each class of mail pay for itself (bad). They can borrow money by issuing debt (good), but all increases in mailing rates are decided by an independent body called the “Postal Rate Commission” (bad). They don’t have to adhere to federal standards on employee pay (good), but they have a federally mandated monopoly on regular mail delivery (bad).

Here’s what all of that has added up to: After being semi-privatized, the USPS recognized the need to update their antiquated systems. By issuing debt (and bypassing the ridiculous federal acquisitions process) they adopted bar-code readers and optical scanners that, by 1986, were responsible for processing 90 million pieces of mail each day. Think that would’ve happened if they were still a government agency?

[image: Image]

But it wasn’t all sunshine and lollipops. Remember those political appointees? Along with Congress, they wielded tremendous influence over the organization. By simply threatening to hold hearings on the Postal Reorganization Act (translation: “we’ll make you a government agency again”), they could influence all major decisions made by the USPS.

In the mid-’70s, the USPS sought to take advantage of their “semi-autonomy” by closing underutilized post offices. Like a national retail chain with underperforming stores, they realized that they could close some locations without impacting service. In fact, a GAO study calculated that they could save $100 million a year by closing 12,000 post offices, some of which served only a few people or were located absurdly close to other post offices.

But politicians liked that idea about as much as they like the idea of closing down a money-losing Amtrak line that runs through their district. To stop it, they amended the Postal Reorganization Act to prohibit the closings, stating that “the rural post office has always been a uniquely American institution” and that “service” is more of a priority than “profit.”

In 1977 the USPS, under pressure to keep postal rates low, decided to suspend Saturday mail delivery. They calculated that it would save them $400 million a year and wouldn’t adversely impact many businesses. In fact, polling indicated that most people preferred the loss of Saturday delivery to higher stamp prices. But Congress did not. The House passed a resolution opposing the change and the USPS dropped the idea, even though they knew their budget would suffer.

Being unable to execute either of those business strategies has cost the USPS at least $500 million a year (likely much more given inflation) for the last 30+ years. The result? The USPS lost $2.8 billion in fiscal year 2008 and expects to lose another $3 billion to $6 billion in 2009.

[image: Image] New Zealand corporatized their postal service in 1987. As Cornell professor Richard Geddes notes, that change “led to improvements in efficiency, a 40 percent reduction in the system’s workforce, a doubling in labor productivity, a decrease in the cost of sending a letter and a decrease in the price of a basic stamp.” And they did it all without impacting service in either rural or urban communities.

In early 2009, Postmaster General John Potter told Congress that the USPS is once again “facing losses of historic proportion. Our situation is critical.” But their hands are tied. The Postal Accountability and Enhancement Act of 2006 mandated the USPS to fund its entire retiree health-benefit fund within ten years—something, as postal officials point out, that no other government agency or private company is required to do. They tried to resurrect the idea of five-day delivery again, but leading politicians with oversight of the USPS, like Senator Susan Collins and Congressman Jose Serrano, have both said they would oppose it. The Postal Service brought back the idea of closing facilities, but politicians don’t like that either. (You try winning the next election after losing a few post offices in your district.)

[image: Image]

Why was Congress so concerned about losing Saturday delivery? The unions. While government agencies aren’t allowed to unionize, the USPS is—and those union members were worried about layoffs that might occur if one day of delivery was cut. The unions pressured the politicians, the politicians pressured the USPS, and—poof!—an idea that might’ve gotten the USPS on secure financial footing was quickly dismissed.

That leaves the USPS without very many options. They can’t raise rates, close locations, cut employees, reform retirement benefits, or change their service. In fact, about the only thing they can do is continue to issue debt and accumulate losses—all of which will have to eventually be paid back by the constituency they serve: the taxpayers.

What’s In Store for American Business

The U.S. Postal Service is a “quasi-governmental agency.” What’s that? Good question—but seeing that our leaders seem to want all businesses to be “quasi-governmental,” it might be helpful to understand that once the politicians get a seat at the table they bring along a lot of uninvited guests.

[image: Image]

“SURE, THERE’S A LOT OF BUREAUCRACY IN GOVERNMENT, BUT IT CAN BE STREAMLINED.”

The Federal Acquisition Regulation, which provides guidelines for the procedures that government employees must follow when spending taxpayer money, contains over 6,000 pages of rules, and that doesn’t even include the addendums created by each individual agency. Why is it so complicated? Because, like our tax code, it serves various competing interests, all of whom spend lots of time and money to make sure the provisions favor them.

Take the 1956 Federal Aid Highway Act, which created the interstate highway system, for example. It appropriated $25 billion for the cause ($188 billion in today’s dollars) and was, at the time, the largest public works project in American history.

[image: Image]

Just how “special” are “special-interest groups”? According to one expert, seven out of 10 Americans belong to an interest group and one in four belong to at least four of them. Best of all, that study was done 15 years ago! Does anyone think there are fewer people in interest groups now?

The entire bill was just 28 pages long.

In 1991 the Federal Aid Highway Act was reauthorized with a bill called the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act.

[image: Image] You have to love a country that goes from the “Federal Aid Highway Act” to the “Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act” yet still has the cojones to put the word “efficiency” in the title.

It was 293 pages long.

Why? Because over those three and a half decades people began to realize that these bills were really nothing more than blank slates upon which they could make their wildest (and most expensive) dreams come true.

James Wilson illustrates this perfectly in his book Bureaucracy:

“By 1991 we not only wanted to build more highways, we wanted to build them in ways that would aid mass transit, reduce air pollution, encourage the use of seat belts and motorcycle helmets, preserve historic sites, control erosion and outdoor advertising, use recycled rubber in making asphalt, buy iron and steel from U.S. manufacturers, define women as disadvantaged individuals, and protect Native American reservations—among other things.”

Almost every one of those things was included in the bill because it was promoted by a special-interest group: environmental groups, safety groups, industry groups, Indian groups, the list goes on and on. With so many people competing for attention and dollars—and so much complexity added to even the simplest piece of legislation—how could we ever expect government to run efficiently?

If you think your health-insurance plan is complicated now, imagine what it would look like after going through months of committee hearings, backroom bargaining sessions, and floor debates. You’d probably end up being able to visit only female, minority doctors who run zero-emission offices located on Indian reservations. Appointments would probably cost four times more and you still wouldn’t be able to get any.

[image: Image]

Whenever you hear someone say that the government should run health care or our banks or . . . well, anything, really, then just read them this list:

[image: Image]Up to 12 different agencies are responsible for administering more than 35 food-safety laws.

[image: Image]There are 541 clean air, water, and waste programs spread out over 29 agencies.

[image: Image]40 different programs aimed primarily at job training are administered by at least 7 different federal agencies.

[image: Image]50 different programs to aid the homeless are administered by at least 8 different federal agencies.

[image: Image]9 different agencies operate 27 teen-pregnancy programs and 11 agencies administer at least 90 early-childhood programs.

My point is that government is not built for speed, efficiency, or productivity, the very things that make American business competitive. So while having a large, lumbering, lethargic government might be the price a country has to pay for success, allowing those qualities to leak out into our business community will undoubtedly mark the end of that success.

[image: Image]

There have been over 51,000 new regulations put on the books since 1995.

[image: Image]

[image: Image]REORGANIZING OUR REORGANIZATIONS [image: Image]

It’s not as though no one’s ever noticed that our government runs about as well as Google (assuming, of course, that Google was being run by hundreds of morally ambivalent elected officials with no particular skill or talent other than getting reelected).

Throughout the twentieth century we’ve made at least eleven (mostly unsuccessful) major attempts at reorganizing/streamlining/modernizing/restructuring our government. A look at just a few of them is below, but my question is this: If we’re allowed to reorganize/streamline/modernize/restructure our government so often, why can’t we occasionally do the same thing for capitalism instead of declaring it worthless?

1905 “The Keep Commission,” created by Teddy Roosevelt.

Roosevelt explained, “It yet remains true that there is a good deal of clumsiness of work, and, above all, the inevitable tendency toward mere bureaucratic methods against which every Government official should be perpetually on his guard.”

It’s amazing to think that in 1905, with a government infinitesimally smaller than we have today, we’d already created such a mess. (By the way, you might think that Teddy was an early Obama critic, since he once said, “I do not want you in any case to recommend a change simply for the sake of making a change; nothing could be more foolish”—but you’d be wrong. As a progressive, Teddy would’ve really admired Obama for his ability to get individuals to cede control of nearly every area of their lives to the government.)

1911 “President’s Commission on Economy and Efficiency” (haha), created by Howard Taft (haha).

Roosevelt’s commission apparently worked so well that we created another one just a few years later. The chairman explained, “After nearly two years of study of the problem, it is my belief that . . . $300,000,000 per annum could be saved if the Government were run on a businesslike basis.”

Not surprisingly, Congress ignored the commission’s main recommendations, which is too bad considering that $300 million would mean annual savings of $6.4 billion in today’s dollars.

1964 & 1966 “Task Force on Government Reorganization,” created by Lyndon Johnson.

Nothing like a government “task force” to strip out all of the bureaucracy! You can see how well this one worked by virtue of the fact that Johnson tried it again just two years later.

1969 “Advisory Council on Government Organization,” created by Richard Nixon.

Step one of this plan probably should’ve been: “Find a president who will not be forced to resign.”

1970s “Reorganization Project,” created by Jimmy Carter.

Despite the super-creative name, all ten of Carter’s reorganization attempts were approved by Congress, a first for any American president. It’s just too bad that none of that legislation focused on a better way to rescue hostages or prevent oil shocks.

1982 “The Grace Commission,” created by Ronald Reagan.

This commission was tasked to work “like tireless bloodhounds” looking for ways to get the government “off the backs” of the American people. Their report to President Reagan summarized their findings:

“We came up with 2,478 separate, distinct, and specific recommendations. . . . For practical purposes, these savings, if fully implemented, could virtually eliminate the reported deficit by the 1990s versus an alternative deficit of $10.2 trillion in the decade of the 1990s if no action is taken.

“Equally important, the 2,478 cost-cutting, revenue-enhancing recommendations we have made can be achieved without raising taxes, without weakening America’s needed defense build-up, and without in any way harming necessary social welfare programs.”

[image: Image]And? What happened? Hellooooo? Was anyone in Congress listening or were they all too busy looking for ways to spend more money?

I think it might be time for Grace Commission Part II . . . and I nominate Ted Nugent and Chuck Norris to head it up. I dare Congress to get in their way.

Bonus! We could rework some of those famous Chuck Norris facts to be “Nugent/Norris Committee Facts.” For example: “There’s no such thing as government bureaucrats—just a list of politicians Nugent and Norris have allowed to live.”

1993 “National Performance Review,” aka “National Partnership for Reinventing Government,” aka “REGO,” created by Bill Clinton.

If the number of different names this effort had are any indication, efficiency was not a priority.

“WE JUST NEED TO CHANGE THINGS TEMPORARILY, UNTIL WE GET BACK ON OUR FEET.”

In 1936, Johnstown, Pennsylvania, was hit by its second devastating flood in less than 50 years. The water rose 14 feet in some areas, over two dozen people were killed, and 77 buildings were destroyed—resulting in total property damage estimated at over $40 million.

To help the town rebuild, the government levied a temporary 10 percent tax on all alcohol sales across the state, with the proceeds earmarked to help flood victims get back on their feet.

It worked. A lot of money was raised and the town eventually began to recover.

Seventy-three years later, many of the Johnstown flood victims have long since died . . . but the Johnstown flood tax never did. In fact, over the years, greedy legislators have actually raised the rate (twice), bringing it to an absurd 18 percent.

Since 1936, Pennsylvania has collected over $15.4 billion from this tax. The 2009–10 Pennsylvania Governor’s Executive Budget projects the tax will net about $283 million for the state next year alone, from a “temporary” tax originally imposed to pay for $40 million in damages.

The lesson should be obvious: Be very careful about giving the government any additional power or authority. No matter how temporary it may seem, it never is.



You Know You’re Turning Socialist When . . .

The French president is less interested in redistributing wealth than the American one:

President Sarkozy, March 2009: “I was not elected to raise taxes [but] to reconcile France with the workplace and factory.”

President Obama, February 2009: “The past eight years have discredited once and for all the philosophy of trickle-down economics—that tax breaks, income gains, and wealth creation among the wealthy eventually will work their way down to the middle class. In its place, we need economic opportunity to trickle up.”



[image: Image] Since the president brought up “trickle-up” economics, I’d love for him to explain how that works in practice. I think about it as though our economy is a mountain. The top is covered in snow, which melts and results in fresh cold water trickling all the way down to a stream in the valley below. Villagers use that water to drink, cook, and bathe.

To keep life good for the villagers, trickle-down economics would say that we should focus our energy on keeping the snow pack at the top thick. More snow at the summit inevitably means more fresh water for the villagers, right? But trickle-up economics says that we should cut off the top of the mountain, bring the water down to the village, and watch as it magically defies gravity and somehow trickles back up to the top. I’m open to new ways of thinking, but . . . huh?

“YOU’RE OUT OF YOUR MIND. WE’RE CALLING FOR MORE REGULATION—THAT’S A LOT DIFFERENT THAN CALLING FOR NEW TAXES OR ANOTHER PATRIOT ACT.”

I’m glad you brought up the Patriot Act, because it’s a good example of how the government is always able to expand its power during times of crisis. Our country’s under attack! (Please let us eavesdrop on phone calls . . .) Johnstown is flooded! (Please let us tax alcohol to help the victims . . .) Our financial system will collapse! (Please let us nationalize a few banks . . .) And on and on and on.

Despite all of the calls for “more regulation” (which is really just code language for bigger government), we should remember that, once put on the books, regulations are virtually impossible to get rid of. You’ve heard of archaic “blue laws” before (it’s still illegal for anyone 16 or older to yell at an official at a sporting event in Massachusetts) but those same kinds of outdated regulations also apply to business.

In 2003, a dairy farmer named Hein Hettinga had a craaaaaaaaazy idea: he wanted to undercut his competitors’ prices. Now, I know what you’re thinking, “Glenn, that’s not crazy . . . businesses lower their prices all the time!” Not in dairy farming they don’t. See, dairy farming is still governed by a system of regulations set up in the 1930s to protect the thousands of small farmers who ran small dairies and made their living by selling raw milk.

[image: Image]

It’s pretty bad when the government says that one of their own programs isn’t really working, yet nothing changes. A recent USDA report found that “while producers are, as a whole, better off with dairy programs, these programs do raise consumer costs (modestly) and increase government expenditures.” The watchdog group Citizens Against Government Waste was a little more specific; they estimated that dairy programs cost U.S. consumers over $1.5 billion a year.

But look around—is that really still how the industry operates? Dairy farms now often have thousands of cows and major corporations (Dean Foods is the largest with $12.5 billion in annual revenues) are involved in every step of the process. Despite that, regulations that guarantee a set price to farmers who participate in federally operated regional pools remain on the books.

[image: Image]

Those regulations meant trouble for our friend Mr. Hettinga. His competition hated that he had driven down prices by twenty cents a gallon at Costco (which, according to a Costco senior vice president, was creating a snowball effect as competitors were also forced to slash prices). So those competitors set out to shut Hettinga down.

[image: Image]

With lobbyists being paid millions by Big Milk, politicians were more than happy to scratch each other’s backs and crack down on Hettinga’s tyrannous plan to save consumers money. Congress passed a bill forcing Hettinga to pay into a regional “pool” run by the federal government—the Senate voted via unanimous consent (which means there was no roll-call vote) and the House passed the bill by 13 votes. Representatives who voted against the measure found an email in their inbox the next morning expressing “disappointment on behalf of the members of the International Dairy Foods Association for your vote.” It added a thinly veiled threat: “We will be letting our member companies and their employees know of the outcome.”

[image: Image] How much of a chance do you think Hettinga had when the two main politicians against him were Sen. Jon Kyl (who, ironically, is from Arizona, one of the states where consumers could’ve been saving money) and Devin Nunes, a congressman from California (another state where Hettinga was lowering milk prices)? Kyl received thousands of dollars in contributions from the chairman of Shamrock Farms, an Arizona dairy producer that competes against Hettinga, and nearly $15,000 from other Shamrock executives just a few weeks before the Senate took up the case. Nunes, meanwhile, was second only to President Bush in contributions received from dairy interests. Definitely seems like a fair fight, right?

Hettinga estimates that he has to pay up to $400,000 a month into an Arizona dairy-farming pool—a sum that, ironically, will go to help his competitors. In late 2006 he filed a lawsuit against the government, claiming that the new law was unconstitutional because it was a Bill of Attainder (see our Constitution chapter for more on that). The case was dismissed, but, in April 2009, a U.S. Court of Appeals reversed that decision, meaning that Hettinga still has a fighting chance.

“I had an awakening,” Hettinga, who was born in the Netherlands, told the Washington Post. “It’s not totally free enterprise in the United States.” Unfortunately, he’s right—and allowing our government to rush through more regulations now (that will likely still be on the books 70 years from now) will only make that lack of free enterprise across all industries even worse.

“POLITICIANS CAN LEARN TO RUN GOVERNMENT MORE LIKE A BUSINESS.”

There are a lot of people who believe that our politicians can be trained to run government more efficiently. Those people are wrong. Politicians step into office with preconceived ideas about the purpose of government and those ideas are not easily changed. Convincing people who care about [insert favorite issues/programs/pet projects here] that their primary focus should be on not spending money is like trying to convince John Goodman to fill up on salad at the buffet—it’s against everything they stand for.

WHO SAID IT?

“We are interested in a new financial system based on justice. A real economic system.”

[image: Image] A. Hugo Chavez

[image: Image] B. Timothy Geithner

[image: Image] C. Dmitry Medvedev

[image: Image] D. Mahmoud Ahmadinejad

[image: Image] E. Dennis Kucinich

Answer: D. Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, April 6, 2009

One way to clearly see that is by looking at how multiple generations of politicians do with managing taxpayer money. We all know about the debacle in Washington, but those numbers are so big they don’t even seem real anymore. Instead, consider my home state of Connecticut (the Constitution State—oh the irony!), where politicians have done a legendary job of running the “wealthiest state in union” right into the ground.

In 1991, Connecticut was facing a revenue shortfall of about $2.7 billion. Using that crisis (a crisis, of course, that they created by being fiscally irresponsible), Connecticut’s governor pushed hard for a state income tax. After a long stalemate with the General Assembly, the bill eventually passed.

[image: Image]

At the signing ceremony, Governor Lowell Weicker sounded optimistic. “When I sign this budget, Connecticut will be closing the book on its past and it’ll be facing toward the future.”

Now, 17 years later, we have a pretty good idea of what that future looks like: The income tax that was passed to close a $2.7 billion deficit has been raised several times and now brings in over $7.5 billion a year. Add in the $350 million a year that the state currently receives from Indian casinos, and Connecticut now collects nearly $8 billion more in revenue than it did in 1991.

Give any rational businessperson that kind of money and profits would be a given . . . but the same rules don’t apply to the government. Despite all of those extra billions, Connecticut is still facing massive deficits: $1.2 billion this year and another $6 billion to $8 billion over the next two years.

How could that possibly happen? Simple: the government cannot be restrained. Even if their intentions back in 1991 were good, things change. New politicians get voted in, old politicians find new donors—and “good intentions” get run through the shredder.

In Connecticut’s case, out-of-control spending (surprise, surprise) was the culprit. In 1991, when the so-called crisis was happening, the state’s total spending was about $7.6 billion. In 2008, total spending is projected to be $18.8 billion—an increase of 147 percent. To be fair, the $7.6 billion in 1991 dollars would translate to $11.4 billion today, but that still means the brainiacs in Hartford are spending 65 percent more than they were in 1991.

[image: Image] As someone who lived in Connecticut in the ’90s and again today, I can assure you that there hasn’t been anywhere close to a 65-percent improvement in their schools, roads, or hospitals.

The point is that, like Oprah, government only knows how to get bigger. (Oops, guess an Oprah book-club selection is out . . . and I was so close, too.) Try as they might to slim down, the natural order of things will always take over and ensure they grow larger than anyone ever thought possible. The only way to stop that, or at least slow it down, is by taking away their source of food: money and power.



[image: Image] A TALE OF TWO COUNTRIES [image: Image]

In 1939, Finland and its neighbor to the south, Estonia, were identical in many ways. But in 1940, everything changed. The U.S.S.R. occupied Estonia and kept the small country under communist rule for the next fifty years. Finland, meanwhile, remained free.

Mart Laar, Estonia’s former prime minister, described what communism did to his country:

“Look at what happened in this context during these fifty years and then you can understand how terrible the communist system really is. And it’s not only in the economy. This is in all fields of life—the social structure, cultural standards, education, health care, or whatever. When you compare those two countries . . . then you will find what communism really means, and how bad it is. Our economy, our nature, and our environment were destroyed.”

After the Soviets left in 1991, Estonia embraced capitalism, turning itself into a “Baltic Tiger” that experienced massive economic growth. They also did something that most so-called capitalist countries haven’t done: They instituted a flat tax. Not right off the bat—they tried the whole “progressive” thing first, but they eventually realized that creating class warfare was not a way to leave the Soviet era in the past.

Estonians now pay a flat tax rate of 22 percent and, even better, it’s scheduled to drop to 18 percent within a few years. It takes Estonians an average of just 10–15 minutes to file their returns online.

By 1994, just a few years free from communist rule, Estonia’s life expectancy at birth was 72.6 years. Finland, just fifty miles away—but also fifty years ahead in medical advance-ments—had a life expectancy at birth of 75.9. But, once free and able to invest in their own health-care system, Estonia began to quickly pick up speed. In the 14 years from 1994 to 2008, Estonia gained 2.6 years in life expectancy, a rate of growth virtually identical to Finland’s.

Another great measure of how communism thwarts improvements in almost all areas is the infant-mortality rate. By 1994, Estonia was experiencing 19.1 infant deaths for every thousand live births, compared to Finland’s rate of 5.3. But now? Estonia has cut their number of infant deaths to 7.5 per thousand, a remarkable drop of 60 percent in just fourteen years.

Estonia has experienced other, non-health-care-related improvements as well:

[image: Image]In 1990, 20 percent of Estonia’s workforce was clustered in the agriculture and forestry industries—not exactly the hallmark of a high-growth, first-world country. By 1999, they had diversified employment and cut the number of workers in agriculture and forestry almost in half.

[image: Image]In 1993, Estonia’s GDP per capita was just $5,480—compared to $16,100 in Finland. By 2007, Estonia’s GDP per capita had grown to $21,100, an annual compound growth rate of over 10 percent, far higher than Finland’s annual growth rate of 5.8 percent over the same time period.

[image: Image]In 1993, Estonia had 25 telephones per 100 people, compared to 62 in Finland. By 2006 the numbers had shifted dramatically. Estonia had 41.4 main lines and 127 cellular phones for every hundred people. Both of those numbers surpassed Finland, and this is one reason why The New York Times called Estonia “a sort of Silicon Valley on the Baltic Sea.”

[image: Image] Pretty remarkable accomplishments for a country that had Soviet tanks patrolling its streets just a decade earlier—and it all happened because markets became less regulated.

Socialists, like progressives, are very patient people. They understand that the best way to turn America from a freedom-loving Republic into a government-loving Nanny State is by influencing generation after generation of children by transforming their message into cartoons, songs, and, like this kid-focused propaganda piece from 1906, even poems . . .

My PAPA IS A SOCIALIST

My papa is a Socialist, my mamma, too, and I,
And if you’ll wait a minute now, I’ll tell the reason why;
I’m sure that when you understand, you certainly will see,
You’d better all be Socialists, and vote with pa and me.

You see this earth is long and wide, good things above, below,
And there are lots of people, too, who want to make things go;
Besides, we’re all just quite alike, need food and clothes and rest,
And if we all were Socialists, we all would share earth’s best.

But now John D. owns all the oil, most banks, and railroads, too,
And then a few own all the land, so what can poor folks do
But tramp and starve and beg for jobs, and work and work and work?
And all the wealth we make, but scraps, we give the wealthy shirk.

Now isn’t every papa, most, the very biggest goose,
To give away most all he makes to men who don’t produce?
So that a few rich families may all be living fine,
While all we weary working folks must suffer, want, and pine.

And then they do such foolish things, I often wonder why
They “strike” and lose their jobs, and let us freeze and starve and cry;
When, if all joined the Socialists, in four years more or five
We’d all be wealthy partners in the world’s greatest working hive.

For if they’d stop to think, they’d see how easy ’twas to make,
Together, all we’d want to have, and what we’d make, we’d take;
So that the children, all alike, our papas, mammas, too,
Would all enjoy earth’s happiness, as Socialists want all to.

So papa is a Socialist, mamma, we children, too;
We want to make all children rich and happy, too, don’t you?
Good food and homes, nice shoes and clothes, we children want, don’t you?
So all of us are Socialists; please, won’t you be one too?

—From “Songs of Socialism” by Harvey P. Moyer, Co-operative Printing Co. (1906).

You have to love how the author continually bashes “the rich” while also promising the kids that socialism can make them “wealthy” and “rich” and help them buy all sorts of nice things. But instead of complaining about how they target kids with this nonsense, maybe it’s time we join them. Here’s my updated version of their little poem . . .

My Papa Is a Capitalist

My papa is a Capitalist, my mamma, too, and I,
And if you’ll wait a minute now, I’ll tell the reason why;
I’m sure that when you understand, you certainly will see,
You’d better be a Capitalist, and vote with pa and me.

You see, we’re very lucky to be living in a nation,
That knows rewarding hard work will encourage innovation.
For there are many people who, when offered an incentive,
Will use their brains and brawn to be amazingly inventive.

Our country’s prospered like no other, based on a single notion,
That caused millions of people to board ships and cross the ocean.
What made so many immigrate and cross the churning sea?
The answer’s really simple. Just one word: It’s “Liberty.”

The chance to live in freedom, where their dreams are not restrained,
The chance to pursue goals and know they can be obtained.
The promise of a better life drew, like moths to flame,
Millions upon millions who sought freedom, fortune, fame.

Look around the world and see the countries that have failed,
And you will find the reason is that hope had been curtailed.
If your future’s been decided and your dreams have been ignored,
You’ve got no motive to succeed—because there’s no reward.

But if you are enabled, placed in charge of your own fate,
The world can be your oyster. That’s what makes this country great.
It’s the nature of humanity to always improve our lot,
To have a bigger chicken in an even bigger pot.

So papa is a Capitalist, mamma and children too;
We’re in control of our own lives. And happier, as are you.
The things we want we work hard for, so the things we lack are few.
So all of us are Capitalists; please, won’t you be one too?

—From Arguing with Idiots by Glenn Beck (2009).

“THERE’S NO PROBLEM WITH GOVERNMENT GETTING BIGGER, WE JUST NEED TO EMBRACE IT. SURE, SOCIALISM MAY NOT HAVE THE GREATEST TRACK RECORD, BUT THAT’S ONLY BECAUSE IT’S NEVER IMPLEMENTED THE RIGHT WAY!”

Saying that socialism doesn’t work is like saying that Blagojevich did a bad job as Illinois’ governor—it’s vastly understating just how dismal the results really are. In Venezuela, where socialist “reforms” have been under way for quite some time, the percentage of people living below the poverty line is still over 40 percent. That’s some success story! In Laos, another socialist country, the rate is over 30 percent.

The people who would be least surprised by those statistics are our Founding Fathers. They knew that government could be good, but that, in practice, almost none of them ever were. Even governments that started out with good intentions eventually became too powerful and corrupt. They also knew that people were exactly the opposite—over time they usually did the right thing and made the right decisions. The result was a system of checks and balances that put significant limits on the size and power of government while simultaneously unleashing the power of the individual.

Unfortunately, we are now shredding that system faster than Enron employees shredded spreadsheets the day they were raided. When you confront a big-government advocate about the consistent failure of socialism over and over and over again, what you’ll usually hear back is something about how none of those countries ever did it right. In other words, their claim isn’t that socialism failed, it’s that the implementation of socialism failed.

[image: Image] Ask a political-science nerd about what type of government Venezuela, Cuba, Laos, North Korea, China, or Vietnam have and you’re likely to get a dissertation on the differences between countries with Marxist-Leninist ideologies and ones without. Whatever. The point is that this group of countries is, in practice, either socialist or communist—at least the way normal people think of it. And, no, I don’t put myself in that group.

That’s a convenient little rebuttal, but it’s also pretty ridiculous. The theory of “perfect socialism” is just that . . . a theory. To compare a theoretical, textbook version of a political system with a practical system that has proven itself for hundreds of years is completely unfair.



LET’S MAKE A DEAL. . .

I take the state of Montana, and Senator Bernie Sanders, or some other avowed socialist, takes Massachusetts (sorry, you get Barney Frank and the Kennedys as well—that’s non-negotiable). I institute the smallest possible government, minimal taxes, and let my people be creative and free. The socialists institute a huge government, tons of welfare programs, safety nets, unions, and publicly funded infrastructure projects—along with obscenely high taxes to pay for it all. Then we meet back in ten years and see which state is healthier, wealthier, better educated, and has less poverty and crime. If anyone wants to bet on the socialists, I am open for business.



Yet “theory” is how supporters of these systems continually justify their losing positions. If only every person who makes over $1 million a year would give $50,000 to those who live in poverty . . . there would be no poverty. If only every coal plant were forced to shut down . . . there would be no global warming. If only . . .

Yeah, we get it—there’s a perfect world in your head just waiting to bust out. Maybe you should go buy an island and start your own utopian Marxist micro-nation where songbirds chirp and lollipops dance. Oops—I almost forgot! . . . you can’t buy an island because YOU HAVE NO MONEY. And why do you have no money? Because YOU SIT AT HOME THINKING ABOUT THIS CRAP.

My point is that if the perfect economic system worked just as well in the real world as it does in the textbooks, then we’d all be using it. We’d also all be very wealthy, very thin, have no need for an army, an education, or currency of any kind.



TEXTBOOK IDIOCY

Comparing “textbook” socialism to capitalism is unfair for another reason as well: The system of capitalism we’re currently operating under is far removed from the way it was drawn up. I mentioned the housing market earlier as a great example of that, but so is the size of government.

In 1950, government spending was responsible for just 24 percent of our GDP. By 2008, that number had rocketed to over 37 percent and—hope you’re sitting down—Goldman Sachs projects it to hit a catastrophic 83 percent by the end of the decade.

Consider this illustration, which is based on a sketch from The 5,000 Year Leap (a must-read book for anyone who cares about what our Founders really believed). It’s a three-headed eagle, and it represents how our Founders originally set up our system of government.

[image: Image]

Each of the heads symbolizes a different branch of government: executive, legislative (which has two eyes—one for the House and one for the Senate), and judicial. The eagle also has two wings: a “problem-solving” wing and a “money-saving” wing. The problem-solving wing represents our compassion. We have to help the poor, the elderly, the sick, the victims of disasters, the repressed around the world, etc. The money-saving wing represents conservation. It understands that while we have to solve problems, we also have to conserve our resources for the future. It’s important that those two ideals are represented by equal-sized wings, as they provide the balance necessary for the eagle to fly.

The entire eagle was also placed as close to anarchy as possible to underscore that while our Founders understood that government was necessary, they wanted it as limited as possible.

Now, here’s an updated version of the Founders’ Eagle:

[image: Image]

You’ll notice a few important changes.

First, both the executive and judicial heads have grown quite large and they’re also trying to eat each other. The legislative branch, meanwhile, has shrunk and, just for good measure, is also now blindfolded—illustrating their inability to see how grotesque the system has become.

The problem-solving wing is now enormous, representing our desire to solve every problem, domestic and foreign, regardless of the cost. Conversely, the money-saving wing is now on fire since conserving for the future is the last thing on any politician’s mind. You’ll also notice that the entire eagle has also shifted on the scale—we are no longer bordering on anarchy, we’re bordering on tyranny.

I would ask anyone who wants to argue that small-government, free-market capitalism has failed to take a good look at these two eagles first. Has the system our Founders set up for us really failed . . . or have we failed it?



“THEY MAY NOT BE PERFECT, BUT FRANCE IS DOING SOCIALISM RIGHT—WE SHOULD BE MORE LIKE THEM.”

I can (and will) give you all sorts of stats and stories to prove that the French have created an unsustainable society, but the best evidence of all comes from an opinion column. Along with what this writer actually says, it’s where he says it that’s shocking: The New York Times.

“I lived for about a decade, on and off, in France and later moved to the United States. Nobody in their right mind would give up the manifold sensual, aesthetic and gastronomic pleasures offered by French savoir-vivre for the unrelenting battlefield of American ambition were it not for one thing: possibility.

You know possibility when you breathe it. For an immigrant, it lies in the ease of American identity and the boundlessness of American horizons after the narrower confines of European nationhood and the stifling attentions of the European nanny state, which has often made it more attractive not to work than to work.”

The key word he used was “possibility” because it really sums up everything that capitalism is about. You stay at work an extra hour because of the possibility that your boss might notice and eventually promote you. You put your home on the line to start your own business because of the possibility that you might become the next Microsoft or Google. You spend your life savings to send your children to college because of the possibility that they will be presented with a life full of endless possibilities.

[image: Image] If anyone from France takes offense at this, I’m sorry—but sometimes the truth hurts. At least take solace in the fact that while your beloved country may already be too far gone to save, you could still stop us from suffering the same fate. Think of it as a down payment on your balance from World War II.

As the Times columnist said, France has lost that—and it’s not hard to understand why. Archaic laws, senseless social programs, poor (but free) education, enclaves filled with disenfranchised immigrants and unemployed youths, and massive public debt have combined to make France a nice place to visit, but a pretty depressing place to live.

I talk a lot about how our govern-ment—to borrow a term from the great economist Thomas Sowell—can’t think “beyond stage one.” They try to solve problems with obvious solutions without thinking about the consequences of those solutions. But we didn’t invent that kind of narrow, short-term thinking . . . France did.

France decided that the best way to keep their citizens working was to create all kinds of laws and regulations for employers to follow. Most of us know about their 35-hour work week and long summer vacations, but that’s only the start. The number of rules that French companies have to follow in order to hire or fire someone would put the New York City Teachers’ Union to shame.

But what France forgot was that for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction. The consequence of all those laws to prevent unemployment was massive unemployment, especially among the young. It’s really just common sense—if you can hire and fire at will, you are much more likely to take a chance on new employees, especially young ones without much experience. But when “at will” instead turns into ironclad, virtually lifelong commitments, you’re much more careful about whom you hire.

The numbers show that this is exactly what’s happened as 23 percent of young people in France are unemployed. To fight that trend, France’s former prime minister created another set of regulations, called the “first job contract.” It gives employers the ability to hire anyone under 26 years old for what is essentially a two-year trial period. During that time the draconian state employment rules are loosened, enabling companies to take more chances.

[image: Image] The best quote I’ve read in a while came from an Economist article about how the French seem to only embrace capitalism when it suits them:

“(France has) . . . an archaic socialism that fails to understand, or at least to explain, that wealth needs to be created before it can be shared.”

I hate to say it, but that simple lesson may also need to be explained to some Americans.

Now, 64 percent of all French youths aged 15–24 take part in the temporary work program within a year of completing their education—but many of them hate the idea. Having grown up in a country where a job was always viewed as a right, they believe the “first job contract” program victimizes them and, as they say in their protests, “institutionalizes insecurity.”

Maybe one reason why they say that is that—pardon my French—they’re not that smart. After all, most students in France go to schools that are virtually free and have no restrictions on entry (including no minimum test scores or grade point average). In addition, teachers are government employees, which makes sense, considering that over 25 percent of all jobs in France are in the public sector.

The result of this wonderfully non-discriminatory, sunshine–and-lollipops approach to education is a drop-out rate of 40 percent, lecture halls that are bursting at the seams, universities without any interest in research, and the distinction of not even placing one school in the top 40 of the most recent worldwide rankings. France has only three schools in the top hundred.

Combining terrible educations with a government that acts like a countrywide HR department from hell does not set the French up for economic success. And it shows. While the government takes 44 percent of GDP in taxes every year (the euro-zone average is closer to 40 percent), it’s not nearly enough. Someone has to pay for all the free education, health care, and short work weeks—and, right now, it’s France’s lenders. A government-commissioned report pointed out that, without drastic action, France’s debt load will go from 66 percent of GDP today to 80 percent by 2010 to a catastrophic 100 percent in 2014.

Is America destined for the same fate? If we keep going the way we are, absolutely. For proof, just listen to the way a recent Economist article described the general attitude there:

“[In France] there is a lingering culture of suspicion of profit, and a demonisation of business leaders, encouraged by a mainstream left that still equates efficiency with injustice.”

Now ask yourself: Is America moving toward that way of thinking, with all of its laws and feel-good regulations, or away from it?

[image: Image]

While the top school in France (University of Paris) checks in at number 42 on the list, the greedy, discriminatory, selfish capitalists here in the U.S. have managed to place 17 different schools in the top 20. Sure, Harvard and Yale are there, but schools like Rockefeller University (#32) and the publicly funded University of Maryland (#37) also beat out the Frenchie-frenchmen.
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THE SECOND AMENDMENT

Ammunition to Defend Your Rights

“A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.”

NOTHING illustrates the battle between the good forces of individual liberty and the destructive, idiotic forces of collectivism better than the ongoing battle over the meaning of those 27 little words.

Normal people understand the natural existence of the right to bear arms, the plain language guaranteeing us that right, and the clearly documented history that led to its enshrinement in the Bill of Rights. But those who distrust individual freedoms in favor of an all-powerful government are horrified by the idea that one person can possess enough power to lawfully resist, with force, unacceptable intrusions into his or her life.

Perhaps some of those opposed to the individual right to bear arms understand that, as King George once discovered, an armed populace is a populace that will not be pushed around. Perhaps they even understand Thomas Jefferson’s famous observation (or was it a warning?):

“When governments fear the people, there is liberty. When the people fear the government, there is tyranny.”

Whatever the reason, these people seem to appreciate, if not respect, the role of the Second Amendment in protecting our way of life. Successfully weaken it, and it’s only a matter of time before all of our other rights begin to fall away, like dominoes.

That’s why so many of the debates over the Second Amendment aren’t really about guns at all; they’re about big versus small government, rights versus responsibilities, and, ultimately, about where the balance of power in America should reside: with politicians or with the people. That’s also why it’s so imperative that all Americans, gun lovers or not, understand their Second Amendment right well enough to fight for it against idiots who say things like . . .

“IT’S CLEAR THAT THE RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS ONLY EXISTS BECAUSE ‘A WELL-REGULATED MILITIA [IS] NECESSARY TO THE SECURITY OF A FREE STATE.’ THIS RIGHT WAS ABOUT MILITIAS, NOT INDIVIDUALS.”

They sure don’t write laws the way they used to. Back in the eighteenth century, preambles like the one we see in the Second Amendment’s militia clause were actually quite common. Who knows, maybe the politicians were a little more modest back then and believed they had to offer explanations for the laws being handed down—but, whatever the reason, the rules of English grammar haven’t changed.

[image: Image] The argument that the militia clause somehow defines, narrows, or transforms the operative part of the right-securing language (“the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed”) proves only the sad state of modern education in America.

Just because the Second Amendment happens to have a preamble doesn’t diminish the fact that the granting of this right to the people is perfectly clear. When our Founders intended to specifically refer to the militia or the states, guess what—they used those words. Look at the Tenth Amendment, for instance: “The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.” Pretty clear, right?

It becomes even more clear when you look at other instances where the Founders used the language “the right of the people.” Like in the First Amendment, for example: “the right of the people peaceably to assemble.” Or, in the Fourth Amendment: “the right of the people to be secure . . . against unreasonable searches and seizures.”

The first clause of the Second Amendment, which discusses the necessity of a well-regulated militia, is a reason why the people have the right to arms. It’s a perfectly good and sufficient reason, but it’s not the only reason, and it doesn’t change who has the right.



Who’s Making This Argument?

“In a radical break from 70 years of Supreme Court precedent, Justice Antonin Scalia, writing for the majority, declared that the Second Amendment guarantees individuals the right to bear arms for nonmilitary uses, even though the amendment clearly links the right to service in a ‘militia.’”

—The New York Times Editorial Board, June 27, 2008



Consider this sentence:

“Being a fisherman, Joe needs to buy a boat.”

Does that mean that Joe should buy a boat only if he fishes for a living? What if Joe also likes to water ski?

[image: Image]

“No free man shall ever be debarred the use of arms.”

—Thomas Jefferson

Being a fisherman is a great reason for getting a boat, but it isn’t the only reason and, in fact, it doesn’t even have to be true. What if Joe is actually allergic to fish? What if Joe is an accountant who happens to enjoy sailing on the weekends? What if Joe is a strict vegan, but loves to scuba dive? Would the above sentence preclude Joe from buying a boat in any of those situations?

Likewise, the militia clause of the Second Amendment doesn’t have to be true for the rest of the statement to stand. What if a well-regulated militia is not necessary to the security of a free state? We are pretty secure and still (kind of) free these days, but we don’t have a functioning state-militia system. Perhaps the Framers were wrong—maybe the only thing necessary to security is a nuclear-defensive umbrella, a strong navy, and just plain good luck.

Does a constitutional right go away simply because one of its perceived benefits no longer exists? Of course not—no individual right depends on the government’s actions. That’s why the Declaration of Independence made clear that the rights we were fighting for were those we were “endowed [with] by our creator” instead of some elected bureaucrat.

Judges and lawyers have understood that the flowery, explanatory language of the sort we see at the outset of the Second Amendment is of little real value. That’s why, for hundreds of years, such language has been widely ignored by courts—unless absolutely necessary to explain the operative text.

In announcing one influential English decision in 1716 (remember, they still used common sense back then), the judge called the idea that a preamble can limit or redefine the operative text “a ridiculous notion.” The reporter noting the decision even wrote that “his Lordship” rendered his decision “with some heat.”

I wonder if any of our current reporters have used the term “his Lordship” lately? [image: Image]

Over a hundred years later, the interpretations were still the same. A mid-nineteenth-century legal treatise explained, “When the words of the enacting clause are clear and positive, recourse must not be had to the preamble.” And, in this century, modern authorities declared that “the preamble can neither limit nor extend the meaning of a statute which is clear. Similarly, it cannot be used to create doubt or uncertainty.”

[image: Image]

If you’re still not convinced, consider that the first Congress, which approved the Second Amendment, also reenacted the Northwest Ordinance, which laid out the settlement and exploration of what then passed for the frontier west. That law declared:

“Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged.”

Many gun-grabbing idiots would disagree that religion, morality, and knowledge are necessary for good government, so does that mean that we can now do away with all public schools in the states of the old Northwest Territory (Ohio, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, and Wisconsin)?

[image: Image]
Hang on a second . . . no public schools? Maybe they’re onto something with this whole “preamble” thing after all.

Even our original Constitution contains a Second Amendment–style preamble. Congress has the power “to promote the Progress of Science and the useful Arts,” by enacting copyright and patent laws. Does that mean that every copyrighted work or patented invention must promote scientific progress and useful arts? Suppose Al Gore’s next book advocates a radical back-to-nature lifestyle that abandons the use of cars, planes, and electric power—things that would all be against scientific progress. Would Gore still be entitled to copyright it? Of course he would. Why? Because courts don’t limit copyright and patent protection only to things that might “promote the Progress of Science and the Useful Arts.”

In a very similar way, “the right of the people” as stated in the Second Amendment doesn’t depend on, and is not defined by, those who take advantage of it only in the context of a militia.

[image: Image]

“BUT I’VE HEARD LINGUISTS SAY THAT THE PLACEMENT OF COMMAS IN THE SECOND AMENDMENT CHANGES WHAT IT MEANS. ARE YOU REALLY SAYING THAT WE SHOULDN’T LISTEN TO HIGHLY EDUCATED AND TRAINED LINGUISTS?”

The science of linguistics had not yet been invented by Noam Chomsky at the time the Second Amendment was written, but the rules of interpreting legal language were well understood anyway.

Gun-grabbers are not the only people who make bizarre arguments about the punctuation, capitalization, or format of a constitutional amendment they dislike. So do tax protestors, many of whom believe the Sixteenth Amendment, which permits Congress to levy an income tax, wasn’t legally ratified because of alleged errors and inconsistencies in the typography of the text. People who advance those kinds of arguments generally end up being able to have a lively debate over their insanity in the same place: federal prison.

Relying on gobbledygook from the faculty lounge to contradict the plain meaning of the Second Amendment defeats a key purpose of having a Bill of Rights in the first place. As St. George Tucker, perhaps the leading legal scholar of the Second Amendment’s day, said, “A bill of rights may be considered, not only as intended to give law, and assign limits to government . . . but as giving information to the people [so that] every man of the meanest capacity and understanding may learn his own rights, and know when they are violated . . .”

Sadly, Tucker apparently grossly overestimated the intelligence and “meanest capacity” of some people.

“BUT THERE HAS TO BE SOME LOGICAL REASON WHY THE SECOND AMENDMENT MENTIONS A MILITIA! I THINK IT MEANS THAT PEOPLE CAN ONLY HAVE GUNS WHEN THEY’RE ACTING AS SOLDIERS.”

The gun-grabbers like to fantasize that the Founders used “militia” to mean a government-organized military unit—but, as usual, they couldn’t be more wrong.

[image: Image] We’ve really changed what the definition of a “militia” is. Back in the 1700s, it meant all able-bodied men. But now? A militia member seems to be anyone who’s not perfectly in the mainstream. According to a report done by the Missouri Information Analysis Center, people who endorse third-party candidates, are pro-life activists, enjoy the film “America: From Freedom to Fascism,” or, most ironically, fly the Gadsden “Don’t Tread on Me” flag, might just be in a militia. Of course, that’s not all bad news—if we use their definition then everyone who voted for Ron Paul or is against Roe v. Wade has the right to bear arms no matter how you interpret the Second Amendment.

The Constitution gave Congress the power both to raise and support a national army and also to organize “the Militia.” The army had to be “raised” because it didn’t naturally exist in society, but “the Militia,” on the other hand, only had to be organized. Why? Because it was a pre-existing concept.

In debating the Constitution, George Mason famously asked, “Who are the Militia?” Surprisingly, his answer didn’t include camo-clothed, beer-drinking rednecks, talk-radio listeners, or Bob Barr supporters. In fact, Mason was asking a rhetorical question. The Militia, he said, “consist now of the whole people.”

They still do.

Hundreds of years ago, people feared the idea of a permanent, standing army because their experience had been that, in times of peace, standing armies would occupy themselves by repressing the citizenry. Modern police departments didn’t develop until the nineteenth century, so, with no army and no cops, peace and order were maintained by “the militia”—a group of ordinary civilians who were expected to use their own arms to defend the community.

As the Supreme Court long ago explained, the “militia system . . . implied the general obligation of all adult male inhabitants to possess arms, and, with certain exceptions, to cooperate in the work of defence.” It went on to say that the militia are not troops or standing armies but civilians primarily: “all males physically capable of acting in concert for the common defense.”

James Madison, the author of the Second Amendment, plainly understood that “the militia” meant able-bodied civilians. Dismissing fears that a federal army might become as oppressive as the English Redcoats, Madison noted that America had “a militia amounting to near half a million of citizens with arms in their hands.” And, according to Madison, this broadly defined militia held “the advantage of being armed, which the Americans possess over the people of almost every other nation” with “governments [that] are afraid to trust the people with arms.”

[image: Image] James Madison may have been a brilliant man with extraordinary foresight, but even he apparently couldn’t fathom a time when our government wouldn’t trust their own citizens to bear arms. If he had fathomed it, he might have written the Second Amendment a little differently . . . like: “All citizens have the right to keep and bear arms.”

It might be difficult to imagine this today, but during the Revolution, cities like Boston and New York had accurate, quality newspapers. The Boston Evening Post once reported that “the total number of the Militia, in the large province of New-England, is upwards of 150,000 men, who all have and can use arms,” while the New York Packet once declared, “Whoever asserts that 10 or 12,000 soldiers would be sufficient to control the militia of this Continent, consisting of 500,000 brave men, pays but a despicable compliment to the spirit and ability of Americans.”

The colonies, then the states, and now the federal government have long declared exactly which part of the population might be organized as “militia.” Today, federal law defines “the militia of the United States” to include all able-bodied males from 17 to 45 and members of the National Guard up to age 64, but excluding those who have no intention of becoming citizens and active military personnel.

To translate, that means that every able-bodied guy of a certain age who’s not in the military is in the militia. Once we understand that, it’s easy to see the relationship between the Second Amendment’s militia purpose and its rights-securing language. If “the people” cannot have guns, they cannot function as “militia” when needed. After all, people who are called to perform militia duties are “expected to appear bearing arms supplied by themselves and of the kind in common use at the time.” No guns, no militia.

While George Mason may not have fully understood just how complex the debate over his desired protection for the right to arms would eventually become, he did realize the threats this system might one day have to endure. He explained, “The militia may be here destroyed by that method which has been practised in other parts of the world before; that is, by rendering them useless—by disarming them.”

“AHA! SO IT IS ABOUT PEOPLE ACTING AS MILITIA IN DEFENSE OF THE COUNTRY. THAT’S WHY THE SECOND AMENDMENT DOESN’T SAY ANYTHING ABOUT SELF-DEFENSE!”

Because it doesn’t have to! The militia purpose was one purpose that folks who had just overthrown a tyrannical king thought would be important for future generations to remember. But everyone understood that “the right of the people to keep and bear arms” referred to an individual right to use guns in self-defense. It was so obvious that it didn’t even need to be said.

Unlike America, England had no militia system to speak of. Yet, in the 1689 Declaration of Rights, the king agreed “that the Subjects which are Protestants may have Arms for their Defence suitable to their Conditions and as allowed by Law.” By 1744, English law had already “settled and determined” that “a man may keep a gun for the defence of his house and family.”
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John Adams, in defending the Redcoats at the Boston Massacre trial, declared, “Here every private person is authorized to arm himself, and on the strength of this authority, I do not deny the inhabitants had a right to arm themselves at that time, for their defence, not for offence . . .” The disarmament of the people of Boston provoked outrage from the Continental Congress.

In 1791, the realization of the need to band together as militia was fresh in people’s minds, so we’d expect the Second Amendment to highlight that function of the right to arms. But that doesn’t exclude other functions, especially one like the right to self-defense that was already so widely understood.



[image: Image] YOU CAN TAKE MY GUN WHEN YOU PRY IT FROM MY COLD, DEAD HANDS . . . OR YOU CAN JUST PHOTOSHOP IT AWAY [image: Image]

In the 20th anniversary rerelease of the classic film E.T.: The Extra Terrestrial some things were added, and others things quietly disappeared.

Like the guns.

Fearing that shotgun-wielding federal agents were too threatening, director Steven Spielberg used the magic of digital technology to turn their weapons into harmless walkie-talkies.

That got me to thinking how interesting other famous film scenes could be if we went back and de-gunned them!

Dirty Harry—Renegade cop Harry Callahan waves a potentially filthy toilet plunger in a hoodlum’s face, “Do you feel lucky, punk?”

Scarface—Tony Montana meets a violent end after a rival drug cartel’s thugs storm his palatial home and kick him to death with really hard boots.

Heat—After a bank heist goes wrong, the bad guys run through the streets of Los Angeles and pin down hundreds of cops with foul language and terribly offensive gestures.

Reservoir Dogs—In this Tarantino classic, tension builds during a Mexican standoff as Eddie, Mister White, and boss Joe Cabot point soup spoons at one another.

The Matrix—In the famous “lobby scene” Neo and his colleague fearlessly take on and destroy an army of security agents with an arsenal of tremendously powerful water balloons.



“OK, BUT EVEN IF THE MILITIA REFERS TO ORDINARY CITIZENS, THE SECOND AMENDMENT SAYS THE MILITIA SHOULD BE ‘WELL-REGULATED,’ SO OBVIOUSLY THEY WERE TALKING ABOUT GUN CONTROL!”

I know this is hard to believe, but in 1791, America was a much more free country than it is today. Missing from the landscape were the endless numbers of alphabet soup agencies and two-bit bureaucrats that now seem to infect every aspect of our lives. Only a true idiot would envision our Bill of Rights as a celebration of regulation!

The term “well-regulated” meant something very different to our ancestors than it now does to some pencil pusher at the Federal Bureau of Regulation’s Administration of Government Initiatives. As noted by the Oxford English Dictionary, “well-regulated” meant “well-functioning”: i.e., “well-regulated appetites” (1709), “well-regulated clock” (1812), and “well-regulated mind” (1862). When speaking specifically of troops, regulated means “properly disciplined.” “Discipline,” in turn, means “training in the practice of arms.”

The Patriots who formed militia groups to resist British rule, including George Washington, described their groups as “well-regulated militia.” Knowing the definitions, what do you think makes more sense, that Washington’s neighborhood militia was granted the Royal Seal of Approval by some kingly regulator, or that his militia was “properly trained in the practice of arms”?

[image: Image]

“Arms discourage and keep the invader and plunderer in awe, and preserve order in the world as well as property.”

—Thomas Paine

“EVEN IF THE FOUNDERS WEREN’T TALKING ABOUT REGULATION THEN, THEY’D BE FOR IT NOW BECAUSE THEY DIDN’T FACE THE SAME KIND OF VIOLENCE AND CRIME THAT WE DO!”
 
Some people believe that people are now sooooo much smarter than those dead old guys who liked to dress up in wigs, got rid of the king, and wrote our Bill of Rights. In their world, gun violence is not only a problem that didn’t exist in the 1700s, it’s also a problem that the Framers could never have even foreseen because they were living in a quaint, peaceful time, and their ideas, while imaginative for three hundred years ago, aren’t so hot today.

Not so much. Whatever else has changed over the years, it’s not human nature. People alive in the 1700s were just as violent and crazy as they were in the 1800s, 1900s, and today. All of the modern arguments we hear about gun control today were made back then, considered, and rejected.

On July 7, 1775, the Newburn (North Carolina) Gazette reported that “a Demoniac” shot three people and wounded a fourth with a sword, before being shot by others. (Note the fact that sane, law-abiding people with guns handy kept the lunatic from racking up a greater body count.)

[image: Image] Nothing makes people call for gun bans more than a terrible tragedy. But if we gave in to temptation and banned guns every time one is used in a mass murder, then we’d never even have the Second Amendment because the “Demoniac” would have convinced everyone that guns are evil. Unfortunately, England didn’t have the same resolve. After the 1996 “Dunblane Massacre,” in which a man shot and killed 16 children and their teacher at a primary school, England instituted a handgun ban. More on how that worked out later in the chapter.

It’s not as though there was no gun crime back then, or that nobody thought about whether disarming the population would result in less violence. It’s just that, after thinking about it, they realized it would never work.

In 1764, Italian Marquis Cesare Beccaria published On Crimes and Punishments, a book credited with founding the science behind modern criminology. Our Founders were quite familiar with Beccaria’s work—John Adams confidently quoted from it to the jury during the Boston Massacre trial and Thomas Jefferson was also a fan. In his own “Commonplace Book,” Jefferson copied Beccaria’s passage denouncing gun control and even called gun control an example of “false utility”—a backwards and irrational approach to crime prevention that will only make the problem of criminal violence worse.

According to Beccaria and Jefferson, gun-control laws “disarm those only who are neither inclined nor determined to commit crimes. Can it be supposed that those who have the courage to violate the most sacred laws of humanity, the most important of the code . . . will respect the less important and arbitrary ones, which can be violated with ease and impunity, and which, if strictly obeyed, would put an end to personal liberty . . . Such laws make things worse for the assaulted and better for the assailants . . . [These] laws [are] not preventive but fearful of crimes, produced by the tumultuous impression of a few isolated facts, and not by thoughtful consideration.”



[image: Image]

The “Demoniac” of 1775 went on his shooting spree three months after the Revolution’s bloody opening at the Battle of Lexington and Concord and less than a year before the Declaration of Independence was signed. Given that environment, it’s not surprising that the Gazette also carried this clear message from the Continental Congress: “It is the Right of every English Subject to be prepared with Weapons for his Defense.”



Gun laws don’t deter criminals, but they do disarm the law-abiding, making them easier to attack, and eventually leading to the end of individual freedom. These laws are produced by panicked reaction to individual incidents and not, as the authors of our Declaration of Independence once said, by “thoughtful consideration.”

“OK, THERE HAVE ALWAYS BEEN VIOLENT CRIMINALS, BUT THE SECOND AMENDMENT IS OUTDATED . . . WE HAVE A MODERN POLICE FORCE SO CITIZENS DON’T NEED GUNS ANYMORE.”

So, in other words, we can just ignore the parts of the Constitution that we feel no longer make sense because they’re “outdated”? Sweetness! Why stop with the Second Amendment? What if some unelected, crazy judge somewhere thinks it would be good to bring slavery back? Or eliminate the right to privacy? Or stop having free and fair elections—after all, we keep voting for Bushes, Clintons, and Kennedys anyway. Why not just set up some sort of rotating monarchy?

If the intent is really to reduce crime and violence, the Second Amendment is an odd place to start. After all, Saudi Arabia and North Korea seem pretty peaceful and orderly, so why not mimic them and eliminate our Fourth Amendment so that police can search wherever and however they want and arrest people who just don’t look right? What have you got to hide if you haven’t done anything wrong?

We can get rid of the Fifth Amendment, too. Due process? Waste of time! If we can make you confess to a crime, all the more efficient. The Sixth Amendment—give me a break! Jury trials? Why, so we can have O.J. fool a bunch of morons? Do you really need a lawyer to explain your actions if you’re innocent?

But the real culprit here, the part of the Bill of Rights that kills the most Americans, by far, is the Eighth Amendment. You know, the one that says fines can’t be “excessive” and that people shouldn’t be subjected to “cruel and unusual punishment.”

[image: Image] Anyone remember The Running Man? Great movie . . . maybe it’s time for life to imitate art?

Why? We’re talking about guilty people here! Criminals! A few public beheadings or Taliban-style floggings, broadcast in prime time right between Cops and America’s Most Wanted and crime rates will plummet!

If we’re really worried about public safety there are lots of other things in the Constitution to target that would be far more effective. But idiots don’t target those things because they know they’ll lose—so they start with the Second Amendment and hope, as I said before, that destroying it will lead to a domino effect.

“I’M SAYING IT’S OUTDATED BECAUSE THE GUNS THEY HAD IN 1791 WERE MUSKETS, NOT MODERN WEAPONS. THOSE AREN’T PROTECTED. AND STOP CALLING ME AN IDIOT.”

Does the First Amendment protect only the sort of speech that existed in 1791? If you’re struggling with the answer to that rhetorical question then I’m not sure I actually want you to be able to own a gun.

Back in the 1700s, Al Gore hadn’t yet invented the internet and, with no radio or television, Keith Olbermann hadn’t yet invented hypocrisy. Yet the First Amendment protects both of those people, along with the millions of others who use new mediums to broadcast things that other people might find outrageous (and yes, that fortunately includes yours truly).

Al Gore could pole-dance topless in an internet broadcast that is then turned into a Larry Flint Blu-Ray Disc . . . and it would all be constitutionally protected. Anyone trying to stop it would likely find a militia of ACLU lawyers trying to bury them under the courthouse.

[image: Image] It would be an interesting case on whether that ACLU “militia” could bear arms.



If Guns Kill People, Then So Do . . .

If we want to get rid of anything that can be used to kill people, we can’t stop at firearms.

. . . Toasters In 2002, Mariela Karbowski of Victoria, Texas, was charged with beating her estranged husband to death with a two-slice toaster.

. . . Coffins In 2008, a Brazilian widow on the way to her husband’s funeral died after the hearse she was traveling in was hit from behind in an accident. The force of the collision pushed the coffin forward into her head, killing her.

. . . Video Games In 2005, A South Korean boiler repairman collapsed and died after playing the video game StarCraft online for almost 50 consecutive hours.

. . . Weird Combinations of Harmless Things In 2006, British comedian Mark Cassidy was killed after accidentally overdosing on nitrous oxide (laughing gas) while watching pornography on his laptop computer.



In 1791, we had very few practitioners of Wahhabist Islam on these shores. Mormons? Zero—Joseph Smith wouldn’t be born for decades. Chicken-sacrificing voodoo preachers? Scientologists? Nope, not on the Mayflower. Yet, today, all of those religions, along with hundreds of others, are protected by the First Amendment’s guarantee of religious freedom.

How about our Fourth Amendment rights against “unreasonable” searches? Back in 1791, there were no telephones to tap—yet the police now generally need to get a warrant before they can spy on your telephone conversations. Back then there were no helicopters to hover over your house with special thermal-imaging cameras that could peek through your roof to detect drug-making equipment—but that, too, is now considered a violation of your Fourth Amendment rights.

All of our other rights protected by the Bill of Rights have expanded based on evolving technology—so why should the right to bear arms of all kinds not evolve with technology? Again, if that question is hard for you to answer, then you might have a bigger problem with our Constitution than just its Second Amendment.

“OK, FINE, THE SECOND AMENDMENT PROTECTS ALL NORMAL GUNS, BUT NOT ASSAULT WEAPONS!”

What’s an assault weapon?

“YOU KNOW, WEAPONS OF WAR, THINGS THAT BELONG ON A BATTLEFIELD, NOT IN YOUR HOUSE.”

So should the law ban only “things that belong on a battlefield”?

“NO, THE LAW SHOULD BAN ‘ASSAULT WEAPONS.’”

Oh, okay, thanks for clearing that up.

Few rational people dispute that there are some weapons that should be banned from private ownership. Ted Turner may own half of Montana, but he can’t defend it with nukes.

[image: Image] I’m not singling Turner out just because he’s cozy with the United Nations, has a tendency to marry Viet Cong agents, and is prone to saying stupid things—i.e., “We’ll be eight degrees hotter in ten—not ten, but in 30 or 40 years. And basically none of the crops will grow. Most of the people will have died, and the rest of us will be cannibals.” Seriously, he really said that.

The Supreme Court tells us that the Second Amendment protects the possession only of weapons that can be carried on one’s person and are of the type that would be in common use for lawful purposes.

But where do “assault weapons” fit into that? It depends. The word “assault” doesn’t tell us anything, because any object used to harm another person can be designated as an “assault” weapon. If a mugger uses a kitchen knife, baseball bat, or fireplace poker to prey on his victims, should Congress label those items as “assault weapons” and ban them from private homes?

It seems logical that if a gun is going to be banned for being an “assault weapon,” there should be something about it that makes it particularly useful for criminals, but use less for lawful applications. Unfortunately, there is nothing logical about the agenda of gun-grabbers. They’re focused on banning as many guns as they can, as fast as possible—common sense be damned.

[image: Image] These bans have very little to do with what the guns actually do, and a whole lot more with their cosmetic appearance. Maybe a more accurate term for an assault weapons ban would be a “scary-looking weapons ban” or “cool-looking weapons ban,” depending on your view.

“BUT AREN’T ‘ASSAULT WEAPONS’ THE SAME KINDS OF MACHINE GUNS THAT RAMBO AND CHUCK NORRIS USE IN THE MOVIES? THEY KILLED A LOT OF PEOPLE WITH THOSE GUNS!”

No. The sort of “assault weapons” that might be used in the military or the movies are machine guns (i.e., guns that spray bullets everywhere). They are called “fully automatic” weapons because the gun automatically loads and then fires bullets for as long as the shooter keeps pressing on the trigger. These types of guns have been heavily restricted in the United States since the mid-1930s and are not covered by the “assault weapons” ban laws.
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“WAIT A MINUTE . . . YOU’RE TELLING ME THAT THE ‘ASSAULT WEAPONS’ BAN DOESN’T COVER MILITARY-ISSUE WEAPONS?”



[image: Image]

In case you’re not familiar with them (i.e., “you’re a ‘normal person’”), the Violence Policy Center isn’t exactly some right-wing think tank funded by the gun lobby. In fact, they’re just the opposite: They believe that guns are actually a public health issue and should be subject to government health and safety regulations. So, when they talk about the public’s being “confused” by the terminology, they mean that in a good way.



That’s right. But don’t take it from me. In a 1988 report laying out their strategy for banning so-called assault weapons, the Violence Policy Center declared public confusion to be a key aspect of their strategy. “The weapons’ menacing looks,” they wrote, “coupled with the public’s confusion over fully automatic machine guns versus semi-automatic assault weapons—anything that looks like a machine gun is assumed to be a machine gun—can only increase the chance of public support for restrictions on these weapons.”

The gun-grabbers’ amazing dishonesty is right there, in plain view. They know that by inciting confusion they prevent people from asking logical questions—questions that gun prohibitionists can’t answer.

Let’s take a look at what these “assault weapon” bans actually prohibit. First, these laws pertain only to “semi-automatic” guns. The term “semi-automatic” may seem exotic to those unfamiliar with guns, but most guns made in the last hundred years fall into this category. It just means that one bullet will be fired each time the trigger is pulled. Keep your finger down on the trigger and you’ll get a whole lot of . . . nothing. Semi-automatic guns will not “spray” bullets, but you do not need to manually reload each bullet into the chamber, a distraction that usually makes most target shooting—and self-defense uses—far less effective. “Excuse me, Mr. Serial Killer, I missed. Please sit still while I get another bullet ready to go.”

[image: Image]

Manual reloading of guns does, however, provide much better drama for the scene in the movies where the hero has to struggle to get another round in the chamber as the madman defies all laws of medicine by rising from the floor after taking a shot to the chest.

“SO WHAT TURNS A NORMAL, GARDEN-VARIETY SEMI-AUTOMATIC GUN, USED FOR PLINKING AT EMPTY BOTTLES AND RAPISTS, INTO AN EVIL ‘ASSAULT WEAPON’?”

Good question. Here’s what the guns-are-a-public-health-issue Violence Policy Center says:

“Defining an assault weapon—in legal terms—is not easy. It’s not merely a matter of going after guns that are ‘black and wicked looking.’ Although those involved in the debate know the weapons being discussed, it’s extremely difficult to develop a legal definition that restricts the availability of assault weapons without affecting legitimate semi-automatic guns . . . although legislation could be passed that would ban specific weapons, the world’s arms manufacturers are expert at producing weapons that follow the letter, but not the intent, of the law. This often results in products that are virtually identical to the restricted weapon, yet different enough to remain on the market.”

So the gun-grabbers’ way around the fuzzy definition of “assault weapons” is to ban specific rifles and handguns, as well as all guns that have certain features. The now-expired federal “assault weapons” ban, enacted in the early Clinton days, put that kind of philosophy into practice. First, a laundry list of specific guns, by make and model, were deemed to be “assault weapons,” and second, any gun that had some combination of “evil features” was banned.
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“That the People have a right to keep and bear Arms; that a well regulated Militia, composed of the Body of the People, trained to arms, is the proper, natural, and safe Defence of a free state.”

—George Mason

But there’s a big problem with that approach. Looking at the “evil” features targeted by assault weapon bans makes the cosmetic nature of this game completely obvious. For example, despite the almost complete lack of criminal bayoneting in this country, a mount that could accommodate a bayonet counted as a strike against a gun. Pistol grips and folding stocks—features designed to make guns easier to aim and shoot accurately and comfortably—were also deemed evil and counted as another strike. But shouldn’t the government want people to be more accurate shooters? Cumbersome guns probably lead to more stray bullets.

But don’t expect the gun-grabbers to understand what they’re banning. New York’s Carolyn McCarthy, who’s arguably the loudest anti-gun voice in Congress, was campaigning for renewal of the federal assault weapons ban when she was asked why she wanted to ban guns that had barrel shrouds. Now, McCarthy knew she wanted to ban barrel shrouds, but didn’t know why.

So what is a “barrel shroud”? Well, because gun barrels can become too hot to hold when they’re in use, a barrel shroud is a piece of vented metal or plastic that surrounds the gun barrel thereby allowing the user to hold it steady while shooting. In other words, barrel shrouds make guns safer and easier to shoot.

Of course, like most gun-grabbers, Congresswoman McCarthy didn’t seem to know any of those details. When asked, “Do you know what a barrel shroud is?” her answer was as stunningly honest as it was scary: “I actually don’t know what a barrel shroud is . . . I believe it is a shoulder thing that goes up.”

[image: Image] Barrel shrouds unfortunately violate the “cool-looking” test, which is why we apparently can’t have them.
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[image: Image] CLOSE ENCOUNTERS [image: Image]

Gun rights is one of those issues where a personal experience can really change your mind . . . either way. Carolyn McCarthy ran for Congress on a strict antigun platform after her husband was killed and son injured by an avowed racist on a New York commuter train.

Conversely, Ohio State Rep. Michael DeBose, who was solidly antigun, changed his mind after an encounter with two armed thugs near his home. “I was wrong,” he said. “I’m going to get a permit and so is my wife. I’ve changed my mind. You need a way to protect yourself and your family. I don’t want to hurt anyone, but I never again want to be in the position where I’m approached by someone with a gun and I don’t have one.”

Two politicians, two encounters with violent criminals, two very different reactions.

“WELL, IF WE CAN HAVE MODERN GUNS, THEN WE SHOULD ALSO BE ABLE TO HAVE MODERN RESTRICTIONS, AND GUN CONTROL IS ONE OF THEM . . .”

. . . that clearly doesn’t work.

The statistical games played by gun prohibitionists are more creative than Charlie Rangel’s excuses for why he didn’t follow the tax laws he was in charge of writing. For some people, believing that guns are harmful is, like global warming, an article of faith—science be damned. But more rational people who are willing to consider neutral sources (like those wild-eyed gun nuts at the National Academy of Sciences and the Centers for Disease Control) soon realize that the evidence points in a completely different direction.

In 2003, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention published a study investigating whether gun control actually works. They examined all sorts of gun laws, from bans on different firearms and types of ammunition, to licensing and registration mandates, waiting periods, laws designed to keep guns away from kids, and harsh enforcement regimes for different gun violations.

Their conclusion? Nothing seemed to work very well. A year later, the National Academy of Sciences published a comprehensive review of 253 journal articles, 99 books, and 43 government publications evaluating 80 gun-control schemes. The total number of gun laws found to reduce violent crime, suicide, or accidents?

Zero.



Good Gun News . . . from the Mainstream Media?

“Recent polls show shrinking support for new gun-control measures and strong public sentiment for enforcing existing laws instead . . . Frank Newport, editor in chief of the Gallup Poll, [said], ‘Every bit of data is showing us that Americans are getting more conservative about gun control.’”

—The Houston Chronicle



“THEN WHY DOES GUN CONTROL WORK SO WELL IN OTHER COUNTRIES?”

It doesn’t.

Remember the English Declaration of Rights with its right to arms? Like the rest of that Declaration, it restrains only the queen—Parliament can do whatever they want and, being that they are idiots, they wanted to take guns away. So, in 1997, they did.

Over a decade later, the results are in: the ban is a disaster. From 1998 through 2005, the number of deaths and injuries from handguns skyrocketed 340 percent.

But that statistic shouldn’t be surprising. One European study of 21 countries recently found “no significant correlations” between the number of guns in society and the corresponding suicide or homicide rates. Another study, comparing suicide and homicide data for 36 countries, including the U.S., between 1990 and 1995, reached the same conclusion. A third study, done in 2007, compared gun ownership and murder rates in almost every European country. It found that countries with more widespread gun ownership had fewer murders while countries with less gun ownership had, say it with me: more murders.

[image: Image] Don’t forget, England is an island, meaning it’s presumably easier to restrict what goes in and out than it would be in a country like the U.S.

“GUN OWNERSHIP PROMOTES VIGILANTISM. WHY NOT JUST CALL 911?”

There are many heroic police officers who rapidly and professionally respond to any threat—blowing away the villain or arresting the criminal and saving otherwise helpless citizens from harm.

[image: Image]

In the movies.

In real life, as the saying goes, when seconds count, the police are only minutes away. Let me illustrate what I mean by picking just one crime-riddled, tough-on-guns city: Washington, D.C.

In 2002, almost thirty years into a gun ban (which was overturned by 2008’s landmark Supreme Court case District of Columbia v. Heller), the D.C. police force’s response time to a “Priority 1” call was 8 minutes, 25 seconds. That’s almost eight and a half minutes from the time the dispatcher has spoken with you and determined that there’s an intruder in your home to the time the first squad car arrives.

Of course, that response time assumes that (1) you actually get a chance to make the call, and (2) once you make the call, someone will answer. In 1998, a newspaper investigation discovered that nearly 90,000 callers to 911 had to wait at least 90 seconds for an answer. Another 32,000 callers either couldn’t connect at all, or got so tired of waiting that they gave up.

[image: Image] Things you can do in the eight and a half minutes it takes the D.C. police to respond to a Priority 1 call: Brew a pot of tea for your intruder, deal him a deck of blackjack, dance the macarena with him (twice), scan the NYT Book Review, listen to five appeals for donations from NPR, and play a game of Russian Roulette—which is exactly what you’re doing if you leave your family’s security completely up the police.

As the hysterically antigun Washington Post opined a few years ago, “The 911 system is a joke.” Four years later, antigun Councilman Jack Evans exclaimed, “People constantly say they call 911 and an officer either doesn’t respond or an officer responds late. Somewhere the system is still not working even after all the money we’ve put into this.”

The 911 problem isn’t unique to Washington, D.C. Call 911 in Nassau County, New York, and you might get a recording with some calming music. The police response time to 911 calls in New York City: 7.2 minutes; Los Angeles, 10.5 minutes; Atlanta and three neighboring counties, 11.1 minutes; Philadelphia, almost 7 minutes; St. Petersburg, Florida, just over 7 minutes. While on hold would you rather be holding a loaded handgun—or a wooden spoon?
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It’s not as though there aren’t enough cops in Washington to respond. The city has the highest police officer to citizen ratio of any city in America—yet, year in and year out, it’s also the nation’s murder capital. More cops, more crime?

The city’s police force might be more effective if it had a competent leader, but former Washington, D.C., Police Chief Charles Ramsey subscribes to the “set the bar low and you’ll never be disappointed” theory of governance. In 2002, he cut his target for closing homicide cases from 65 percent down to a lowly 50.9 percent, explaining, “It’s more encouraging . . . You get these stretch goals, and when you don’t even come near it, you get hammered for it.”

But even with those laughable goals, the numbers are still fudged. If a murder occurred in a prior year and isn’t solved, it doesn’t count against them, even though it’s still very possible to find the killer. But, if by some stroke of luck, a murder that occurred in a prior year is suddenly solved, it counts toward the department’s success. They can’t lose!

[image: Image] If we followed this same logic in baseball, everyone could bat 1.000 all season long! The only at-bats that count would be the ones where the batter gets a hit.

What’s amazing is that, even with the fudging of prior-year numbers, the rate at which D.C. solves murders is still barely over 50 percent. And since that rate includes solved murders from prior years, the real odds of someone finding your killer the year you are murdered is very, very low.

The truth is that it’s often harder to open a business or find a parking spot in Washington, D.C., than it is to get away with murder—which is probably one big reason why there are so many of them.



[image: Image]

A 2001 audit of D.C.’s numbers by the Office of the Inspector General revealed that the real murder-clearance rate isn’t 50 percent . . . it’s 6 percent. I’m just thinking out loud here, but maybe the reason why there is so much gun violence in D.C. is that the criminals know they’ll never get caught.



“BUT AREN’T THE POLICE REQUIRED TO TRY THEIR BEST? DON’T THEY TAKE AN OATH OR SOMETHING?”

In America, you have the right to own a gun, the right to defend yourself with it, and the right to ask your assailant to sing “Kumbaya,” explore his feelings, and understand how the lack of social justice and oppressive capitalist culture forced him into bludgeoning your forehead with an axe. But the right you don’t have is the one where you ask Kevin Costner to get all “Bodyguard” with you.

Despite what you may think, you do not have a right to police protection. And, once you’re dead, nobody can sue the police for failing to protect you, no matter how incompetent they may have been.

The idea that police aren’t responsible to crime victims is well entrenched in our legal system. One of the leading cases on this point comes to us—surprise, surprise—from our nation’s capital. In March 1975, just as city officials were gearing up to ban guns, two Washington, D.C., women were awakened by the sound of their back door being broken down. Moments later, they heard their roommate’s screams downstairs as she was being raped by two thugs. They quickly called 911, who advised them to remain quiet until the police arrived.

The dispatcher called police, but didn’t tell them that the call was very important. It rated only a “code 2”—a lower priority than a crime in progress.

Four police cars responded to the call and three of them actually went to the victims’ home. The two roommates who had called the cops managed to sneak out onto the roof, where they witnessed one police car drive slowly past their house. Another officer actually got out of his car, went to the front door, and knocked. When the rapists didn’t answer the door and offer them fresh-made lemonade, the police left—they’d been there a whole five minutes.

The two women crawled back into the house. With their friend still screaming, they called the police again and were again told that help was on the way. But this time the dispatcher recorded the call only as “investigate the trouble”—and nobody ever did.

Believing that the police were on the scene, the two roommates called out to their friend. Big mistake. The rapists kidnapped all three women and brutalized them for another fourteen hours.

Given that the rapists were armed with only a knife, would it have made a difference if the women had a gun? We’ll never know.

[image: Image]

“A militia when properly formed are in fact the people themselves . . . and include all men capable of bearing arms . . . To preserve liberty it is essential that the whole body of people always possess arms, and be taught alike, especially when young, how to use them . . . ”

—Richard Henry Lee

It’s hard to imagine how this could have turned out much worse. . . . until the women sued the police department, and lost. As horrible as all of this was, the police owed these victims nothing under the law—another reminder that the person most incentivized to keep you safe . . . is you.

“THAT’S TERRIBLE, BUT AREN’T THERE SOME SITUATIONS WHERE THE POLICE ARE ORDERED TO PROTECT PEOPLE?”

It doesn’t matter if a judge has ordered the police to protect you, they still can’t be held legally responsible for failing to do so.

Jessica Gonzales suffered a rough divorce from her violent husband and obtained a nice piece of paper from the court commanding him to stay 100 yards away from the family home at all times, unless he was coming to pick up the couple’s three young daughters for a prearranged visit. The nice piece of paper also commanded the local constabulary: “You shall use every reasonable means to enforce this restraining order.” It even said they could arrest the bad guy, or seek a warrant for his arrest, if he violated or tried to violate the order.

[image: Image] Which piece of paper would you rather have: A piece of paper that tells violent psychos to leave you alone, or a piece of paper that lets you have a gun?

You can probably guess why this story is included in this chapter. The jerk kidnapped the children as they played outside the house. About two hours later, Jessica called the police. Two officers showed up, but told her they weren’t going to do anything and suggested she call back if the kids weren’t back by 10 PM. At 8:30 PM, Jessica called her ex-husband, who claimed to have the kids at an amusement park. She called the police back, but was again told to wait until 10 PM.
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At 10:10 PM Jessica called again, but was told to wait until midnight. At 12:10 AM she was told to wait for an officer to arrive. When nobody showed up by 12:50 AM, Jessica went to the police station herself. The nice officer took a report and then went to get something to eat.

The police got one thing right: they had no need to exert themselves to find Jessica’s ex-husband. He showed up at the police station himself at 3:20 AM. Shooting. The police gunned him down, but the three little girls—Rebecca, Kathryn, and Leslie, ages 10, 9 and 7—were already dead.

It’s hard to know if a gun in Jessica Gonzales’s hands would have made matters better, but it’s hard to argue that they could have made things any worse. The police’s guns proved useful to resolve the issue with her ex-husband, if regrettably too late. But, as a legal case against the police department, the outcome was never in doubt. The Supreme Court held that Jessica had no constitutional interest in having the nice piece of paper enforced.

“AT LEAST THE POLICE ARE SPECIALLY TRAINED TO KILL BAD GUYS. FOR ALL THE MACHO TALK OF GUN NUTS, I BET MOST OF THEM WOULD FREEZE UP IF THEY FACED A REAL THREAT.”

The great thing about guns is that almost all defensive uses of them involve an actual shooting. Most criminals aren’t looking to risk getting shot, they’re looking for an easy victim. If a potential victim is armed, that’s cool with the crooks—they’ll find some other poor sucker who isn’t. It’s a lot like installing an alarm in your home—sure, a criminal can still break in, but why bother when there are so many other homes without them?

Actual reports of successful defensive non-shootings are low (and you won’t find them in the news—nothing could bore the media more than “no shots fired”), but that doesn’t mean they aren’t out there. Social scientists studying the phenomenon disagree widely about the actual numbers, but one set of thirteen different surveys yielded results ranging from 760,000 to over 3 million defensive gun uses per year. According to another particularly well-respected survey, no shots were ever fired in over three-fourths of such defensive gun uses.

A few grassroots efforts are under way to do the job the media won’t and track defensive gun uses. You can find updates on two of them here:
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[image: Image]www.keepandbeararms.com/opsd

[image: Image]www.claytoncramer.com/gundefenseblog/blogger.html

If you’re one of those statistics, I bet you probably have a pretty healthy respect for your Second Amendment rights.

“BUT ISN’T IT MORE LIKELY THAT THE BAD GUY WILL JUST TAKE YOUR GUN AWAY AND USE IT AGAINST YOU?”

Sure, if you’re attacked by Obi-Wan Kenobi and he uses some sort of Jedi mind trick to make you give up the gun, you’re in trouble. But to the folks involved in the hundreds of thousands of successful defensive gun uses each year, the Jedi mind tricks proved useless.

The science here is a little more realistic. The National Crime Victimization Survey data shows that Jedi weapon-take-away rates are, at most, one percent. And it’s not like resisting a criminal attack will somehow make the aggressor more angry. One criminological survey even concluded that the use of a gun by the victim significantly reduced the chance of being injured.

“BUT HAVING A GUN AROUND THE HOUSE IS DANGEROUS. WHAT IF THERE’S AN ACCIDENT, OR A CHILD FINDS THE GUN?”

Yes, it is hard to have a gun accident without guns. It’s also hard to have a car accident in the absence of cars. And if we banned all the airplanes, they’d stop crashing, too.
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The gun-hating media sensationalizes every gun accident, leading some to believe that such accidents are common. Or maybe gun accidents are heavily covered in the press because, like plane crashes, they are so exceedingly rare.

In 2005, there were 789 accidental deaths from firearms in the United States. Given our population, that means the risk of having a fatal gun accident in America was 0.30 per 100,000 people—approximately the same as the risk of dying in a plane crash or from bronchitis.

Of course, most people don’t fly or contract respiratory illnesses every day, but they do usually bathe, and that’s super-dangerous for children relative to having guns in the home. In 2003, children 14 and under suffered 56 fatal gun accidents. But that same year, 86 children drowned in bathtubs and 285 children drowned in pools in 2003.

For kids under 10 years old, the numbers are even more dramatic. As noted by economists Steven Levitt and Stephen Dubner, “The likelihood of death by pool (1 in 11,000) versus death by gun (1 in 1 million-plus) isn’t even close.”

“I MIGHT KILL MYSELF, OR MY KID COULD KILL HIMSELF IF HE HAD A BAD DAY.”
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That is complete nonsense. The causes of suicide are complex, but one aspect of this tragic phenomenon is clear: people do not take the decision to kill themselves lightly. As the World Health Organization long ago noted, “Removing an easy and favored method of suicide was not likely to affect substantially the overall suicide rate because other methods would be chosen.” Shooting is an effective method of suicide, but it is not significantly more effective than hanging, asphyxiation by car exhaust, or overdosing on pills.

If guns cause suicide then Americans should be killing themselves at much higher rates than do people in other countries. But they’re not. For an industrialized nation, America has an average rate of suicide. Obviously, the more guns there are, the more suicide-by-gun incidents there will be—but that doesn’t mean that guns increase the suicide rate. In countries where guns are less available, people simply kill themselves in other ways, often at far greater rates than we see here in the “gun-filled” U.S.A.

The Japanese experience debunks the notion that more guns lead to more suicide. Gun-grabbers point to Japan as an example of a more-peaceful, relatively gun-free nation, where gun-related homicide is almost unknown. But while the Japanese may not be shooting each other, they’re spending plenty of time harming themselves. Japan’s suicide rate is more than double America’s. In fact, the Japanese suicide rate actually exceeds the rates of suicide and homicide in gun-crazy America, combined.

Of course, none of that means that guns are safe in the hands of suicidal people. They’re not. And neither are pills, razors, booze bottles, ropes, hibachi grills, or the collected works of Nancy Pelosi. Yet, in a free country, we don’t ban things simply because they might help you to kill yourself. And remember, despite all of the arguments continually recited by all of your Idiot Friends, we are still a free country.

[image: Image] Given all of those suicides, Japan must be a pretty terrible place to live, right? What makes it that way? I don’t know, but it’s not all of the guns they don’t have.
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EDUCATION

Readin’, Writin’, and Futility

THOSE of us with kids (whether on the lawn or on the horizon) have a vested interest in education. In fact, next to parenting itself, education is the largest part of the foundation upon which a child will build his or her life. Shortchange them early on and they’ll be paying the price for years: getting pregnant at 17, taking out an absurd mortgage at 25, tacking on fifty extra pounds by 35, and, by 45, torching the house they can’t afford while deep-frying a turkey for their dozen children.

Most of us don’t want that for our kids. But we also innately know that the difference between our darling son decorating the front lawn with rusted-out pick-up trucks on cinder blocks and presiding over a Fortune 500 company pretty much comes down to two major influential factors in his childhood: parenting and education.

Parenting—well, that’s up to us. We raise our sons and daughters the way we think they should be raised, we instill our values and we provide the security and nurturing environment for them to flourish. But, most of all, we cross our fingers and hope we’re doing the right thing.

But education is different. For most of us, it’s out of our hands. When the time comes, we usher our kids out from under our wings and shoo them onto a bus. We think of them learning to conjugate verbs, use correct pronouns, and assemble decent-sized sentences. We have faith that they’ll be able to spell “Wednesday” without looking it up and give the name of the continent they live on without having to mull it over. We hope they’ll be able to locate the state of Florida on a map, divide nine by three and know which countries made up the Axis and the Allies in World War II. We want these things for our children because we know that learning history, science, math, and geography can help them avoid wearing a sandwich board or dressing up as a banana. Even morons know that education is a key to success—that’s how freaking obvious it is.
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Fact: We now throw four times more money at public schools than we did forty years ago—back when the government decided to increase its role in teaching our children. You’d think that kind of capital infusion would have given us some pretty solid returns, like playgrounds buzzing with budding Einsteins computing the trajectories of their dodge balls. But, like lots of things the government gets involved with, return on investment was never really their goal.

With very few exceptions, our public schools are costly disasters based on an antiquated tenure system and unmotivated teachers using overstuffed classrooms inside decaying buildings to pass on much of what they don’t know to their undisciplined, uninterested students. (Many teachers wouldn’t even know that that was a run-on sentence.) Those students then enter the workforce or college with a subpar education that is slowly but steadily costing America her standing in the world.

[image: Image] Our schools are so bad that people who can barely afford their rent are willing to spend tens of thousands of dollars to put their kids into private schools. Can you imagine forking over thousands in school taxes every year and then another $30,000 to send your child to a private kindergarten? People in New York City can—and they fight tooth and nail for the privilege! If that’s not damning evidence that public education is rotten, I don’t know what is.

Nationwide, over one million incoming college students require remedial courses just to catch up. That’s shameful. And the price tag for teaching those kids what our billions in tax dollars should have already taught them? It’s $2.5 billion a year. That’s infuriating.

Is it any wonder that no one knows when an apostrophe is called for (including me), or that plenty of people couldn’t tell you the difference between they’re, there, and their? Why? Because their not interested in learning that kind of stuff. There more interested in actress/singer/whatever Jessica Simpson declaring that she thought Chicken of the Sea was chicken or Miss North Carolina answering a simple question by referencing “U.S. Americans.”

We all laugh at that kind of seemingly innocuous ignorance—but is it really that funny? After all, we’re the most powerful, technologically advanced nation on earth. So why are there 32 million Americans who can’t read or write?

In a recent poll conducted by National Geographic, 63 percent of 18 to 24-year-olds could not locate Iraq on a map, 70 percent shrugged their shoulders when asked where Iran and Israel were, and 90 percent had no clue where Afghanistan was. If you’re inclined to cut them some slack for not knowing their Middle East geography, chew on this: 50 percent couldn’t even locate New York State.

[image: Image] I might be willing to forgive the ignorance over Iraq/Afghanistan geography (I’m not exactly Magellan myself) except for the fact that those aren’t just any countries, they’re places where our fathers, mothers, sisters, and brothers have been fighting and dying for years to preserve the very system that these kids seem so uninterested in taking advantage of.

Americans don’t seem to agree on much anymore, but most of us, regardless of faith, economic status, or party affiliation, agree that public schools are lousy. So why can’t we make the commonsense decisions needed to do something about it? Simple—because there are still lots of idiots who say things like . . .

“OH COME ON, GLENN, WHAT’S WRONG WITH HAVING A LITTLE GOVERNMENT OVERSIGHT OF SOMETHING AS IMPORTANT AS EDUCATION?”

Oh, I don’t know, maybe just the fact that the government has no constitutional authority to be in the education business. How does that work for you?

Education is not a federal issue, it’s a local and state one—which is exactly how it was treated for over two hundred years. Then, Jimmy Carter came along and, by the slimmest of margins (we’re talking about four votes in the House), won approval to create a new ginormous government bureaucracy: the Department of Education (DOE).

The creation of the DOE effectively took control from local and state governments (and Mom and Dad) and dragged it, kicking and screaming, to Washington. It also made the jobs of teachers’ union lobbyists and special-interest groups much, much easier since they now needed to influence only one all-powerful entity rather than each individual school system. If you got your way with the DOE, you got your way with every public school in America.

The only threat to the Department of Education’s existence came early on when President Ronald Reagan actively lobbied to dismantle it. But politics played its part and eventually weakened the resolve of the Reaganites. While the DOE didn’t grow in any great strides under Reagan, it was far from dismantled.
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In pushing for his “America 2000” plan (think No Child Left Behind Lite), George H. W. Bush changed course from his predecessor, choosing to embrace the department rather than kill it. Though he didn’t get too far (many Republicans at the time surprisingly still behaved like Republicans and strongly objected to expanding federal influence), he certainly contributed to the DOE’s increasing growth.

Bush the Elder’s early departure changed nothing. Bill Clinton simply picked up the baton, tweaking “America 2000” and creatively renaming it “Goals 2000.” By that time, federal involvement in the school system was taken for granted—so much so that by the time George W. Bush signed No Child Left Behind (which not only fed the beast, it pumped it full of growth hormone and steroids) most Americans were completely anesthetized to the idea of national politicians being in charge of their kids’ education.

Early on, many politicians knew that government would be bad for education and were opposed to a larger federal role. But, as soon as it actually happened, the old “if you can’t beat ’em, join ’em” mentality took over, and politicians abandoned common sense in favor of trying to figure out how to get a piece of the action. Remember the economic-stimulus bill? Plenty of politicians were vehemently opposed to it, but as soon as it became a certainty they stopped fighting it and started figuring out how to parlay its billions into reelection.

[image: Image] Remember Frank Serpico? He was a New York cop who stood up to institutional corruption in the NYPD. He was ostracized and shot in the face for it—but he stood his ground. In the end, he won, and NYPD corruption was dealt a death blow. Serpico wound up being portrayed by Al Pacino in a great movie that bore his name. We could really use some Serpicos on Capitol Hill.

But aside from thinking that centralized planning (which didn’t work so well for the Soviet Union) could fix our schools, there’s another reason to keep education out of the hands of elected officials: power . . . or, more accurately, abuse of it. Schools are a direct conduit to the developing brains of our children (radical Islamists know this, which is why they use textbooks to demonize Jews and Western values). Is there any better way to indoctrinate a generation than by starting on them when they’re young and vulnerable?
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You’ve heard the expression too many chefs in the kitchen? Well, when we’re talking about government involvement in education, we’re talking about too many all-powerful chefs cooking in a kitchen they shouldn’t even be allowed in. Think Gordon Ramsay, except none of them know how to cook so they just get in each other’s way, swear, and start grease fires.

It should come as no surprise that a “revolutionary” like President Obama’s pal William Ayers is a professor. In a speech he gave alongside Venezuelan dictator Hugo Chavez in 2006, Ayers declared that “education is the motor-force of revolution.” He makes no apologies for the fact that he sees his classroom as the perfect environment to indoctrinate students with his anti-American, anti-capitalist worldview. If you’re trying to foment a revolution from the inside, there’s no better place to do it than from in front of the blackboard.



SUGGESTED LESSON PLANS

“An Inoffensive History of the World”

“Where Texas Is”

“Columbus: Portrait of Evil”

“Grammer”

“No Child Left Behind: Answer Key Edition”

“Those Poor Indians!”

“Ché Was Awesome”

“Why Mr. Leering Can’t Be Fired”

“The Evils of Capitalism”



Having the government plugged in to the compulsory education of our children is a bad idea because it opens the door for them to promote an agenda (i.e., the Founding Fathers were evil, old white men; Christopher Columbus was a genocidal brute; Fidel Castro is a visionary; corporations bad! government good!; Mexico was just minding its own business until America came along; and the Soviet Union was simply misunderstood), embrace certain viewpoints while censoring others, and adopt standards dictated by desk jockeys in Washington, D.C.

It also gives a single entity the power to determine what our children learn and by what methods they learn it. Then again, that’s exactly what supporters of federally controlled education want. After all, how can progressive education creep its way into the school system on a national scale without national control of the school system?

“WAIT! WHAT’S WRONG WITH PROGRESSIVE EDUCATION? PROGRESS IS GOOD!”

Education is about learning. Learning, like weight loss, is sometimes hard. You have to stay committed and push yourself day after day to see results. Don’t ever say this in front of a progressive (don’t worry, none of them are reading this book), but some people are better learners than others because some people are smarter than others.
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Of course, the progressive education movement doesn’t like that. It’s biased or unfair or something, I forget the actual claim. So they want to make education warmer, friendlier, happier. They believe the educational environment should be nurturing and comforting—not discouraging. That’s why using red pens to correct tests is out (red is harsh!) and purple (ahh, soothing) is in.

Progressive education also attempts to “level the playing field,” which, if I may translate from progressivian to common sense, means: “lowering the standards.” In this feel-good, sunshine and lollipops world, everyone’s work goes up on the walls because it’s all sooooo wonderful! You see, it’s not fair to judge a child’s work because there are no wrong answers, only life experiences.



BETTER DEAD THAN RED! PART 1

Believe it or not, these are real quotes from real educators who instruct real children. And we wonder why so many kids can’t handle failure?

“If you see a whole paper of red, it looks pretty frightening. Purple stands out, but it doesn’t look as scary as red.”

—Sharon Carlson, health and physical education teacher at John F. Kennedy Middle School in Northampton, Massachusetts.

“I do not use red. Red has a negative connotation, and we want to promote self-confidence. I like purple. I use purple a lot.”

—Robin Slipakoff, second- and third-grade teacher at Mirror Lake Elementary School in Plantation, Florida.

“I never use red to grade papers because it stands out like, ‘Oh, here’s what you did wrong.’ Purple is a more approachable color.”

—Melanie Irvine, a (former) third-grade teacher at Pacific Rim Elementary in Carlsbad, California.



Progressive education began with the goal of providing a nurturing environment that aimed at kids’ hearts rather than their heads. The movement’s leader, John Dewey, was a champion of education reform and believed the whole “teachers teach students facts” concept was so nineteenth-century. He saw the role of the teacher as more of a coach and the role of the state as necessary to “bring about the improvements progressives sought.”

What does that mean as far as how our kids are actually taught in the classroom? Dewey didn’t try to hide his beliefs:

“Existing life is so complex that the child cannot be brought into contact with it without either confusion or distraction; he is either overwhelmed by a multiplicity of activities which are going on, so that he loses his own power of orderly reaction, or he is so stimulated by these various activities that his powers are permanently called into play and he becomes either unduly specialized or else disintegrated.”
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BETTER DEAD THAN RED! PART 2

“My generation was brought up on right or wrong with no in-between, and red was always in your face. It’s abrasive to me. Purple is just a little bit more gentle. Part of my job is to be attuned to what kids respond to, and red is not one of those colors.”

—Justin Kazmark, teacher at Public School 188 in Manhattan.

“We try to be as gentle as we can and not slice children’s thoughts to pieces with a red pen. The red mark is associated with ‘This is wrong,’ and as you’re trying to guide students in the revision process, it doesn’t mean this is wrong. It’s just here’s what you can do better.”

—Laurie Francis, (former) principal of Del Mar Hills Academy in California.

“I tell teachers to use more neutral colors—blues and greens, and lavender because it’s a calming color. And, of course, kids also like purple because it’s the color of Barney.”
 
—Stephen Ahle, (former) principal of Pacific Rim Elementary in Carlsbad, California.



It gets even better:

“I believe that the teacher’s place and work in school is to be interpreted from this same basis. The teacher is not in the school to impose certain ideas or to form certain habits in the child, but is there as a member of the community to select the influences which shall affect the child and to assist him in properly responding to these influences.”

In other words, teachers aren’t there to tell a child if he or she is “right or wrong” (especially not in red ink), they’re there to help the child through a touchy-feely period of self-awareness and discovery.

The progressive methodology also emphasizes empathy over narrative. Rather than learning the cold, hard facts about historical events, it’s more important how those events make you feel. Competition is viewed as unhealthy. Grades are hurtful. Freedom is valued over structure, which means students get to do what they want rather than have to suffer through boring lessons like “how to add two numbers together.” And while it no doubt makes school more “fun,” you have to wonder if it bears any responsibility for the fact that there are students who can look at a map of the United States and go, “What’s that?”

The progressive movement has infiltrated both public and private schools in varying degrees—and not just here. One education secretary in the United Kingdom decried progressive education as a “misplaced ideology [that] has let down generations of children.”

He’s right, but plenty of schools, nevertheless, pride themselves on their progressive credentials. In their printed marketing materials, Manhattan’s Little Red School House says its program “continues to reflect and build upon this tradition of progressive education . . . [that] emphasizes individual achievement and collective responsibility.” Likewise, the Teddy McArdle Free School in New Jersey describes itself as “learner-centered”—which is a nice way of saying that the students act as teachers. Even if they’re seven years old. The school has no classes, no curriculum, no homework, and presumably no future rocket scientists graduating from there, either.



KIDS KNOW BEST

Dewey wasn’t the only progressive to understand education’s role in carrying forward their agenda. Before becoming president of the United States, Woodrow Wilson was president of Princeton University—a role that gave him ample opportunity to say idiotic, though telling, things like, “Our problem is not merely to help the students to adjust themselves to world life. Our problem is to make them as unlike their fathers as we can.”

Influencing kids to be “unlike their parents” is a time-tested progressive strategy that is still being used today. Al Gore, for instance, spoke to a group of high school students in early 2009 about global warming and told them, “There are some things about our world that you know that older people don’t know. Why would that be? Well, in a period of rapid change, the old assumptions sometimes just don’t work anymore because they’re out of date. New knowledge, new understandings are much more widely available sometimes to young people who are in school who aren’t weighed down with the old flawed assumptions of the past.”

Gosh I hate those old flawed assumptions, don’t you? I mean, “Hard work and good grades increase your chance of success in life” is soooo outdated. Of course, the reason why progressives target kids is that they are much more receptive to the message that “America is broken and the only way to fix it is through the government.” And when those kids grow up, they turn into people who have the power to turn progressive theory into actual policy, like . . . well . . . Barack Obama.



The Left’s influence on education also continues well beyond high school. In the least-shocking revelation included in this book, one study concluded that right-leaning college professors are majorly outgunned on college campuses and have to work harder to get the same jobs as their liberal peers. But the prevalence of activist and politically oriented professors has another side effect: course offerings like “The Phallus” and “Native American Feminisms.” And we wonder why our college grads don’t seem to know so much.



[image: Image]HIGHER EDUCATION

Actual college classes that exist, or existed before someone got smart:

“Star Trek & Religion” (Indiana Bloomington University) “The American Vacation” (U. Iowa)

“Learning from YouTube” (Pitzer)
 
“Feminist Critique of Christianity” (UPenn) “Blackness” (Occidental) “Queer Musicology” (UCLA)
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“(Our) experience nurtures social consciousness and ethical awareness . . . Drawing on the rich legacy of the progressive tradition, we believe that education is an organic, developmental and interactive process of growth encompassing all aspects of the child’s nature .”

—The Little Red Schoolhouse, Manhattan

“IF WE ONLY PUT AS MUCH MONEY INTO THIS COUNTRY’S SCHOOLS AS WE DO ITS DEFENSE, EVERYTHING WOULD BE FINE.”

We are all familiar with the bumper stickers pining for the day that the defense budget goes to the schools and the Pentagon has to hold a bake sale, but comparing educational spending with national defense isn’t particularly fair, clever, or logical.

First of all, we have to spend money on defense because if we don’t defend our country—well, the schools won’t matter much. Take the Republic of Georgia, for instance. Do you really think citizens there are worried about standardized test scores or drunk Russian soldiers driving tanks down their streets?

Giving money to the school system is like giving money to a bum on the street: It might briefly feel rewarding, but deep down you know they’re not going to spend it wisely because they never have. In the case of the bum, your dollar is likely going to support some global distillery, while, in the case of our schools, your dollar is going to support some politician’s agenda.

Schools now enjoy four times more money per student than they did in the 1960s. Have they gotten four times better? No, they have not. Have math and reading skills improved? No, they have not. Have graduation rates improved? No, they have not. Do you think throwing even more money at the problem will improve all of that? No, it will not—though the teachers’ union will probably send you a Christmas card.



[image: Image]

“The percentages of 17-year-olds at different levels (of reading) have not changed significantly in comparison to 2004 or 1971.”

“The average score for 17-year-olds in 2008 was not significantly different from the scores in 2004 and 1973.”

—The Nation’s Report Card, 2008 Assessment



The U.S. Census Bureau reports that we spent an average of $9,138 per public school student in 2005–2006. Other estimates claim the real number is actually at least double that amount. Either way, that’s some serious money and we should demand some serious results. But we’re not getting them.

[image: Image]

Consider two states: New York, which spends the most per student of any state in the country ($14,884), and Utah, which spends the least ($5,437). Take a look at some key test scores for each of those states:

[image: Image]

Yes, New York slightly beats Utah in three out of four categories, but Utah, despite spending nearly $9,500 less per student, still scores above the U.S. average in all four categories.
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“Assessment is authentic and holistic. Children are well known by their teachers and peers. There are no tests or letter grades. Instead, narrative reports are written about children that cover all aspects of their development: social, emotional, personal, physical, and intellectual.”

—Prairie Creek Community School, Northfield, Minnesota

If it was about the money, then places like New York and New Jersey (the two highest-spending states) should have test scores well above those of students in Utah and Idaho (the two lowest-spending states). But they don’t. Why? Because it’s not that schools don’t have enough money, it’s that they’re forced by politicians, lobbyists, and special interests to spend it in ways that don’t further their primary goals.

[image: Image] I wonder how many of our illustrious political figures have their darling progeny in *gasp* private schools. And, if they do, I would love to know why. Maybe banning the children of politicians from attending private school would be a good first step toward making sure the public ones get a teeny bit more attention.

It’s worth mentioning that our Constitution makes absolutely no reference to schools or education because the federal government was never supposed to be in the education business in the first place. The Tenth Amendment (“The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people”) makes that pretty clear. Of course, we don’t really let a little thing like “constitutionality” stand in the way of expanding the central government’s powers anymore.

“SO WHAT’S YOUR SOLUTION, VOUCHERS? THAT WILL TAKE MONEY AWAY FROM PUBLIC SCHOOLS!”

I assume you mean that vouchers will take money away from the schools that parents don’t want to send their kids to. If a parent doesn’t want his or her child to go to a school, it’s usually because that school is bad. Or dangerous. Or possibly both. Do you blame that parent for wanting a better education for his or her child—or isn’t that exactly the kind of parents we want more of?

The best argument the antivoucher crowd can ever come up with is that vouchers will make parents want to send their children to a better school. Well . . . uh . . . yeah. And what’s wrong with that?

[image: Image] 35 percent of Democrats in Congress send their kids to private school. Anyone want to bet that at least some members of that group also oppose vouchers?

In “normal” life we patronize businesses we like and we avoid the ones we don’t. If we prefer Harry’s Burger Joint to Tina’s Diner, we go to Harry’s—even if it’s not as close or convenient as Tina’s. Maybe Tina starts to realize that she’s losing business because her diner is dirty or overcrowded so she changes her menu, improves the quality of her food, fires the bad waiters, and lowers her prices.

The point is that you vote with your wallet, and businesses compete for that vote. That’s how this whole free-market capitalism thing is supposed to work: the best succeed; the worst fail.
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But the educational system does not operate in that “normal” world. It’s a government monopoly that lives in a bizarro world where fair and free choice is forbidden. If you live in Zone X (which, ironically, you presumably chose to live in because that house had a better mix of features, location, and price than its competitors) then your child must attend the Zone X school, even if it’s terrible (or “up and coming” which means not as terrible as it was, but still terrible).

Imagine if we used that same system for things other than schools . . . like food (as you may know, I enjoy food analogies quite a bit): What if the government forcibly took a chunk of your money in the form of a “Dining Out” tax, but then dictated that you could eat only at Lucky Fang Chinese Restaurant—because that’s the restaurant you’re zoned for? I assume you’d be pretty unhappy about that, right? Well, too bad—if you don’t like Chinese food, move.

[image: Image] “In case anyone didn’t notice, one of our dads was elected president of the United States on November 4, 2008. This has been an incredible beginning to a year that most of us will never forget.”

—The Director of the University of Chicago

Lab School, a progressive grade school founded by John Dewey himself. Yep, that’s right, in the second least-shocking revelation of this book, Obama sent his kids to a private progressive school in Chicago.

But vouchers change the whole equation. They attach dollars to your child and make your child valuable to a school, instead of the other way around. With vouchers, the tax dollars you’re coughing up can be spent on a school you’re actually excited about. What a novel idea!
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A recent Department of Education study revealed that students who used vouchers were reading half a grade ahead of their public school peers. Why didn’t you hear about that study? Because, according to The Wall Street Journal, it was buried and Obama administration officials were forbidden from discussing it. Then, just for good measure, Congress shut down funding for the D.C. voucher program. But, sure, politicians definitely just want what’s best for kids.



When parents are given the option to move their kids from public schools to charter schools, they line up in droves. Why? Because they know that charter schools have accountability for their results. Take the Thurgood Marshall Academy (TMA), a charter school located in Washington, D.C.’s infamous Ward 8. Why is it “infamous”? Because Ward 8 is home to 30 percent of the city’s homicides. Because Ward 8 is home to the lowest average income in the city ($14,000 a year). And because Ward 8 has the lowest high-school-graduation rate in a city full of breathtakingly low graduation rates.

But the Thurgood Marshall Academy is an oasis. Despite everything working against them, students there have managed to post 95 percent attendance rates, along with the third-highest test scores of any D.C. high school with open enrollment. But the most impressive stat of all is that every single member of the school’s first four classes (it opened in 2002) went on to college.
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As schools like TMA prosper, public schools will bear the consequences for their years of futility. So what happens to the schools that aren’t chosen by many parents? Really bad ones might die. (Oh my gosh, the f-word: Failure! I hope we at least write their eviction order in purple ink.) Others might lose students, but parents will eventually recognize that smaller class sizes are a positive, perhaps leading to a resurgence.

But there’s an even bigger benefit that would play out over time: Because schools would no longer be monopolies, they’d find themselves competing for dollars with other schools. That means they would actually have to try to earn your business and attract students with incentives like having better teachers, more extracurricular options and cleaner, higher-tech classrooms. Competition is good—imagine that!

Maybe the best reason of all to support school choice is that those entrenched firmly on the side of the status quo—like the teachers’ unions, government bureaucrats, and politicians—are so strongly against it.

“We are not a unionized monopoly.”

—Randi Weingarten, president, American Federation of Teachers and United Federation of Teachers, apparently being serious.

[image: Image]

“WHY ARE YOU PICKING ON THE TEACHERS’ UNIONS? OUR TEACHERS ARE PUBLIC SERVANTS WHO DEVOTE THEIR CAREERS TO HELPING KIDS!”

We have no argument there—but a classic idiots’ technique is to confuse the debate. Teachers are completely different from teachers’ unions, just as auto assembly line workers are completely different from the United Auto Workers union. People are people, but unions, generally speaking, are about power and control.

Unions may have been founded with a grand purpose but most are now big, bloated, self-serving bureaucracies with huge budgets and largely left-wing agendas fueled more by politics than a sense of duty to their members. Teachers’ unions are no different, but instead of making bad cars more expensive, creating mounds of needless paperwork, or shutting down the subway system in a strike, they work hard to damage our children’s futures. Maybe the children themselves should have a union.

In his book, The War Against Hope, former education secretary Rod Paige accuses teachers’ unions of having maximum power over the schools with minimal accountability for their failure. He believes they’re resistant to change and willing to fight tooth and nail to retain the status quo and enforce policies that are detrimental to students.
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“Wingra parents have to develop confidence in a system that’s different from how they were taught. We don’t give grades here. We don’t give tests and we deliberately deemphasize assessments that compare one student’s progress with that of another.”

—Wingra School, Madison, Wisconsin

If Al Gore had any idea how much paper is wasted in keeping our students from learning, he’d cry us a new ocean. In 2005, the New York City teachers’ contract was 204 pages long, with another 105-page “Memorandum of Understanding” tacked on for good measure. What could possibly be contained in so many sheets of pulped tree? Rules. Primarily, rules that protect union members in almost any circumstance you can imagine, and lots that you can’t.

Trying to fire a bad teacher is, in many districts, like trying to get a cow to walk down stairs: It’s just not going to happen. (See our flowchart on page 130 for proof.) In fact, school administrators know it’s such an
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uphill battle that they’re often not inclined to even try. The L.A. Unified School District currently has 30,000 tenured teachers, yet they manage to fire just 21 a year. The ones who are eventually terminated were the worst of the worst, because the ones who didn’t get fired include a teacher who kept pornography, cocaine vials, and marijuana at school and one who was so unable to teach or control her class that students were actually getting injured in it. Bad teachers, like bad priests, are simply shuffled throughout the system so that the damage they do is spread out.

But aside from being unable to get rid of the worst teachers, unions also prevent the best teachers from being rewarded. Salaries aren’t based on merit, but on longevity. Good and bad teachers are paid the same—another remnant of that tiresome we’re all equal mentality from the progressive era.

[image: Image] I wish I could have seen the faces of the teachers’ union lobbyists when they heard Obama say, “I reject a system that rewards failure and protects a person from its consequences.” Oops. I wonder if they all want their money back now.

“PRIVATE SCHOOLS AREN’T BEHOLDEN TO UNIONS, BUT THEY SHOULD BE CLOSED BECAUSE THEY’RE ONLY FOR THE RICH.”

I will never agree with the premise that just because someone can’t afford something, it’s not good or fair. Frankly that sounds a little socialist. A lot of people can’t afford a Mercedes S Class sedan—but does that mean Mercedes should be forced to stop making them? No—people generally accept the fact that in order to buy a car like that, they will need to have more money. That gives them a little something that we capitalists like to call “incentive.”

Second, most schools offer financial aid to students who qualify for it. That defeats the “only for the rich” argument—as would a voucher program. Do families still have to make sacrifices? Absolutely—but what better way to have parents invested in the success of their children than to have parents literally invested in the success of their children?

“I SUPPOSE YOU’RE GOING TO SAY THAT THE BEST WAY TO HAVE PARENTS INVESTED IS TO HOME-SCHOOL THEIR KIDS. BUT HOME-SCHOOLED KIDS DON’T LEARN AS MUCH AND THEY ALSO SUFFER SOCIALLY.”

Opponents of home-schooling spend a lot of time trying to convince people that those who take education into their own hands create ignorant social misfits. In their opinion, there’s nothing worse than a child spending several hours a day learning at the hands of—shudder —his or her own parents! They also assume that, at the conclusion of the school day, the child is confined to a small, windowless space before being sent off to bed. The end result is obviously a socially maladjusted freak who winds up living in his mom’s basement or shuffling around the neighborhood in fuzzy pajamas.

[image: Image] If home-schooling is such a terrible idea, then why has the national home-schooling rate increased 74 percent in just eight years? Well, here are the top reasons given by parents . . . do any of these resonate with you?

[image: Image]Concern over the school environment

[image: Image]Desire to provide moral or religious instruction

[image: Image]Dissatisfaction with academic instruction at schools

Of course, the reality is that home-schooled children are like any other children. The only difference is that they get focused instruction in a more comfortable environment from an individual who knows, understands, and loves them. Perish the thought! There is nothing that prevents home-schooled kids from socializing with peers, playing in Little League or herdball (otherwise known as “soccer”), going to the movies, hanging out at the park, enrolling in summer camp, etc., etc.

But even if home-schooled kids don’t go drink warm beer in the alley with the public schoolers, they still develop fine. In a 2000 study, home-schooled and public/private-schooled children played among themselves under direct supervision. If you expected the home-schooled kids to have spent their time hidden under the table crying for their mommies, you’re going to be disappointed. All of the kids played together. Or, in the words of the report, “There is no basis to question the social development of home-schooled children.”

If home-schooled kids develop just fine socially, then the only plausible argument left against home-schooling is that they aren’t getting a proper education. Given the disaster in our public schools, that’s a pretty dumb argument, but let’s look at the data anyway.

An independent study of over 5,000 home-schooled students showed that they outperformed public school students by 30 to 37 percentile points in all subjects. Another study of over 5,000 home-schooled children showed that they scored 18 to 28 percentile points above public school averages on the Stanford Achievement Test, one of the leading standardized tests used by schools.



Some Home-Schooled Kids You May Have Heard Of . . .

Agatha Christie, Thomas Edison, Alexander Graham Bell, Ansel Adams, Woodrow Wilson (I’m not sure he helps the cause), Robert Frost, Louisa May Alcott, Venus & Serena Williams



I’m not saying that all parents would make great teachers, or that home schooling is for everyone, but I am saying that the stigma of socially awkward kids with a below-average education is a complete fabrication. Besides, just as with school vouchers, whenever the entrenched powers-that-be are so wildly against something, I tend to think it probably deserves another look.

“AT LEAST WE HAVE THE NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT TO LEVEL THE PLAYING FIELD AND NARROW CLASS AND RACIAL PERFORMANCE GAPS.”

As with many well-intentioned government programs, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) ultimately fails because it doesn’t level the playing field, it lowers the bar—and lowering the bar is one reason why people can’t spell words anymore. Let’s call it a Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell policy for the stupid.

Here’s a quick history lesson (especially for you home-schooled kids, since I know you never learned this stuff): Prisoners in Stalin’s forced labor camps were assigned production quotas. Instead of trying to meet them, which was basically impossible, they lied, cheated, and manipulated (it turns out that fear of death is a pretty good motivator).

Authorities all the way up the chain of command turned a blind eye because, in the end, what was more important than tangible results was simply reporting to Stalin that results had been achieved. It was better to claim you cleared an acre of forest than to have actually cleared an acre of forest. Of course, that was one of the reasons why forced labor in the Soviet Union failed, leading to the failure of the Soviet Union itself.

No Child Left Behind works in very much the same way. By setting a timetable with unattainable goals and threatening schools and teachers if they fail to achieve them, they’re incentivizing everyone to game the system. And they do!



ALTERNATE NAMES FOR NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND

No Standards Left Unlowered All Dummies, Move On Up!

No One Can Fail Because It Looks Bad
 
The George W. Bush Panders to Ted Kennedy Act
 
Federal Bad Idea #18728
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One of the main criticisms of NCLB is that it motivates schools to deny children a broad education and instead focus their entire curriculum on “teaching to the test.” In other words, they don’t worry about teaching kids useful things (like, for example, what a “progressive” really stands for) because they’re never asked that question on a standardized test.

Another way to game the system is by outright cheating. NCLB has the dubious distinction of actually turning the teacher into the cheater in the classroom. To improve overall scores, teachers have been caught asking weak students to stay home on test days, offering “help” in solving problems, fixing wrong answers after the test is over, and allowing extra time to finish.

Cheating is so prevalent that economist Steven D. Levitt (author of Freakonomics) developed an algorithm with a colleague to spot it. The result? They discovered even more cheating than they originally thought. But often times you don’t even need an algorithm, you just need common sense: If one year a school has a pitiful ranking and the next year it’s a miraculous success—something fishy is probably going on. It’s like steroids in baseball. A guy doesn’t go from hitting twelve home runs in one year to forty the next without a little outside help. Yet, because the powers-that-be feel that the ends justify the means, no one cracks down before it’s too late. And with our schools, it’s already way too late.

Unfortunately, NCLB scams aren’t just confined to individual schools. States, eager to report to Uncle Stalin just how great things are going, happily carry it on. In 2004, the number of “failing” schools in Michigan went from 1,500 to 216. A remarkable achievement—until you discover that all the state did was lower the passing score from 75 to 42.



[image: Image]

No Child Left Behind’s national test standards are dramatically lower than the standards set by many states. Why? So that states with lower standards (and dumber kids, as a result) will be able to keep up.



Who is the big loser in this scam? Our kids, of course. And who is the biggest winner? The politicians and unions that can cash faux test scores in for heaps of federal cash. What a great system!

“THE REAL PROBLEM ISN’T WITH NCLB, IT’S WITH TEACHER PAY. YOU GET WHAT YOU PAY FOR.”

It’s true, being a teacher does not pay as well as being a CEO who runs his company into the ground before bailing out of the corporate jet in a golden parachute. But being a teacher doesn’t pay that poorly, either. The 2008 Bureau of Labor Statistics study puts the average middle-school teacher’s annual salary at $52,570. Compare that to policemen at $52,480 or short-order cooks at $20,230. Then remember that teachers have a shorter workday, longer vacations, and public-sector health and retirement benefits that are often better than those of workers in the private sector.

The problem is not that teachers don’t get paid well (although you will never hear me arguing against higher pay for teachers who deserve it), it’s that their pay is based on longevity, not performance. When you don’t reward someone for being good at his or her job, the incentive to be extraordinary is diminished. In fact, the incentive to be mediocre is increased because teachers who stand out are liable to rock the boat.

[image: Image]

But good teachers aren’t penalized with antiquated concepts like tenure, because “the man” is trying to keep our kids dumb; they’re not paid more because of the unions. By trying to protect all jobs unions are actually helping their worst-performing members while hurting their best.

Tenure was originally introduced for college professors in 1910 as a way to protect their academic pursuits and research. And, when you think about it in those terms, it kind of makes sense. You want professors to be able to speak their mind, conduct research, and creatively teach controversial subjects without fear of losing their job. In the 1920s, as women fought for the right to vote, tenure was extended to K–12 teachers, even as the requirements for obtaining it were becoming far easier to achieve. College professors still needed to publish papers and were subject to up to a decade of probation. But grade-school teachers? Not so much.



Textbooks 101: Why they don’t teach you anything

The U.S. public school system is, by far, the largest buyer of textbooks. Since textbook publishers want to sell as much of their product as they can, they tailor their books in a way that makes them more appealing. That means pandering to book buyers who want to see diverse, politically correct, nonoffensive drivel. The result is a sterile, boring, non-educational, nonoffensive book. But at least they sell lots of them.



In California it now takes just as little as two years for a teacher to get tenure. Two years, and then you can basically sit back, relax, and not worry about being fired . . . for the rest of your life. Can you think of any good reason why a K–12 teacher should have tenure? I can’t, but the teachers’ unions sure can. Governor Schwarzenegger’s efforts to try and make tenure rules even slightly more reasonable were met with such fierce resistance that you’d have thought he was asking everyone to give up their Priuses.
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“We believe that children should develop balance in body and mind through intensive classroom study, quiet time, vigorous play, experiences of the natural world, and reflection on our role as its stewards.”

—The School in Rose Valley, Rose Valley, Pennsylvania

“WELL, IT DOESN’T MATTER WHAT CHANGES YOU MAKE BECAUSE THE SYSTEM WILL ALWAYS FAVOR UPSCALE WHITE FOLKS.”

If the system favors upscale white folks, it’s because of the changes that aren’t being made. It’s because the schools fail our children time and again and nothing is ever done. It’s because voucher programs that would take poor kids out of lousy, dangerous schools are being denied.

The system shouldn’t favor anyone—and doesn’t have to, but instead it’s failing everyone.
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The big, A+ answer (assuming, of course, that you’re at a school that still allows tests) is to break the cycle of poverty with a cycle of achievement. But we’ll never do that with tenure, unions, politicians, bureaucrats, and special-interest groups all standing in the way.

And blaming “The Man” for those failings is a cop-out. Suggesting that minorities from traditionally poorer socioeconomic backgrounds can’t be on par with white peers is nonsense. Asian immigrants hailing from backgrounds equally as poor as their Hispanic and black counterparts routinely pummel white students in the SATs. How can that be? Shouldn’t they be horribly stifled and at a tremendous disadvantage because of the fact that they’re minorities and, for many of them, English isn’t even spoken at home?

Absolutely—which just goes to show that scores, stats, and studies tell only part of the story. People can twist data to lead you to whatever conclusion is in their best interest, but one thing can’t be twisted because it is indisputable: Our selfish unwillingness to put aside our ideological differences and stop playing politics with education will unquestionably lead not only to the failing of our children, but, ultimately, to the failing of America as well.
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AMERICA’S ENERGY FUTURE

Cars, Corn, Carbon, and Controversy

IS THERE anything that makes the case for curbing government influence better than the energy issue? The decades pass, the presidents come and go, but one thing remains the same: America’s appetite for oil is far bigger than her stomach.

Our energy crisis is stealthy, like termites slowly destroying a house from the inside. Unfortunately, we’re about to step through one of the decaying floorboards. 2008’s skyrocketing oil prices showed us just how vulnerable we are, but lost in the shock over four-dollar gas was what caused the crisis . . .

Nothing.

There was no Arab oil embargo, no Middle East war, no massive destruction of refineries from hurricanes or earthquakes—just a marketplace realizing that demand was increasing dramatically while supply was slowly, but inevitably, running out.

We’ve been told for years that the answer to our problems lies in green energy. Unfortunately, the facts tell a different story.

In 1981, renewable energy was responsible for about seven percent of America’s total energy use. After 27 years of broken promises and billions of dollars poured into developing alternative technologies, renewable energy now accounts for a whopping 6.7 percent of our total. That’s quite an achievement!

If green energy is as good, cheap, and clean as its supporters say it is, then market forces should automatically be making it a growing part of the equation. Instead, the opposite is happening.

Why?

One reason might be that many of the green lobby’s leaders are not as interested in promoting new sources of energy as they are in getting rid of the old ones. While this movement may have started with good intentions, it’s now been hijacked by those who see it as a vehicle to drive us back to the Stone Age or, at a minimum, to move us closer to government ownership and control of our energy supply.

The effort by those who use green energy to further their real agenda is sometimes called “the Watermelon Effect.” It’s a green rind of “pro-environment” policies hiding a core of wealth-redistribution policies that are as red as Marx’s blood. This charade only prolongs America’s oil addiction and keeps us slaves to nasty foreign governments. (We imported just over a third of our oil in 1981 . . . we import 70 percent now.)

Unfortunately, that seems to be exactly what some people want. After all, the less control we have over our own energy supply, the more control others have over us. So, instead of constructively looking for solutions, you’ll often hear those people launch now-familiar attacks, using idiotic arguments like . . .
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“[It is] a $2 billion project that depends on significant taxpayer subsidies while potentially doubling power costs for the region.”

—Congressman Bill Delahunt (D-MA), denouncing Massachusetts’ Cape Wind project, which could reduce carbon emissions by 734,000 tons every year.

“BIG OIL INTENTIONALLY DRIVES OIL PRICES HIGHER SO THEY CAN LINE THE POCKETS OF THEIR GREEDY EXECUTIVES.”

Okay, first, let’s acknowledge the obvious: Big Oil made a lot of money in 2008.

Exxon made a $45.2 billion profit, shattering the record for profit by a U.S. company (a record they set themselves just a year earlier). Go, capitalism! Chevron also set a company record with a $23.9 billion profit.

Saying that the oil industry had a good year in 2008 is like saying that Babe Ruth was a decent hitter. It wasn’t a good year, it was a historic year. So why are people so angry?

On the surface, sure, those profits sound big. Okay, they sound massive. Okay, they are massive. But so what? Are we really a country that no longer celebrates legitimate success stories or admires profits won on the battlefield of the free market?

Not surprisingly, the green lobby has been quick to latch on to this red herring. They paint the oil industry as an evil cabal that meets in shadowy, cigar-smoke-filled back rooms, scheming ways to jack up gas prices and hoodwink the average American family.

But when you look deeper into the issue and examine pesky things like numbers, facts, and economic principles, it becomes much less nefarious: From 1986 to 2006, the average price of crude was $25.95 per barrel. In 2007, the average price skyrocketed to $72.30 and, in July 2008, oil hit an all-time high of $147.27 per barrel.

Higher oil prices result in higher oil profits. If that’s sinister, then so is every other principle taught in Economics 101.

Now, maybe you still believe that the oil companies are evil because they drove the price up to line their own pockets. Maybe some Oil Council of Doom, consisting of mustachioed tycoons, sat in a smoky boardroom and spun a wheel that landed on “$150/barrel.” If that’s what you think, I probably can’t help you. But, if you’re rational, you probably already understand what really happened: Prices rose because of a rise in global demand.

China, India, and other developing nations are emerging as huge economies that require massive amounts of oil to operate. Brazil’s oil consumption increased seven percent from 2006 to 2007; China’s consumption increased by 12 percent; and India’s appetite for oil has increased 27 straight years—from 643,000 barrels per day in 1980 to 2.72 million a day in 2007.

As the global demand for oil spiked like never before, prices also spiked like never before. So unless you’re against the world developing, it’s hard to be against the rise in oil prices.

Once prices are high (and, let’s be careful, “high” is a relative term . . . we may look back at $150/barrel as a bargain), oil companies—which have a responsibility to their shareholders—naturally want to sell more of their product. Why would they restrict supply in times when demand is highest? That would be like shutting down your ice-cream shop for the summer.

From 1986 to 2006, the average global output of oil was about 72.4 million barrels per day. The most recent numbers show that global average increased to 84.8 million barrels per day in 2007—an increase of over 17 percent. When profit potential is higher, businesses produce more—that’s the way a free market works.
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“Climate change is the greatest threat facing mankind . . . We must act now. Future generations are depending on it.”

—Prince Charles recently used a luxury airliner to transport himself, his wife, and a 14-person entourage on a 16,400-mile “environmental tour” of Chile, Brazil, and Ecuador. The plane was a 134-seat Airbus A319 retrofitted into a private jet seating just 29. In total, 322 tons of CO2 were emitted.
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Profit potential is also why you see a company like Apple cranking out product after product right now. They’re not doing it because they love working hundred-hour weeks. They’re doing it because their products are in high demand and they see an opportunity to grab huge profits.

“NO, THE WAY A FREE MARKET WORKS IS THAT BIG OIL IS ABLE TO MAKE OBSCENE PROFITS OFF THE BACKS OF HARDWORKING AMERICANS.”

Even after my stirring defense of supply and demand, you still want to focus on that giant profit number, don’t you? Fine, but those profits are meaningless unless you compare them to profit rates of other big companies.

Exxon and Chevron each have a profit margin of roughly nine percent. That’s less than Microsoft, Apple, Google, Johnson & Johnson, Coca-Cola, Nike, and many other beloved American corporations. Crazy, but you never hear outrage directed at those evil no-tears-shampoo-peddling tyrants from Johnson & Johnson or those nefarious techno-hippies at Apple.

Here’s another way to look at it: In 2007, the oil industry made just nine cents in profit for every dollar of revenue. The average for companies in the S&P 500 index was 13 cents, meaning oil companies made less money per dollar of revenue than the average large U.S. public company.

I understand that an evil, greedy conservative defending the profits of the evil, greedy oil companies isn’t all that compelling . . . so let me try a different angle. Not only is Big Oil not trying to screw over average American families, they are actively helping them—and not just because they do the work that allows us all to get to work.

Take Exxon Mobil, for instance. It’s easy to drag their executives in front of Congress for their annual tongue-lashing—but those guys own less than one percent of the company. The vast majority of Exxon Mobil is owned by people like you and me.

Mutual funds, 401(k)s, and pension funds account for about 52 percent of Exxon’s shares. The rest is owned by about two million individual investors—regular Americans looking to better their lives by investing in growing companies. If Exxon is evil, then I guess that means all of the senior citizens who pay for their prescription drugs and utility bills with profits from Exxon-invested pensions are evil, too.
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IF OIL IS EVIL . . .

It’s funny how much Big Oil is vilified in the media when you look at where the industry actually ranks in terms of net profit margin.

As of this writing, Evil Big Oil comes in ranked in 56th place with a 9.5-percent margin. That puts them behind such industries as Evil Mutual Funds, Evil Publishers, Evil Long-Distance Carriers, Evil Software, Evil Shipping, Evil Silver, Evil Copper, Evil Gold, Evil Drug Manufacturers, Evil Regional Banks, Evil Railroads, Evil Medical Supplies, Evil General Entertainment, Evil Footwear, Evil Resorts and Casinos, and Evil Education Services.



But oil profits don’t just enrich investors, they enrich our government also. While giant corporations free-fall, only to be saved by billion-dollar taxpayer parachutes, Big Oil is paying the government hundreds of billions in taxes. In other words, Big Oil is giving money directly back to the people (instead of stealing it from them, which other corporations find so trendy these days).

In 2006, the oil industry paid $81 billion in income taxes. If you look at Exxon alone, you find that, from 2003 to 2007, their earnings increased by 89 percent while their income taxes skyrocketed 170 percent. Over the three-year period from 2006 to 2008, Exxon paid a total of $94.2 billion—an amount approximately equal to the annual GDP of Ecuador and Guatemala . . . combined.

But that’s just their income tax. Exxon Mobil’s total taxes in 2008 reached $116.2 billion—more than twice its net profit. That’s about $318 million in taxes per day. If anyone is benefiting from these so-called windfall profits, it’s our government.

[image: Image] Exxon’s taxes over those three years would also be enough to pay for about half of the government’s AIG bailout.
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Behold the amazing Chest-Puffing Congressman! Sightings are rare, they come out only when oil prices are high or executives receive large bonuses. In the presence of oil chiefs, the Chest-Puffing Congressman spews hellishly hot air as a defense mechanism—only to later return to hibernation for months or years at a time.

“On April Fool’s Day, the biggest joke of all is being

played on American families by Big Oil.”

—Rep. Edward Markey (D-MA)

“Gentlemen, to all of you, I hope I can give you
a bit of a reality check. Working people struggle
with high gas prices and your sacrifice, gentlemen,
appears to be nothing.”

—Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA)

“Americans are now concerned whether they should
be paying so much more for energy when our
energy companies are recording record profits.”

—Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK)

“I think Mr. Hill wants to know how all of you can
justify such exorbitant profits on the backs of the
middle class and hard-working families.”

—Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-VT)



“GOOD! IT’S THEIR PATRIOTIC DUTY TO PAY MORE TAXES SO THE GOVERNMENT CAN HELP THOSE WHO ARE LESS FORTUNATE.”

Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner once said that additional taxes on oil companies could “be absorbed” because they are so small compared to their large revenues. Last year, Senator Dick Durbin, an Illinois Democrat, went a step further, saying, “Oil companies need to know that there is a limit on how much profit they can take in this economy.”

Using the tax code as a weapon? Caps on profits? Karl Marx would be proud.

President Obama has backed off his promise to institute a windfall-profits tax, but it’s not like he’s suddenly turned into a Texas oilman. He still intends to rake in an additional $31.5 billion from the oil sector by raising royalty rates and implementing new taxes. The budget he proposed in early 2009 would levy a 13-percent tax on oil and gas from the Gulf of Mexico, raising about $5 billion over the next decade. He would also institute a fee on energy leases in the Gulf that are “nonproducing”—also known as “exploratory.” That fee would raise another $1.2 billion over the coming decade.
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“It seems kind of silly to have a solar project [there].”

—Jeff Morgan, chairman of the Sierra Club group in the Coachella Valley, on a proposed solar farm in Blythe, California
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While all of that may sound appetizing to those of us who don’t go oil drilling on weekends, two things happen when you raise taxes on oil companies—neither of them good. First, capital moves to more favorable tax environments, meaning that U.S. companies will flock to foreign sources of oil to get cheaper prices. Second, taxing an activity discourages people from doing it. (Of course, the inverse is also true, which is why so many states have occasional “tax holidays” to promote spending.)

The tax on Gulf oil is essentially an oil sin tax that will lead companies to produce less oil from that region. That, in turn, will reduce supply, which will inevitably cause prices to rise, thereby bringing the incredible chest-puffing politicians out of hibernation once again.

Obama has also proposed raising revenue through a carbon-emission cap-and-trade system that would force companies to buy permits allowing them to pollute. This program would pull in an estimated $112 billion by 2012 and would generate $50–300 billion per year by 2020. As a side “benefit,” it would also essentially redistribute the wealth of our most productive companies to the least productive bureaucracy in the world—our government (and eventually to governments of developing countries around the globe).
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It doesn’t take a degree in economics to understand that hundreds of billions of new tax dollars have to come from somewhere. In this case, they’ll come from higher prices on all kinds of products and services—something that will be terrible for the economy (not to mention those “working families” we always hear about in the stump speeches). The real reason this program is called “cap and trade” is that it puts a cap on success and trades prosperity for poverty. By penalizing companies for simply operating and producing, cap-and-trade schemes will reduce manufacturing output (pro: fewer emissions; con: fewer jobs), and that, in turn, will reduce America’s GDP (pro: lower carbon output; con: a lower standard of living).

“SO NOT ONLY DO YOU NOT WANT TO PENALIZE OIL COMPANIES, YOU ACTUALLY WANT TO HELP THEM MAKE EVEN MORE MONEY BY LETTING THEM SLAUGHTER INNOCENT POLAR BEARS AND ARCTIC SEALS.”
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In 1988, President Reagan ended a windfall-profits tax on oil companies instituted by Jimmy Carter that was expected to net the government $390 billion from 1980 to 1990. In its first eight years it actually generated just over 20 percent of that, or $80 billion. Anyone think the current “cap-and-trade” revenue estimates might be just as inflated?



It’s a paradox that those who want to keep Alaska off-limits will never admit to, but the more we’re prevented from tapping our own oil resources, the more the environment is put at risk. When we can’t produce enough oil, we import it. The countries we import it from have to explore and drill to meet our needs. Countries like Venezuela, Russia, Saudi Arabia, and Iran. Those are countries that barely care about people . . . so how much do you really think they worry about hurting green alligators and long-necked geese, some humpty-backed camels or some chimpanzees?

Most people think about green energy as a replacement for oil. While that may very well be, it’s a loooooong way off. Instead of thinking about solar, wind, and hydro replacing oil, start thinking about those alternative sources supplementing oil. If we can gradually increase our reliance on clean sources of energy that are both economical and efficient, then, believe me, the free markets will do the rest. Our reliance on oil will fall on its own, with absolutely no need for government subsidies or taxes that attempt to “influence” the right decision but inevitably usher in the wrong one. Corn ethanol, anyone? (More on that later.)

[image: Image] If you realized that that list of animals is actually from a popular Irish drinking song, then you’re either (a) an alcoholic, (b) a recovering alcoholic, or (c) friendless. Considering that I actually used those lyrics in this book (from memory) I’d say that I’m both (b) and (c).
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“Our position is that none of this is needed.”
 
—Jim Harvey, cofounder of Alliance for Responsible Energy Policy, on solar farms proposed for the California desert.
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Yes, I understand that relying on the “free markets” to make the right choice in the future is dangerous. Not because the markets might be wrong—they almost never are over the long term—but because they might not exist.

In the meantime, our green energy prospects depend on our ability to use more of our own oil—and the most obvious place to get it is from the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) in Alaska.

Estimates of the amount of recoverable oil in ANWR range from 2 billion to 16 billion barrels, meaning that one small area could produce anywhere from 500,000 to 1.5 million barrels per day, thereby saving us $135 billion to $327 billion in oil imports.

In addition to creating an estimated 60,000 to 130,000 jobs, ANWR drilling would also allow the government to stuff its own coffers. Companies must bid for the right to explore for energy on federal land, such as ANWR, and the revenue from those “bonus bids” goes straight to the federal government. Think of it as eBay for Uncle Sam.

The government also collects 12.5 percent in royalties when federal land is used for energy production. If ANWR were producing oil, our government could rake in an additional $38 billion, while the Alaskan government would pull in at least $700 million a year in royalties.
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It’s illegal to pump your own gas in New Jersey and Oregon; a law hailed by lazy people and petroleum transfer engineers.



“But all to the detriment of the cuddly polar bears!” you scream from your parents’ basement. Not so much. ANWR technically encompasses 19 million acres, but, thanks to a congressional amendment, drilling would disturb only 2,000 of them—about the size of the University of Florida campus. Plus, wildlife has already been shown to be largely unaffected by oil development elsewhere in Alaska. The caribou herd that migrates through the Prudhoe Bay oil fields has grown from 3,000 to 32,000. Brown bear, fox, and bird populations are just as healthy as those in surrounding areas.

“DRILLING IN ANWR OR OFFSHORE IS POINTLESS ANYWAY; IT’LL TAKE 10 YEARS BEFORE WE GET THE OIL!”

In 1996, we had a chance to drill in ANWR, but President Clinton vetoed it. If he hadn’t, we’d be swimming in that oil now instead of still talking about how it’s a decade away. It’s kind of like dieting. Instead of saying, “But it’ll take a year to lose 25 pounds!” and continuing to eat your way through the Waffle House menu, you could actually start on the diet.

The same idea holds true for offshore drilling. President Bush planned to open hundreds of millions of acres off the U.S. coasts to oil and gas drilling, but President Obama has put that idea on hold for further review. The Interior Department estimates 18 billion barrels of oil (even more than ANWR’s estimated capacity) and 76 trillion cubic feet of natural gas would have been tapped under the plan.

“SURE WE’D GET LOTS OF OIL . . . ALONG WITH LOTS OF DEAD MARINE LIFE.”

What the environmentalists don’t tell you is that a whopping 47 percent of total petroleum leaked into marine environments is actually from natural seepage, meaning that Mother Nature has some seriously overactive pores. Only four percent of total petroleum seepage comes from offshore oil and gas development.

Guess where a big chunk of the remaining oil leakage comes from? Tankers and barges. There’s a reason that when you hear “oil spill” you think of giant tanker disasters like the Exxon Valdez and not offshore rigs. Between 1971 and 2000, tankers and barges were responsible for 61 percent of all oil spilled in U.S. waters.

Hmm, now let me think out loud for a second here. How could we possibly reduce the amount of oil spilling from tankers and barges into U.S. waters? Oh, I know! We could drill for our own and transport it through pipelines, which accounted for a mere two percent of the total oil spillage in U.S. waters during that same timeframe.
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“Crude-oil seeps are natural phenomena over which humankind has little direct control, although oil production probably has reduced oil-seepage rates.”



—U.S. Geological Survey, 2003.

In other words, because man safely extracts oil offshore, Mother Nature has less to pollute herself with.

In other words, if we stop relying on drunk tanker captains to get our oil from across the globe, both the environ-mentalists and consumers would win.

“I DON’T CARE ABOUT THE NUMBERS. OIL IS YESTERDAY’S ENERGY SOURCE. TIME TO GET ON THE RENEWABLE ENERGY BANDWAGON OR GET LEFT IN THE DUST.”

I’m trying, but some of the biggest opponents of alternative energy happen to be members of the green movement. Maybe they should get their house in order before they start inviting guests over for dinner.

The latest trend is for environmentalists to whine about the very wind and solar energy they supposedly support. Yes, they still drool over these sources like a 12-year-old boy walking past Victoria’s Secret—but only when they’re developed, installed, and used exactly the way they suggest.

The private sector is jumping at the opportunity to expand alternative energy—just as the greenies seem to be turning away from it. Former oil man T. Boone Pickens has mounted a $58 million campaign to promote his wind-farm idea—something that you’d have to be a hermit to not know about at this point. Similarly, Cape Wind is preparing to build America’s first offshore wind farm in the waters off Cape Cod, Massachusetts, but their plans are being slowed by—wait for it—green-energy supporters.

Cape Wind’s farm would occupy 25 square miles of water in Nantucket Sound—a plan that would make America only the sixth country in the world to harness offshore wind power. Supporters estimate the farm would reduce greenhouse gas emissions at a level equivalent to taking 175,000 cars off the road per year. Cape Wind says its 130 towers would meet 75 percent of the region’s electricity needs and reduce carbon emissions by about 734,000 tons annually.
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“Cape Wind . . . would adversely impact well over 1,000 historic sites around Nantucket Sound . . . [including] desecrating ancient American Native burial sites.”

—Glenn Wattley, president and chief executive of the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound

So, what’s the problem? Well, it turns out that Senator Ted Kennedy, one of the original crusaders for action on global warming, was opposed to the project. Why? Presumably because it would’ve ruined the view from his Hyannis Port vacation home. Yes, that’s right, NIMBY (“Not in My Backyard”) has, at least for the rich and famous, turned into NIMOV (“Not in My Ocean View”).

In 2006, Kennedy inserted an undebated amendment into a Coast Guard bill that would have killed Cape Wind. Thankfully, the public caught wind of it (thanks, I’ll be here all week, try the veal) and the backlash forced him to do a one-eighty.

But the eyesore argument isn’t the only reason why the green lobby is turning against both onshore and offshore wind farms. They also claim that the turbines harm property values, they’re dangerous, their output is spotty (turns out, you need the wind to be blowing—who knew?), they could harm birds, and they’re expensive.

[image: Image]
I don’t know if these green lobbyists have noticed, but you know what else is dangerous and expensive? Foreign oil.

Solar farms are facing similar opposition from so-called environmentalists. A mini gold rush is happening with solar projects in the California desert due to the plentiful sunshine, high altitude, level ground, and, well, the general lack of any other possible way to use a ridiculously hot, sand-covered barren desert for anything productive.

Pacific Gas and Electric is buying enough solar-generated electricity to power 239,000 California homes. That may not sound like much, but this deal would nearly double the nation’s total solar capacity. I say “would” because, once again, a plan to actually turn blueprints into green energy is facing resistance from the very people who should be supporting it.

It turns out that the locations of most proposed solar farms are also home to the Mojave ground squirrel, the desert tortoise, and the burrowing owl. Apparently none of those animals would be able to live with some mirrors scattered along the ground—so environmentalists want the solar project stopped.

California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and I may not agree on everything, but he echoed my thoughts on this story perfectly when he said: “If we cannot put solar power plants in the Mojave Desert, I don’t know where the hell we can put it.”
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“[Global warming] is a very valid issue . . . I’m wondering if we need to think about other planets and dome cities.”

—John Travolta, who owns a fleet of five private jets, as well as his very own runway. In one year alone he logged more than 30,000 miles—producing an estimated 800 tons of carbon emissions.
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“Why would you want to sail in a forest of windmills?”

—Bill Koch, a Cape Cod resident who spent $1.5 million of his own money fighting the Cape Wind project. The ironic part is that Koch only has a beautiful ocean view that could be affected by the turbines because he was formerly the founder of the Oxbow Group. According to Forbes, Oxbow “once made a mint off eco-friendly power plants by using laws that required power companies to buy Koch’s power for above-market rates. He sold [Oxbow] for $660 million in 2000.”

One big problem that environ-mentalists have with solar and wind farms is that they require transmission lines to get the energy from the source all the way back to power plants and homes. For instance, California approved the Sunrise Powerlink to connect San Diego to solar, wind, and geothermal energy being harnessed in the Imperial Valley. The transmission line has very tight environmental standards—it would circumvent a state park, an Indian reservation, and a forest, and builders are not allowed to disturb burrowing owls and rattlesnakes—but, of course, none of that is good enough for groups like the Sierra Club, which is opposing the project and taking its case to the state Supreme Court.

I guess the bottom line is that clean energy might be all right so long as it doesn’t have to be transferred to places where it can actually be used.
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What about the elusive hippy drifters squatting in the desert? Are we truly willing to disturb their pristine habitat brimming with empty beer cans, discarded joints, and rusty VW vans?

“THAT’S WHY WE NEED TO GET THE GOVERNMENT MORE INVOLVED. IF THEY DON’T PASS NEW LAWS AND REGULATIONS AMERICANS WILL NEVER CHANGE THEIR ENERGY HABITS.”

In March 2008, when going to the gas station was becoming cruel and unusual punishment, Americans drove 11 billion miles less than the previous March. It was the steepest decrease in driving since they began keeping records during World War II. Gas consumption was also down from the previous year, and public transportation ridership was at a 50-year high. There was no government decree mandating those changes; people altered their behavior because of two things we’re now trying very hard to eliminate: market forces and common sense.

When the government actually does try to influence energy behavior, it’s usually with disastrous results. Take corn ethanol, for example. Completely smitten with the stuff (gee, could the $5.5 million the corn lobby gave to politicians from 2005 to 2008 have anything to do with that?), the government subsidized corn for ethanol production to the tune of $56.1 billion from 1995 to 2006. What did we get in return? In short, really expensive corn flakes.
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Where’s that flying car I’ve been promised since I was a kid? Are you telling me that we have the capability to clone animals, spray cheese out of a can, and airbrush Susan Sarandon into something resembling a human being, but we can’t make a freaking car hover? Something doesn’t add up here. Who killed the flying car?

Here’s what was supposed to happen: Subsidies would lower the cost of corn, which would in turn be used to create cheap fuel. Everyone would then love their cheap fuel so much that they’d demand more cars be built to utilize it. Carmakers would take advantage of the opportunity and, in a few years, we’d all be driving around in cars powered by a crop grown right here in America.
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Maybe what ethanol really needs is a public relations boost. After all, plenty of crappy products have been successful simply because of good marketing or PR. And for that, what better place to turn than General Electric, a company that seems to slowly be turning into an official government agency anyway.

I don’t know this for sure, but I bet that if the government throws a little stimulus money their way, GE would be more than happy to ask their PR wing (aka “MSNBC”) to do a few pro-ethanol segments. Maybe they could even convince NBC and MSNBC to turn their logos green for a week to get everyone thinking about how cool it is to “go green.”

Wait, what’d you say? They already do that?
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Here’s what actually happened: Subsidies incentivized farmers to chase the money and use their crops for ethanol production instead of food production. That led to a full one-quarter of America’s corn crop being used for ethanol, which meant there wasn’t enough corn left over for food. That led to increased prices on a slew of things that rely on corn (like beef, which comes from cows that eat, yes, corn feed). It drove the price of other crops higher as well because farmers began to plant as much corn as possible, at the expense of soybeans, wheat, and other grains.

But all of those problems cover only the subsidy side of corn ethanol—the functionality of it is what really makes this experiment a historic debacle.



“This issue of global warming is going to impact every single person. It’s not a political issue, it’s a moral issue . . . Global warming is happening right now, and . . . we are causing it. We are impacting the climate. Humans have become a force of nature themselves, and the impacts are going to be horrific if we don’t do something about it.”
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—Laurie David, global-warming activist and producer of An Inconvenient Truth, flew on a private jet to Texas A&M campus in order to give a speech focusing on the importance of changing individual behavior to fight global warming. She also flies privately between her home in Los Angeles and her 25,000-square-foot home in Martha’s Vineyard, a home in which she was issued a “notice of apparent violations” for building a 26-foot-long barbecue station, stone-and-concrete bonfire pit, and outdoor theater on an environmentally sensitive patch of property . . . without the proper permits.



Corn ethanol is 30 percent less efficient than gasoline and far less efficient than its sugar-based ethanol cousin. Translation: It takes more energy to make corn ethanol than other fuels. Looking at it another way, one hectare (2.471 acres) of sugarcane yields 7,500 liters of ethanol, while the same acreage of corn yields about half as much fuel.

But forget about hectares and efficiency, the worst thing about corn-based ethanol is that it’s not even clean. A recent University of Minnesota study found that corn ethanol is actually worse for the environment than regular gas.

So corn ethanol is not only inefficient and expensive, but it also makes the problem we’re trying to solve even worse. Genius! I can see why Washington threw $3 billion at it in 2007, an amount that represented 76 percent of all renewable-energy tax credits.
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“WHO CARES, CORN ETHANOL IS YESTERDAY’S NEWS. NOW WE REALIZE THAT WE COULD SOLVE A LOT OF OUR ENERGY PROBLEMS IF WE’D EACH JUST MAKE

Let’s play a game. Behind one curtain is $3,000. Behind the other curtain is absolutely nothing. To make it easy, I’ll even tell you in advance which curtain has the cash behind it. You can’t lose! Do you want to play?

If so, you’re in the minority. This game, which is called “Buy a Hybrid and Get a Tax Credit of Up to $3,400,” is being offered by our government to all Americans—yet only two percent of car buyers are signing up to play. Imagine that—after all of the media attention, celebrity harassment, and expensive government incentives—hybrids still make up only about two percent of the market.

Still, the dedication to the hybrid doctrine is at a near-religious level. For example, take a look at the govern-ment’s “cash for clunkers” program, which is meant to encourage you to turn in your old “clunker” of a car and replace it with a more fuel-efficient one, thereby allegedly saving the environment. Sounds great, except for one small problem: as much as 28 percent of a vehicle’s carbon dioxide emissions come from manufacturing it and transporting it to a dealer. Even environmentalists admit that, unless you’re trading in a tank for a solar scooter, the best thing you can do for the environment is run your current car into the ground.
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I don’t mean the current cafeteria-catholic “church only on Christmas” kind of religion, I mean the old school, 1400s, burn-everyone-at-the-stake-who-doesn’t-agree-with-you kind.
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Despite the evidence that they’re not particularly helpful (either for the environment, or for sales), cash incentives for hybrids continue to flow from the government to consumers who, by and large, don’t need the money.

Consider this: The purchase of a new hybrid is a better indicator of household wealth than a doctorate degree. The average hybrid-buying household earns $113,400 a year—more than twice the median household income in America.

Isn’t that exactly the sort of thing liberals are supposed to be infuriated by? We’re giving hundreds of millions of dollars in tax credits to households that earn more than six times the poverty line! Yet, instead of outrage, the silence is deafening. Apparently the environment has leapfrogged the poor on the liberal food chain of victimhood.



“BASH HYBRIDS ALL YOU WANT, THEY’RE THE ONLY WAY TO SAVE THE AUTO INDUSTRY.”

As Barack Obama was defining his new job as car company CEO, he said, “If the Japanese can design an affordable, well-designed hybrid, then, doggone it, the American people should be able to do the same . . . So my job is to ask the auto industry: Why is it you guys can’t do this?”
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I remember everyone making fun of Sarah Palin for saying things like “doggone it” during the campaign. I must have missed the same treatment for President Obama. I should watch the news more.

But, do the Japanese really even do what the president suggested? Is anyone really doing it? And is going green really the best way to bring in the green, as so many people seem to think?
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Conservative columnist George Will was attacked by left-leaning blogs for saying the Prius is “affordable because Toyota sells it at a loss, and it can afford to sell it at a loss because it is selling twice as many gasguzzling pickup trucks of the sort our president detests.” As evidence against Will, these blogs point to the fact that Toyota has said the Prius is finally profitable . . . which I believe may be the first time liberal bloggers have ever actually believed a company about anything.



The Toyota Prius is far and away the most successful hybrid of all time. Yet, even after a decade and over a million cars sold, the Prius is, according to the Washington Post, “still widely believed by analysts to be losing money on each one sold.”

But even if the Prius is slightly profitable for Toyota, it’s the exception, not the rule. Consider what other automakers have said about the world of hybrids. Nissan admitted: “Hybrids today are not a very viable economic proposition.” Ford is finally hoping to see the light at the end of the tunnel after years of having to “subsidize the price of the hybrid technology.” Despite having more hybrid models than any other manufacturer, GM reportedly still has “years of bleeding red ink ahead.” And the outlook on GM’s next-generation all-electric Chevy Volt? “We won’t make a dime on this car for years.”

In fact, of all carmakers, Honda is probably the most optimistic: “If we were making money on the Civic hybrid,” a Honda spokesman said, “we weren’t making a lot.”

But even with nearly nonexistent profits, car companies still have a tough time moving hybrids that aren’t named “Prius.” For example, the Toyota Camry and Honda Civic were the second and third best-selling hybrids in 2008, yet their combined sales were less than half those of the Prius. The Prius sold at more than eight times the rate of the Toyota Highlander and Ford Escape/Mercury Mariner SUV hybrids and it outsold the Nissan Altima hybrid 18 to 1.

So, how has the Prius bucked the hybrid sales trend? By becoming a rolling status symbol. The number-one reason people give for buying a Toyota Prius isn’t higher fuel economy, lower emissions, or love of new technology, it’s that it “makes a statement about me.”
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Of all the reasons why people buy a Prius, “lower emissions” finished second to last, actually coming in behind “distinctive styling.” Ouch.



The point is that the Prius was like catching lightning in a bottle, you don’t just come up with another one easily, dog-gone it. Yet that’s exactly what the president’s strategy is. He is essentially telling American automakers to solve their problems by simply inventing the next “ultra-trendy-low-profit-highly-subsidized-status-symbol-for-the-rich.” Sounds like a reliable business strategy.
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In other words, solve your problems by finding a way to stroke people’s greego. (That’s a new term I’m testing: Green + Ego = Greego.) It’s a tough task for automakers, especially considering that it’s mostly rich (probably white!) people buying hybrids anyway. Ahhhh, the greego of a gringo.



[image: Image]THE WORST CAR REVIEW IN HISTORY?[image: Image]

Honda makes a lot of good cars but, according to Jeremy Clarkson of The Times of London, the Honda Insight hybrid is not one of them.

“It’s terrible. Biblically terrible. Possibly the worst new car money can buy. It’s the first car I’ve ever considered crashing into a tree, on purpose, so I didn’t have to drive it anymore. . . . [it] makes a noise worse than someone else’s crying baby on an airliner. It’s worse than the sound of your parachute failing to open. Really, to get an idea of how awful it is, you’d have to sit a dog on a ham slicer.

“So you’re sitting there with the engine screaming its head off, and your ears bleeding, and you’re doing only 23 mph because that’s about the top speed . . . [it] feels as if it’s been made from steel so thin, you could read through it. And the seats . . . are designed specifically, it seems, to ruin your skeleton . . . the idiotic dashboard, which shows leaves growing on a tree when you ease off the throttle . . . built out of rice paper . . . poor ride, the woeful performance, the awful noise and the spine-bending seats.

“Acceleration 0–62 mph: 12.5 seconds. One star (out of five) . . . Good only for parting the smug from their money.”



“WELL, THEY BETTER FIGURE OUT A WAY TO MAKE IT A RELIABLE BUSINESS STRATEGY, BECAUSE AMERICANS ARE DEMANDING MORE FUEL-EFFICIENT CARS!”

Yes, we want fuel efficiency. We just don’t want it at the expense of almost anything else. We like to fancy ourselves driving fuel-efficient cars, but, like dropping those last twenty pounds, “saying” and “doing” are two entirely different things.
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Americans can be so rude sometimes—it’s like they don’t even consider Al Gore’s feelings when making what is generally their second-biggest purchase in life.

Despite all of the green hype, the best-selling vehicles of 2008 were the Ford F-150 and the Chevrolet Silverado. Neither one is powered with celery, eco-juice, or environmental magic powder. They’re big trucks with big engines that haul big things.
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Half of the top ten cars sold in 2008, including the top two spots on the list, were American vehicles. I’m sorry, but haven’t we been told that the Big Three were making vehicles that no one wanted to buy?
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The Honda Civic attracts a similar customer and also has a hybrid that looks exactly the same as the gas-powered version. Only 9 percent of buyers chose the hybrid.



One car you won’t find on the 2008 automotive best-seller list is the vaunted Toyota Prius. Even with gas at record levels and the media and politicians never more pretentious and persistent, the Prius didn’t even make the top ten. The Ford Focus, a serviceable car for sure—but far from a worldwide celebrity and media phenomenon—finished tenth, and still outsold the Prius by 16 percent.

Sure, there were plenty of car buyers who wanted sensibly priced sedans that get decent gas mileage and cost around $20,000. And an awful lot of those buyers even walked into a Toyota dealership to buy a car. But that’s when the rubber hit the road. Faced with the choice between the hybrid Prius and the gas-powered Toyota Camry, 71 percent of those buyers drove off the lot in the Camry.

“But Glenn! Maybe their vision stopped them from buying a Prius because of its hideous styling!” Ooh . . . sorry, try again. The Camry also has a hybrid version that looks exactly the same as its evil earth-killing counterpart, yet 89 of every 100 people who bought a Camry chose the gas-powered planet murderer. They must all have been bribed by Big Oil.
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“I’m a strong supporter of renewable energy and clean technology—but it is critical that these projects are built on suitable lands.”

—Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) on her campaign to block hundreds of thousands of acres of California desert from being used for solar farms by designating the land a “national monument.”



The worst news of all for hybrid zombies is that even the Prius may finally be losing its luster. Sales actually fell by 12 percent from 2007 to 2008 and, through the first five months of 2009, they’re down 45 percent compared to the same period in the previous year.

Those drops are, of course, partially due to the well-publicized rough patch for automakers, but, as the crisis worsened, hybrid sales actually plummeted faster than their gas-powered competition.

Meanwhile, as hybrid sales were crashing, Ford announced the addition of a third shift to its Dearborn, Michigan, plant. Why? To make more F-150s. That extra shift, by the way, will employ 1,000 people, and annoy 1,000,000 environmentalists.

“IF PEOPLE AREN’T EXACTLY IN LOVE WITH HYBRIDS YET IT’S ONLY BECAUSE THEY DON’T KNOW HOW MUCH MONEY THEY CAN SAVE ON GAS!”

Why haven’t Americans rushed to dealer showrooms to fully embrace hybrids? Well, because, unlike many of our politicians, they find that the potential glory of their peers lauding them as “green” doesn’t shut down the math part of their brains.

In 2007, the Department of Health and Human Services sent out a newsletter that instructed its 67,000 employees to make fuel efficiency their top priority when buying new cars. It specifically mentioned the Camry hybrid and the Nissan Altima hybrid as two options. Unfortunately for our government, people don’t just blindly listen to them. Yes, the Altima hybrid is more fuel efficient than the gas version, but it also costs a lot more.
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This A.D.D. moment is really for you. I know you need time to sit back and consider how incredibly stupid it is for our own government to be encouraging its employees to buy foreign cars and then later beg for billions of taxpayer dollars to bail out American carmakers. Are you ready to continue reading yet? I’ll wait . . .

With gas prices just under two dollars a gallon, you would have to drive the Altima hybrid over 350,000 miles just to make your money back. Even with gas at its peak of $4.11 a gallon, you’d still have to drive the hybrid 159,000 miles to break even.

But it gets even worse. As the Associated Press noted, “Driving 15,000 miles a year with a commute that keeps you on the freeway, you’d have to drive the car until 2057 to save enough gas to make the hybrid cost-effective, even at . . . record gas prices.” I hate to say it, but even that analysis is optimistic because they don’t include the extra money you’d spend on financing the car, or the interest you’d make on your money by investing the cash you would’ve saved by sticking with that evil gasoline.

In other words, our government is stupid. Surprise, surprise.
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“WHO CARES IF PEOPLE WANT GAS-GUZZLERS? DRIVING MORE FUEL-EFFICIENT CARS IS SIMPLY WHAT WE MUST DO TO SAVE THE PLANET!”

I understand the argument: I’d like a fountain of cheddar cheese in my office to be the answer to my double-chin epidemic, but that doesn’t mean it would be. Likewise, the fact that so many people want hybrids to be a simple answer to lowering carbon-dioxide emissions doesn’t mean they are. And if you’re going to tell me what I can and cannot drive, you’d better be solving a lot of big problems. Instead, they’re creating new ones.

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration ran the numbers on what an increased focus on fuel efficiency would mean for the climate. In a 939-page report (which, by the way, generally supported such a move, claiming that it “addressed climate change”) they found that, if successful, new regulations would shave one part per million from the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere by the year 2100. To give that some perspective, the doomsday scenario from the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) that is constantly recited by the media is 970 parts per million.

But that’s just scientific jargon to most people. Global warming is about temperature, right? Well, the new regulations would result in an estimated total decrease of 0.004 degrees Celsius (0.0072 degrees Fahrenheit) by 2100. In other words, it would save us 1/1,600th of the doomsday-level global warming we’re constantly told to be so petrified of. In fact, the potential decrease is so insignificant that it’s equal to only 1/45th of the margin of error in the past century’s temperature change.
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“We must make concrete changes in our lifestyles to help solve this energy crisis and now is the time to do it . . . [turn your thermostats up to] 78 degrees when you’re home and 85 degrees when you’re out . . . and try to line-dry [your clothes] as much as possible.”

—Barbra Streisand’s seaside estate includes five homes and a 12,000-square-foot air-conditioned barn, as well as a lawn sprinkling system that uses $22,000 a year in water. Her most recent tour rider included the following demands:

“Please arrange parking for the following vehicles . . . • Thirteen (13) 53-foot semi-tractor trailers (plus one for merchandising) • Four (4) rental vans • Fourteen (14) crew and band buses • One (1) limousine (artist)”

When asked about her apparent hypocrisy, Streisand’s spokesman said, “She never meant that [those concrete changes in our lifestyles] necessarily applied to her.”





1 There are so many A.D.D. thoughts in my head right now, I don’t even know where to start. First, remember that these completely insignificant decreases aren’t the result of one town making changes in fuel efficiency, it’s our entire country, aka “the largest economy in the world.”

2 All of those wonderful benefits are depending on the science of global warming being correctly “settled.” We went into much more detail on that science in my #1 New York Times bestseller An Inconvenient Book. The consensus is that you should read it. Or at least buy it.

3 Ever notice how the only time that conservatives ever blindly trust The New York Times is when their names appear at the top of their bestseller list? [image: Image]



Want a way to make this even easier to relate to? Try this: Put your thumb and finger about one centimeter apart. For those of you who understand the superiority of the good old English system, that’s about 40 percent of an inch. Now, cut that distance in half. Now, cut it in half again. Now, again. Again. One more time. The remaining space between your thumb and finger is about how much the proposed efficiency standards would decrease the allegedly forthcoming sea-level rise. The grand total is 0.04 centimeters by 2100, which is equivalent to 1/15,240th of the sea-level rise Al Gore warned about in An Inconvenient Truth.

Focusing on increasing fuel efficiency might be worthwhile to keep America from having to bow before slimy dictators, but government mandates aren’t the way to accomplish that. And if your goal is combating global warming, you’re completely wasting your time.

A study for the journal Energy Policy by experts at Monash University in Australia laid out what changes would really be necessary if the politicians of the green revolution get their way. “Our calculations show that not even the best combination of fuel efficiency, hybrid and electric cars, alternative fuels and car pooling could provide the reductions needed to meet the 2050 targets for avoiding dangerous climatic change.” These changes would require a “near-total shift from the private car to public transport.”

Their bottom line on the automobile is of particular significance as our government claims to be able to save the planet and the auto industry simultaneously: “The car,” they said, “is doomed.”

With predictions like that, it’s hard to figure out whether to laugh or asphyxiate yourself with a fossil-fuel-created plastic bag and a little exhaled CO2.

“FINE. IT MIGHT NOT SAVE THE WORLD, BUT THERE’S ONLY UPSIDE TO THE GOVERNMENT RAISING FUEL-EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.”

If there is an upside, it’s very difficult to find. But that’s not going to stop our government from trying anyway. After all, they have political points to win, and they’re not going to allow a few pesky facts to get in the way of collecting them.

So, in addition to putting pressure on the consumer side with massive incentives and tax credits, they pressure the automaker side as well. No, they don’t tell the companies what cars they can make; they’d never do something like that. But they do have a tool that’s not nearly as obvious and just as effective: CAFE standards.

CAFE stands for “Corporate Average Fuel Economy” and the standards were implemented in reaction to the Arab oil embargo of 1973–74. Without boring you with the details, CAFE forces each car company to hit a minimum average fuel economy across their entire fleet, with differing standards for cars and light trucks. Politicians love the standards and, depending on the poll, between 78 and 92 percent of Americans are in favor of CAFE standards being raised because, really, who doesn’t support higher gas mileage?

[image: Image]

We should know by now that instituting new standards, regulations, or legislation in reaction to anything is usually a pretty bad idea.

[image: Image]

By the way, that’s the same “rising sun” that has nothing to do with global warming.

As Christmas 2007 approached, President George W. Bush saw an opportunity to appear bipartisan, so he signed the first major hike of CAFE standards since 1975 into law. (I’m sure the polling data didn’t have anything to do with it.) As a result of the new legislation, automakers would be forced to raise their overall fuel efficiency by about 40 percent by 2020 to a fleet-wide average of 35 miles per gallon. Environmentalists cheered, politicians posed, and logic wept in the corner.

[image: Image]

“The idea that we’re going to sacrifice critical pieces of our environment to protect other pieces of our environment seems a little ironic...That’s an irony I cannot accept. We have to find a way to do both.”

—Elizabeth Goldstein, president of the California Parks Foundation, on her apparent “no compromise” policy toward environmentalism.

As you may have noticed, one thing that the auto industry did not need was an expensive new mandate forcing them to create more unprofitable cars that buyers don’t want. The changes were so disliked by automakers that they were even fought by Toyota, the enviro-angels from the land of the rising sun.

At the time the new CAFE standards were announced, the EPA had rated 1,153 different vehicle models for gas mileage. Guess how many hit the newly proposed efficiency standards in both the city and highway categories. Half? Maybe 100? How about 20? Nope.

Two.

The Toyota Prius and the Honda Civic hybrid. That’s it.

A few other models hit 35 mpg on the highway or in the city—but not both, and all of those were compacts or subcompacts. Exactly zero SUVs qualified, including the hybrid models. In other words, these new standards would cost automakers around the world a lot of money to meet.

But new leadership and new circumstances bring new ideas. After all, elections have consequences! So, under President Obama, and with auto companies in a slow-motion, very public collapse, these new onerous restrictions would surely be loosened, delayed, or canceled . . . right?

Of course not. As a matter of policy, the Obama administration is seemingly dismantling everything the Bush administration did well and doubling down on everything they did terribly. Within a few months of taking office, not only did Obama show unwavering support for the new CAFE standards, he also presented a plan to force the auto companies to meet even tougher standards four years earlier.

The new CAFE standards increase will add about $1,300 to the price of every new car, according to that extreme right-wing organization . . . the Obama administration. You won’t be surprised to learn that some outside observers find that estimate to be optimistic. For example, Bob Lutz, former vice chairman of General Motors, estimated the additional cost of the less restrictive Bush standards at $6,000 per vehicle.

The higher CAFE standards have other consequences as well, like eliminating thousands of auto industry jobs that the government claims to care so much about. The Bush plan would have cost over 11,000 jobs by 2015, while the plan most similar to Obama’s ups that number to almost 49,000 lost jobs.

I guess Obama isn’t doubling down on Bush’s bad ideas; he’s more like quadrupling down.

“EVERYTHING IS ALWAYS ABOUT MONEY WITH YOU CONSERVATIVES! SOME THINGS ARE MORE IMPORTANT!”

Hmm, you mean like safety?

Killing auto companies is one thing. Killing people is another. When car companies get hit with higher mileage standards they have to try their best to make cars that people still want to buy, while also complying with the government. They typically don’t do that by inventing magical new super-fuels, especially when the timeline is tight and the standards are so difficult to reach. They do it by making their cars lighter because, to state the obvious, lighter cars get better gas mileage.

Unfortunately, when lighter cars get into accidents, more people die. The National Academy of Sciences estimated that CAFE standards kill about 2,000 people every year, along with between 13,000 and 26,000 additional incapacitating injuries and 97,000 to 195,000 additional overall injuries.

An analysis done by USA Today found that CAFE killed an additional 46,000 people (and that was only through 1999.) That is approximately the combined death toll of 9/11 and Hurricane Katrina . . . times ten.

[image: Image] Between 97,000 and 195,000? Could they have been a tad more specific? Why not say “We estimate CAFE caused between . . . like . . . 1,000 . . . and 3,000,000,000,000 additional injuries. Somewhere in there.”?

Another study, by economists Robert Crandall of the Brookings Institution and John Graham of the Harvard School of Public Health, also found that CAFE was likely responsible for tens of thousands of deaths. They reported: “The negative relationship between weight and occupant fatality risk is one of the most secure findings in the safety literature.”

[image: Image]

Graham also said, “To the best of my knowledge, these findings have never been disputed in the peer-reviewed scientific literature.” I’ll have to check my Al Gore playbook, but does that mean we should end this section now because the debate is over?

“WEIGHT IS JUST AN EXCUSE. QUALITY AND ENGINEERING ARE FAR MORE IMPORTANT TO SAFETY.”

Let’s think this out for a second: When you add $1,300 in pointless regulation to the cost of a car, what do you think the consumer can afford less of? Things like quality and engineering.

The supposed evidence behind this claim is a clumsy reference to a 2007 study from the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety that found the Mini Cooper is safer than the Ford Excursion. While the Mini Cooper does perform slightly better than the average automobile, it’s the only small, two-door car that did. The study showed that that category has a fatality rate about two and a half times as high as large/very large SUVs. Additionally, it showed that you have about three times the chance of dying in a light car than you do in a heavy one. And this is the study they want you to look at?

Could we continue talking about tragedy and death on the roadways like we’re a 1960s classroom driving-safety video? Sure. But let’s leave our road trip through the infuriating intersection of environmentalists, government, and automobiles on a positive note.

Remember those incredibly ugly station wagons with wood paneling on their sides? Most people believed they went away because they were incredibly ugly and had wood paneling on the sides. But, actually, CAFE standards killed them off. (Okay, CAFE and the fact that they were unbelievably ugly with wood paneling on the sides.) The station wagons weren’t fuel-efficient enough to hit the new standards and car companies had little choice but to make them extinct (which probably would have happened anyway because they had, well, incredibly ugly wood paneling on the sides).
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“Remote solar arrays destroy all native resources on site, and have indirect and irreversible impacts on surrounding wildernesses.”

—Terry Frewin, chairman of the Sierra Club’s California/Nevada desert committee.



But people still had families. They still had to go to the store and pick up furniture or groceries. They still needed a way to carry around half of the Little League team and all of its equipment. So automakers shifted their focus and worked toward creating a vehicle to meet this demand in the “light truck” category with a less-restrictive efficiency standard. What was their most successful solution?

The “sport-utility vehicle.”

Anyone who says that environmentalists have never brought us anything good isn’t being fair, because we can all thank the green movement for the creation of the SUV. I’ll make sure to think of that the next time my giant Escalade is crushing a Smart Car like a monster truck.

[image: Image]
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UNIONS

When Is America Finished Paying Her Dues?

WHEN unions first gained power in the United States, they gave mistreated and beleaguered workers the right to collectively bargain in the face of tremendous disadvantages and hardships. Brave men and women stood up and stared down politicians, special interests, monopolies, and robber barons and fought for fairness and a slice of the American dream. They didn’t demand special rights, they demanded equal rights.

Boy, have times changed.

We’ve gone from a world where labor unions sacrificed for the right of all American workers to collect a fair wage to a world where Big Labor sacrifices their workers in exchange for more power and influence.

These days, unions have become powerful political machines that work against individual rights in favor of special interests. They look down on fundamental American ideals like competition, capitalism, and freedom of choice and instead embrace monopolies and bureaucracy—the very things they once fought against.

[image: Image] Maybe the nine percent of people who’d like to join a union aren’t smart enough to understand this, but no one is stopping them. It’s like telling a pollster that you’d “like to wear a blue shirt tomorrow.” Why not stop talking about it and just do it?

Fortunately, most Americans aren’t fooled. A recent Rasmussen survey, mirroring many other polls, found that 81 percent of nonunion workers do not want anything to do with union representation. Overall, only a measly nine percent said they would actually like to join a union. Like a roach motel (or is it an Eagles’ song?), you can check in anytime you like, but you can never leave.



[image: Image]

Given how great unions supposedly are and how much influence they now wield, you’d think people would be running to them in droves.

So why is the complete opposite happening?

From 1997 to 2004, private-sector employment grew from 66.1 to 103.6 million. But over those same years, union membership declined from 14.3 to 8.2 million. Either something is seriously wrong with the unions’ product, or they have the worst marketing department of all time. I’m going with the former.



Even those who find themselves in danger of losing their jobs, a group of people you’d expect to be wildly interested in the “security” of a union, aren’t pining for representation. Among those companies that are laying workers off, just nine percent of employees are interested in joining a union—the exact same pro-union percentage as the general population.

Survey results like that are probably why union membership has been in a freefall. In the late 1950s, one-third of all private-sector workers belonged to a union. By the mid’70s, that number had dropped significantly, but a quarter of all private-sector jobs were still unionized. (Of course, the mid-’70s also brought us Jimmy Carter and the Bee Gees, so something was clearly off.) But now? Unions are basically an afterthought—only 7.6 percent of nongovernment workers belong to one.

[image: Image] Why do I have to keep saying “private sector” and “nongovernmental”? Because unionization of government jobs is five times higher than that of private ones. The reason for that is simple: Private companies care about pesky little things like “profits” and “maximizing shareholder value.” As any good businessperson knows, unions result in higher labor costs and more red tape, two things that hurt a company’s ability to compete—but two things that a government monopoly could not care less about.

Over time, it’s become obvious that workers who get to choose between job security and success almost always bet on their own success. And with the multitude of laws that now protect workers from management abuse, along with a diverse job market created by free enterprise, most people have realized that the red tape of unions does nothing but hold them back. The ones who haven’t? Well, they’re idiots who usually say things like . . .

“OH, COME ON, GLENN, UNIONS ARE ONLY TRYING TO LEVEL THE PLAYING FIELD FOR THE WORKING MAN!”

Have you noticed how union groups talk like it’s still 1930 and their members are headed down into the coal mine without any water or flashlights? Guess what? It’s not 1930. These days, workers have rights, protections, and benefits that those from the early twentieth century couldn’t even fathom.

So, why are unions still around? Good question, easy answer: they’ve got lots of friends in very high places.

During the 2008 election, candidate Obama promised that he would offer a more union-friendly administration, saying, “This election is our chance to finally have a president who doesn’t choke saying the word ‘union.’” Unsurprisingly, unions responded to that sentiment—big-time. They worked as if their lives depended on electing Obama and other Democratic candidates across the country—and, in some ways, maybe they did. With dwindling membership, a growing irrelevance, and the marquee companies they “bargain” with disappearing faster than Obama’s campaign promises, it was only a matter of time before unions would be fighting for their very existence.

[image: Image]

Politicians and unions are involved in a very convenient partnership. Unions take money from their workers and give it to politicians to help them get reelected. Politicians, in turn, ensure that unions maintain their power.

To prevent that from happening, unions long ago decided to start paying a lot more attention to political campaigns. According to Open Secrets, a website that tracks political fundraising, Big Labor made up twelve of the twenty top donors from 1989 to 2008. Here are those twelve, along with a mystery percentage for each . . . see if you can figure out what it is.

[image: Image]

Big Labor, Big Donors

[image: Image]

The percentage next to each union is . . . drum roll, please . . . the amount of money each group has given to Republicans over the last decade. Yep, of the twelve big unions that made the top twenty list, every single one of them leaned “strongly” toward the donkey with their contributions. In other words, for ten straight years, the communication workers, teachers, auto workers and aerospace workers unions have given a combined zero dollars to Republicans. That’s some balance! I guess we should be thanking the carpenters for stepping up to the plate with nine percent.

The truth is that most unions are no longer worker-rights groups, they’re political action committees. They don’t work to enact changes in their own companies or industries as much as they work to enact changes in laws that will help them claim more power and influence—something that’s about as far away from their original mission as you can possibly get.

“OKAY, THEY MAY BE MORE INVOLVED IN POLITICS THAN THEY USED TO BE, BUT UNIONS STILL HELP STOP EMPLOYEES FROM BEING INTIMIDATED AT WORK.”



[image: Image]

Many people who are forced to join unions don’t appreciate that their dues are used as political donations to elect a candidate the member doesn’t even like. But what many members don’t know, because the unions don’t exactly advertise this, is that they have something called “Beck Rights.” (Seriously, that’s really the name.) Based on a 1988 Supreme Court decision, workers cannot be forced to pay any dues other than the amount specifically needed to fund their collective bargaining. Hmmm, that gives me an idea: How about we unionize all union workers with the intent of collectively bargaining with their leaders to reduce membership dues?



If management intimidation is really as bad as many claim, then why do 60 percent of all private-ballot elections (in which workers decide whether or not to form a union) actually succeed? Isn’t big, bad management supposed to be pulling the fire alarm or calling in fake bomb threats any time a few workers sit down together in the lunchroom?

When management intimidation does undermine union efforts to organize (and, whom are we kidding, that certainly does happen), there are about a trillion laws on the books (give or take) to make sure that someone pays. The National Labor Relations Board gets plenty of complaints about unfair labor practices—but those complaints are levied against both sides: employers and unions.



RIDDLE ME THIS. . .

1. Labor unions fight for more jobs and higher wages by overwhelmingly supporting Democratic politicians.

2. Democratic politicians overwhelmingly support lax immigration policies.

3. Lax immigration policies clearly result in more illegal workers.

4. More illegal workers inevitably result in fewer available jobs and lower wages.



Unions claim to only want a level playing field, but what they really want is special treatment. Despite winning 60 percent of workplace elections, union leaders are still dragging out the intimidation myth and using it to argue that secret ballots are no longer fair. Their proposed remedy is something called the Employee “Free” Choice Act (EFCA) . . . aka “card check,” and it’s an idea that’s been around for a long, looooong time. The difference now? Big Labor savior President Obama.

[image: Image]

Since there are no limits to the idiotic names politicians attach to things, why not go on a retroactive renaming campaign?

Let’s call the internment of Japanese Americans “The Involuntary Vacation Act.” The American Recovery & Reinvestment Act can be renamed “The Socializing of America Act.” And the War on Terror can be turned into the much-friendlier-sounding “Overseas Contingency Operation.” (Oh, wait . . .)



[image: Image]

According to the National Labor Relations Board, there were 22,497 unfair-labor-practices charges filed in fiscal year 2008. 16,179 were filed against employers and 6,210 were filed against unions—83 percent of which were for “alleged illegal restraint and coercion of employees.” It just goes to show that when you lend your power to someone else there’s nothing to stop them from using it against you.



The National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) currently oversees anonymous, secret ballot workplace elections supervised by impartial federal regulators. Unions want to trash that system because, they say, management has too many opportunities to scare their workers out of voting “yes.”



Holy Hypocrisy!

It’s funny how people can view an issue entirely differently once they’re directly affected by it (i.e., the story in the Second Amendment chapter about the gun-control advocate who changed his mind after being mugged). But The New York Times takes this to a whole new level. Their editorial board is unabashedly pro-union, recently writing, “There is little doubt that American workers need unions . . . A bill that would have made it easier for unions to organize workers died in the Senate last June. Congress should take up this issue again to stop companies from using threats and other aggressive tactics to keep organized labor out, and to help win workers their rightful share of the economic pie.”

There’s only one problem with that: The New York Times Company, which owns the Times, along with other newspapers around the country, was engaged in a major stand-off with their unions, demanding millions in wage concessions and threatening to shut down operations and lay off workers if they didn’t comply.

In response to this apparent hypocrisy, the company’s spokeswoman said, “Each of our 18 daily newspapers has independent editorial control, and the business side has no say in the positions taken by our editorial boards.” In other words, populist issues like fighting for a “rightful share of the economic pie” are easy to talk about in the abstract, but when the rubber meets the road and real jobs and profits are on the line, things become much more complicated.



NAME THAT LIBERAL ICON!

“I believe in the secret ballot as a very important part of our democracy. When we elect a president, sheriff or member of Congress, we walk into the voting booth and pull the curtain free of anyone trying to twist our arm . . . it is in the interest of labor and management to have a secret ballot.”

—Former Democratic presidential candidate George McGovern, talking about card check.

And that’s where card check comes in. It eliminates secret-ballot elections in favor of public ones. Very public ones. In fact, under card check, there are no elections at all; the “voting” can be done via a piece of paper passed around the office. If a majority of employees sign that paper—poof!—you have yourself a union.

Think about it—you’re minding your business on the welding machine when a few guys approach you. They hand you a clipboard and a pen and give you a little “talk” about the benefits of union membership, along with the possible consequences of not playing nice. Are you going to sign?

Of course you are . . . and a few signatures are all it takes for a union to be recognized. “Card check” moves the election from a private voting booth to a private meeting between you and the enforc—sorry, I mean organizers.

[image: Image]



Workers of the World Demand Card Check!

Peter Hurtgen, a former member of the NLRB, explained exactly who is pushing for these so-called free elections: “In my experience, neutrality/card check agreements are almost always the product of external leverage by unions, rather than an internal groundswell from unrepresented employees.”

That’s a fancy way of saying that the only people who are demanding a change in voting systems are the people at the top who are just looking for more power.



If the idea that merely getting a majority of employees to sign a card can result in an official union scares the bat crap out of you, then buckle up, because it gets much worse. The EFCA has no regulations or safeguards that mandate what “voting” cards must look like or say—not the size of the card or font, or even the language. In fact, the only requirement seems to be that the card has to contain a single, vague line somewhere mentioning that the card authorizes a union to represent the worker.

Believe it or not, despite all of the yelling about “card check,” it isn’t even the most economically destructive demand in the EFCA. Another provision, far less talked about, is one that would impose binding government arbitration if the employer and union fail to reach agreement within 90 days of a new union’s being certified.

Imagine how this would play out in a private business: You are haggling with a prospective boss about your salary. A few months have gone by and you haven’t yet reached an agreement, but you’re getting closer. Suddenly, there are some uninvited visitors in your waiting room. It’s the Feds. They’re there to inform you of your new salary, along with what your benefits will be and what your raises will be for the next five years.

In another era, that was called “communism.”



[image: Image]

Senator Arlen Specter, who holds a pivotal vote on the card-check issue, announced in March that he wouldn’t support the EFCA because the recession makes it “a particularly bad time.” That in itself is an amusing line since, if we are to believe the unions, card check creates jobs—but what’s not amusing is how Specter qualified his decision. He might reconsider, he said, “when the economy returns to normalcy.”

In retrospect, when Specter said that, he was just one month away from seeking political asylum with the Democrats, so what Specter probably meant to say was that he might reconsider “if Big Labor helps him get reelected.”



Given this provision, unions would have exactly zero incentive to bargain in good faith. After all, why bargain when you can get exactly what you want (if not more—don’t forget those political contributions) simply by waiting a few months for the government to ride in on their white horse and save the day?

The bottom line is that unions believe that a 60-percent win rate is for losers. They dream of the day when every American worker is in a union (and, more important, paying their dues), whether they want to be or not.

Fortunately, even with Obama in the White House and a Democratic majority in Congress that unions helped to put there, card check is such a terrible idea that it still might not pass.
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Three major corporations that have resisted unions, Starbucks, Whole Foods, and Costco, proposed a compromise that would have left most of the EFCA intact if these two poisonous components (the elimination of secret ballots and the use of government arbitration) were shelved. They were immediately rejected. Compromise is not in the unions’ vocabulary.



“YOU MAKE IT SOUND AS IF UNIONS DON’T CARE ABOUT THEIR OWN WORKERS. THAT’S RIDICULOUS!”

Do you ever wonder what kind of positive changes organized labor could make if they didn’t spend hundreds of millions of dollars trying to buy elections? How much good do you think that kind of money could do in the private sector? Or a charity? How many jobs could unions actually create or save? How much better could the benefits be?

History is littered with examples of groups that began with the best of intentions, but were eventually hijacked by people who cared only about accumulating as much money and power as possible. As a result, these groups lose sight of their original mission and instead waste money on things (like lobbyists) when it would be far better spent on their own constituents.

In the middle of the EFCA campaign, the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), the fastest-growing union in the country, fired 75 of its 220 employees. Despite spending a holy fortune electing Barack Obama, they couldn’t scrape together a few thousand bucks to salvage the jobs of some poor schlubs in their own organization? That should prove pretty definitively where their priorities really lie.

In the irony of ironies, the laid-off workers filed unfair labor practices charges against the SEIU with the National Labor Relations Board. I’ll pause here so you can let that soak in . . .

If you can believe it, there is actually an organization called the “Union of Union Representatives” that represented the aggrieved union workers. Dumb question, but if unions are so fair and magnificent and necessary to workers, then why would union employees need unions to protect them from a union?

[image: Image] Pleaaaaaaaaaaaase, tell me there is a “Union of Union of Union of Representatives” that worked on behalf of the Union of Union Representatives that worked on behalf of the fired union members. That would make my year.

So why did the SEIU fire those poor “hardworking” souls that have the right to a job, a fair wage, fair benefits, fair blah, blah, blah? Here’s the explanation, straight from the top: “This is not a financial issue,” explained SEIU president Andy Stern. “We need to respond to the once-in-a-lifetime opportunity our members created by helping elect President Obama.”



If You Made This Up, No One Would Believe You . . .

“The staff union, the Union of Union Representatives, has complained to the National Labor Relations Board, asserting that the S.E.I.U. has failed to bargain about the impact of the layoffs and has sought to dissolve the staff union by reducing its membership.”

—The New York Times



Huh? I guess with that kind of nonsensical double-talk it’s not a surprise that Andy Stern heads a union.

The SEIU spent $80 million during the 2008 election cycle to get their candidates elected and was planning to spend tens of millions more to advocate on behalf of universal-health-care and card-check legislation. In other words, they spent money on politicians instead of payroll. If that’s not a “financial issue,” I’m not sure what it is.
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Remember when the SEIU branch in Nevada gave a key endorsement to Obama that put him over the top there? That, along with their millions in campaign contributions, apparently bought a lot of goodwill in Washington, goodwill that they are all too happy to cash in:

[image: Image]You may have heard that California has had some budget issues (i.e., they were about $42 billion short). As programs were cut and taxes were raised, it became clear that sacrifices would have to be made by everyone—everyone except the SEIU. After losing their battle over cuts in wages of home health-care workers in Sacramento, they went to Washington instead. Officials there lent a sympathetic ear and California was threatened with the loss of $6.8 billion in federal Medicaid money unless they reconsidered their cuts.
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Want to know exactly what $33 million in campaign contributions buys you? Well, it turns out that the SEIU was given “unprecedented access” to a conference call between Washington officials and state officials who were talking about the proposed wage cuts for home-health-care workers. “This is an unusual situation,” said a spokeswoman for the California Department of Health and Human Services. “It is incredibly unusual in our experience to have stakeholders on a call like this.”

[image: Image]In Illinois, Hartmarx, a men’s suitmaker, filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection after being unable to pay back $141 million in loans from its bank, Wells Fargo. Seems pretty cut-and-dried, except for the fact that Hartmarx plant employees are represented by the SEIU. The union turned to the state government (and we all know how ethical those Illinois politicians are), which then publicly threatened Wells Fargo—not with violence, but with something much worse: loss of business.

It turns out that Wells Fargo is the custodian for the Illinois State Portfolio and, as the Illinois state treasurer put it: “Unless the company remains open, [Wells Fargo] will not be doing business with the State of Illinois any longer.”

Is it just me, or does the word “extortion” come to mind?



Friends in High Places . . .

“Words are cheap, everybody, there is not a presidential candidate, a gubernatorial candidate, a congressional candidate, who won’t tell you that they’re pro-union when they’re looking for an endorsement. I’ve been working with SEIU before I was elected to anything.”

—Barack Obama, preaching to the choir at a post-debate party hosted by the SEIU.



“OKAY, SO UNIONS THROW THEIR WEIGHT AROUND, BUT WHEN COMPANIES FAIL, UNIONS SUFFER JUST AS MUCH AS MANAGEMENT.”

[image: Image]



NEW AMERICAN MATH

“Special Interests”
+
“Corporations”
+
“Government”
= Fascism

BUT

“UAW”
+

“Chrysler/GM”
+

“The Obama
Administration”
= Capitalism?



Not quite. Unions, especially ones that helped to elect our politicians, often seem to be “exempt” from sharing in the necessary sacrifices.

One of the best examples of this is the failure of Chrysler. After the company declared bankruptcy, the unions walked away with a better deal than virtually anyone else. Due to the arm-twisting from the government (they’re called “Uncle Sam” because they’re really good at getting people to say “uncle”), companies and investors that had lent Chrysler the capital they needed to stay afloat were forced to take it on the chin—but not the unions.

For example, consider “The International Union, United Automobile, Aerospace and Agricultural Implement Workers of America,” better known as the UAW. Their sacrifice was to make unspecified cuts to wages and benefits, alter some work rules, and waive Chrysler’s $8 billion payment to their retiree health-care fund. Okay, that sounds fair, you’re probably thinking—but that’s only because you haven’t heard what they got in return: a $4.6 billion government loan to a new retiree health-care fund, $600 million for their pension fund and—the icing on the cake—a whopping 55 percent equity stake in the newly reorganized Chrysler.

In other words, the unions now own more than half of Chrysler, all for a measly $3 billion.

[image: Image]

The UAW gave 99 percent of their 2008 election-cycle donations to Democrats. I’m sure that didn’t have aaaaaaaanything to do with how the Chrysler negotiations went down. Right?

Other parties didn’t fare quite so well. Before the bankruptcy, Daimler held $2 billion in secured loans to Chrysler and owned a 19 percent stake in the company. After the deal, in a disappearing act that would make Houdini jealous, Daimler waived the $2 billion they were owed and also gave up their entire stake in Chrysler. What did they get in return? The privilege of putting an additional $600 million into the UAW pension fund.

Cerberus, a private-equity firm that was basically the life preserver to Chrysler’s flailing, splashing, drowning business, was also strong-armed into giving up everything for nothing in return. Prior to the government-led agreement, Cerberus held $500 million in secured loans,

[image: Image]

an 80-percent stake in Chrysler, and full ownership of Chrysler’s headquarters. After the arrangement? The firm gave up all of its assets and received absolutely nothing in return. Who was negotiating this deal for them, Gerald Levin?
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OBSCURE REFERENCE TRANSLATOR

Gerald Levin = Former Time Warner CEO who decided to merge with AOL, a deal that cost shareholders over $200 billion. He was recently named one of the “20 Worst CEOs Ever.”



And, of course, let’s not forget the taxpayer. Remember when the government loaned Chrysler $4 billion in TARP funds and another $3.2 billion in bankruptcy financing? Hope you weren’t too attached to it (and it’s not like we really need the money anyway) . . . because it’s all gone. But here’s the best news of all: We’re lending the company another $4.7 billion. Isn’t the definition of insanity doing the same thing over and over and expecting a different result?

[image: Image]

In return for the new $4.7 billion loan, taxpayers got an eight-percent equity stake in Chrysler. But don’t worry! That we now officially own a big piece of Chrysler doesn’t mean the government is going to be involved in their turnaround. Remember, the president doesn’t “want to run auto companies . . . (he’s) got more than enough to do.” Like running our banks.

Even Canadian taxpayers got screwed over by this disaster. The Canadian government handed over $3 billion in loans, which, and you have to admire their honesty, they assume Chrysler won’t ever be repaying. Talk aboot a raw deal, eh?

“GOOD FOR THEM! LOOK AT THE RESULTS UNIONS HAVE ACHIEVED FOR THEIR WORKERS. ISN’T IT IMPORTANT FOR WORKING PEOPLE TO MAKE AS MUCH MONEY AS POSSIBLE? AREN’T YOU A CAPITALIST?”

I sure am. When Americans make money from the fruits of their free-market labor, it’s the greatest thing in the world. But when they make it based on blackmail, monopolies, and taxpayer funds . . . not so much.



These Kinds of Deals Happen All the Time!

When St. John’s University labor-law professor David Gregory (no known relation to the Bush-hating NBC “journalist” by the same name) was asked to name other unions that have done as well as the UAW did in the Chrysler deal, he replied: “Nobody’s even close.”



Big Labor will constantly—and I mean constantly—tell you about how their workers make more money than a corresponding nonunion employee. And they’re absolutely right. But there is an old saying that while statistics don’t lie, liars use statistics, and this so-called union triumph is a great example of that. Yes, union workers make an average of $195 more per week than non-union workers, but is that really the whole story? After all, in mates in state prisons pay far less in health-care benefits than their nonjailed counterparts. Does that mean that we should all strive to do twenty to life?
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Unions and prisons, not as different as you might think:

[image: Image] Neither offer you the option to decline membership.

[image: Image] Once inside, you are completely ruled by the decisions of others.

[image: Image] The benefits are fantastic (smoke breaks, afternoon naps).

[image: Image] “Newbies” have to watch their backs.

[image: Image] You spend most of your time lying down with nothing to do.



Of course not—because being in a union, like being in prison, has consequences.

Unions are able to attain higher pay and unheard-of retirement goodies for their workers because they can hold companies and taxpayers hostage. (It doesn’t hurt their case that most of them operate in government-backed cartels, either.) But even if you’re okay with that, the data itself is still skewed. Union workers typically have automatic raises built into their contracts. In times when the economy is in a downturn and most workers are taking cuts, union workers stick to their guns and demand their contractual raises.

Higher pay is a great benefit of unions—but there is a major downside: your salary doesn’t really matter if you no longer have a job. So while unions trumpet the wages they secure for their members, they bury statistics that reveal how their heavy-handed policies cost jobs.

This graph shows private-sector job growth from 2003 to 2008 in three types of states: those with heavy unionization (above 9.1 percent of private employees in unions), those with low unionization (5 percent to 9 percent in unions), and those with very low unionization (under 5 percent).

The results are straightforward and striking: The more unionization, the less job growth. Heavily unionized states had about two-thirds less total private-sector job growth than states with very low unionization. That represents tens of thousands of missing jobs, which forces workers to rely on social safety nets like unemployment or welfare, putting an even heavier burden on state budgets.
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But there are other consequences to unionization as well, because when unions “win,” consumers lose. The costs of unrealistic contracts aren’t borne by greedy executives, they’re borne by customers (many of whom are also “hardworking” men and women).

[image: Image]

President Obama fired General Motors Chairman and CEO Rick Wagoner—a man selected by a private board of directors and approved by private shareholders. But what about Ron Gettelfinger, head of the United Auto-workers Union? He was the man on the other side of every labor contract Wagoner had to sign. Doesn’t he bear any responsibility in saddling GM with labor and benefit costs that proved completely unsustainable?

Apparently not.

Why? Well, as evidence of how much the unions had given back in trying to keep GM solvent, UAW president Ron Gettelfinger told the Senate Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Committee that they’d agree to slash wages in half for new workers and exclude them from the legacy health and pension plans that were saddling the company.

Sounds great, except for one little problem: Since 2000, the number of hourly workers at GM is down 50 percent. In other words, there are no new workers.

By not basing labor costs on a free-market system of supply and demand, expenses quickly become out of whack with reality. Over time, those expenses (high salaries, unheard-of pensions, low-cost health care, etc.) inevitably increase the cost of products, thereby destroying industries (cars, airlines, etc.) and costing thousands of people their jobs.

Mark J. Perry, a professor of economics and finance at the University of Michigan (and an expert on the car industry), calculated the average compensation for employees of the Big Three auto companies, including benefits, at $73 an hour. At the same time, U.S.-based employees (who are apparently not “working men and women”) of Japanese automakers earn $48 an hour—52 percent less.

In 2007, the legacy costs (things like pensions and health-care costs) of every car produced by the Detroit Big Three amounted to $1,800. These days, because production is down and early retirement is up, legacy costs now account for around $3,000 per car.

Think about what those costs do to a business trying to compete in a global free market against other companies that don’t have that same albatross around their necks. A car that costs an automaker $20,000 to make jumps to $23,000 before a profit is even considered. That puts U.S. automakers at a severe disadvantage to their counterparts, a disadvantage that has finally proven too much to overcome.
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But it’s not only the legacy costs. If you really want to see how deeply inefficiency, waste, and plain stupidity are embedded into the union mind-set, look no further than “job banks”—an idea that only a combination of government and organized labor could possibly dream up.

In the 1980s, some Detroit automakers (like GM and Chrysler) placated the auto unions by creating the Job Opportunity Bank Security System, or job banks for short. Despite their name, those banks weren’t about creating jobs, they were about keeping people without them busy. Union employees who were laid off were put into these “banks” and paid nearly their full salary to just hang out and improve themselves watching movies and taking enrichment classes.

After the auto bailouts, many Americans were so disgusted by job banks that the pressure finally became too much and unions officially began to close them. Participants (who had already been laid off once) were all laid off again. Sort of. This time they went home and began collecting over 72 percent of their full-time pay.

That, my friends, is what they call union sacrifice.

“OKAY, UNIONS MIGHT NOT WORK IN THE AUTO INDUSTRY, BUT THEY WORK WELL FOR THE PUBLIC SECTOR.”

One of the major reasons that unions first came into existence was to provide a balance against the power of monopolies. Monopolies made it nearly impossible for workers to get a fair shake because they had nearly complete power over their respective industries. That’s why it’s ironic that unions now rely on the biggest and most powerful monopoly in the world to acquire and maintain their power: the government.

While most of us rely on competition and a sense of personal achievement to bring out our best, public union employees are protected regardless of their talents or accomplishments. And that goes to the very core of what is wrong with unions: they celebrate mediocrity. What is the point in exerting yourself when the reward doesn’t change? What is the point of coming in early, staying late, or putting any extra effort into your job when your status and pay are defined by 500-page collective-bargaining agreements?
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I mentioned earlier that public-sector workers are five times more likely to be in a union than private-sector workers, but what’s kind of ironic is that even union members who thought they were working in the private sector, like those in the UAW, are now essentially working for the government anyway. I guess a pretty good marketing strategy for the unions would be to convince the government to nationalize everything. Oh, wait a second . . .

If you think this is an overly harsh critique, just look at one of the most prevalent and powerful examples of this in the country: teachers’ unions.

First, the requisite disclaimers: There are a ton of great teachers in America, many of whom have decided to forgo far more lucrative careers because of their love of education. And it’s often a thankless job—anyone who has kids knows how tough it can be. But the unions only make the task even harder. They virtually guarantee that mediocre teachers stick around, while high-performing ones get so frustrated that they leave.

Let’s imagine for a moment a world without teachers’ unions. (Cue dream-sequence music and wavy lines.) All employment would be “at will.” Teachers would work at a school because they want to and, conversely, schools would employ only teachers that are doing a good job. Like employees at most businesses, teachers would strive to do their best in order to get promoted or receive a year-end bonus and bad or dangerous teachers would be immediately dismissed—no questions asked.

In other words, let’s imagine a world where teachers earn their salaries through hard work and talent, and where, as a result, American children lead the world in academic achievement.

Okay, the crazy dream sequence is now over. Back to reality.

Unions invest far more heavily in controlling school boards and stocking state houses and city councils with friendly supporters than they do in actual education. And that is where a government-union partnership is at its most destructive.

Out of 43,000 tenured teachers in the entire Los Angeles school district (which has a less than 50-percent graduation rate), only 112 were terminated for the entire decade of 1995–2005. That’s 0.26 percent of teachers. Talk about job security.

A Los Angeles public school union representative explained why there are so few firings: “If I’m representing them, it’s impossible to get them out. It’s impossible. Unless they commit a lewd act.”

But that rep may have spoken too soon because, in some districts, even a lewd act may not be enough.

When 20/20 anchor and best-selling author John Stossel confronted New York City public-school chancellor Joel Klein about a teacher who sent a sexually explicit email to one of his 16-year-old students, he got a taste of how hard it is to get rid of a teacher.

“He admits [to it],” Klein told Stossel. “We had the e-mail.”

“ You can’t fire him?” Stossel asked.

“It’s almost impossible.”

Why? According to Stossel it’s because “of the rules detailed in the New York school system’s 200-page contract with their teachers. There are so many rules that principals rarely even try to jump through all the hoops required to fire a bad teacher. It took six years of expensive litigation before the teacher was fired. During those six years, he received more than $300,000 in salary.”
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Do we want our private industry to be run like the school systems of major urban areas? If unions have their way, that’s exactly what is going to happen.
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ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION

The Chapter Americans Just Won’t Write

U.S. Code Title 8, Section 1325

Any alien who (1) enters or attempts to enter the United States at
any time or place other than as designated by immigration officers,
or (2) eludes examination or inspection by immigration officers . . .
shall, for the first commission of any such offense, be fined under
title 18 or imprisoned not more than 6 months, or both, and, for a
subsequent commission of any such offense, be fined under title 18,
or imprisoned not more than 2 years, or both.

APPROXIMATELY two thousand people willfully ignore that statute every day, making illegal immigration a national crisis that you’re apparently not supposed to notice. Official estimates of our illegal population range from 10 to 20 million, and, at least if we’re to believe the politicians and activists, not a single one of those people is anything other than a hardworking, down-on-their-luck foreigner trying to provide for their family.

Americans are begging Congress, mayors, governors—anyone who will listen—to simply enforce our laws. But they’re not listening. In fact, it seems like the only people who are being heard are the activists who viciously attack anyone who dares to suggest that illegal immigration might be, well, illegal. For example . . .

“They are hiding under the American flag claiming to be good patriots but they are actually promoting racial hatred.”

—LULAC Chapter President Paul Martinez, on Minuteman patrols.

“He is, without question, a racist.”

—Protestor at San Diego Campus of University of California speaking about Lou Dobbs.

“Nothing short of base racism.”

—Nativo V. Lopez, president of the Mexican-American Political Association,
after Governor Schwarzenegger called for closed borders.

“The message they are trying to send is that white people can take the law into their own hands and do whatever they want to people of color, and in 21st-century America, that’s just not going to fly.”

—Ray Ybarra, ACLU worker who organized against the Minutemen Project.

“This announcement blatantly promotes baseless persecution of Latinos. Is it KMBC’s new policy to turn Kansas City into a police state? Will Kansas citizens start turning anyone who has brown skin over to immigration officials? Most people find turning their fellow human beings over to persecution and destruction rather distasteful. It was distasteful when the Europeans turned in Jews to the Nazis; it was distasteful when the Japanese were interred . . . People should not be punished—or destroyed—for existing.”

—Clara Reyes, editor of Dos Mundos, after Kansas City TV station KBMC aired a
public service announcement asking citizens to report illegal aliens to authorities.

“Wrongheaded and bigoted . . . [Its intention] is to scare Latinos out of the state.”

—Bill Chandler, of the Mississippi Immigrant Rights Alliance, speaking of the Mississippi Employment Protection

Act, designed to crack down on illegal hiring practices.





Hatemonger Quote of the Day

“In proportion to their number, [foreigners] will share with us the legislation. They will infuse into it their spirit, warp and bias its direction, and render it a heterogeneous, incoherent, distracted mass.”

—Thomas Jefferson, 1782





We are a nation of immigrants. Not only do I understand that, I also cherish it. But that has nothing to do with the issue we’re talking about—and spinning an argument about the rule of law into one about hatred for immigrants is unfair to what should otherwise be a legitimate debate.



Bipartisan Idiocy

“An American is an idea. No group owns being an American. Nobody owns this. We are not going to run people down. We are not going to scapegoat people. We are going to tell the bigots to shut up.”

—Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC), after accepting a leadership award from the National Council of La Raza, the largest Hispanic civil rights and advocacy organization in the United States.



But Glenn, we have to help the less fortunate! I agree—but it’s not that cut-and-dried. Illegal immigration activists know that if they can get people to rely on their own compassion instead of the law, they win . . . but that doesn’t make it a logical argument.

The truth is that over three billion people in the world live on less than $2.50 a day. The real question isn’t whether we should be compassionate—absolutely we should . . . but to whom? Who’s the most deserving of our charity—those who break our laws or those who have done everything by the book and still can’t make ends meet? It’s easy to look at a family of struggling illegal aliens and feel your heart break—but should they have priority over the family of Americans who’ve paid taxes for decades and are now facing job loss, homelessness, or massive health-care bills? If the latest economic crisis taught us anything, it’s that we can’t help everyone.

We are a charitable country, which is why we’ve allowed so many people to sneak in here for so long with virtually no repercussions. But there’s nothing charitable or compassionate about looking the other way while employers pay illegal wages and force workers to endure grueling hours in unsafe conditions. In fact, that’s the opposite of compassion—it’s economic slavery.

Senator Bill Frist once said, “A nation that can’t secure its borders can’t secure its destiny or administer its laws.” As long as our borders are as secure as a job at GM, I have to agree. So, how do we change our fate? By using some common sense against idiotic arguments, like . . .
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A few years ago some research was done to figure out how the Bush administration successfully connected the war in Iraq to 9/11. They figured out that it all had to do with the words that were chosen, and their findings supported that theory: “Those who control the language control the argument, and those who control the argument are more likely to successfully translate belief into policy.”

The exact same thing is happening with the immigration debate. They’re not “illegal immigrants or illegal aliens,” they’re “migrant workers” or “economic refugees.” What’s next, “unlicensed entrepreneurs”? Stop falling for the language tricks!



[image: Image] A former U.S. attorney once told me the story of an illegal worker who was severely hurt on the job. The employee called his supervisor for help, but, instead of calling 911, the supervisor, who was obviously aware of the employee’s immigration status, called the government. I guess compassion ends where the threat of a federal investigation begins.

FUN WITH WORDS!



The meaning of words can change over time. Case in point: Having a “gay old time” means something totally different today than it did forty years ago. But, in some cases, words change for political expediency, because people want to make themselves feel better, or, in some cases, for reasons no one will ever understand . . . Does anyone know why “stewardess” was so bad?

In the immigration debate, an illegal immigrant or illegal alien suddenly became an “undocumented worker.” It doesn’t change the fact that he or she is here illegally, but it sure sounds better. With that in mind, here are a few ideas on how we can label other lawbreakers so that no one’s feelings are hurt.
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“ILLEGAL ALIENS DO THE JOBS AMERICANS WON’T DO!”

Americans build bridges, work in coal mines, collect garbage, slaughter chickens, clean sewers, and much worse. (Have you ever seen Dirty Jobs?) I’m not exactly sure what job it is that Americans won’t do—I guess it would help if those who make this stupid argument were a little more specific.

A more accurate argument would be that illegal aliens take the jobs that Americans can’t do because employers won’t pay minimum wage or provide reasonable benefits or safe working conditions.
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Black janitors in the hotel industry in Los Angeles once earned $12 an hour with benefits. Then illegal labor flooded the market. Wages dropped to $3.35 an hour, displacing almost all legal employees.



I realize I’m not as well versed in economics as Ben Bernanke, but I am a thinker. It seems to me that if you flood the market with lots of cheap labor, wages go down. Supply and demand, right? If you supply businesses with millions of workers willing to take $3 an hour, then demand for higher-priced minimum-wage workers goes down.

Data on illegal jobs is inconclusive (it turns out that employers aren’t real big on telling the government about all of the laws they’re breaking). However, studies have shown that minorities and the poor are hit the hardest by illegal labor entering the market. Again, I bring you back to the word “compassion”—people may think they’re helping one family by looking the other way as they cross the Rio Grande, but they’re hurting three other families in the process.

Relying on cheap labor also has another impact—one that often goes unseen: It makes businesses lazy. Those who have fallen into the dreamy bliss of illegal labor don’t have to upgrade equipment, streamline processes, or deal with human-resource issues because they’re virtually guaranteed high profits due to their unfairly low labor costs.
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Bear Stearns reported that between four and six million jobs have moved to the underground economy since 1990. Those aren’t the “jobs Americans won’t do,” but rather the jobs they used to do before illegal labor became much more attractive to employers. If the president is really serious about “creating or saving 600,000 jobs” he could do it a lot faster by cracking down on the companies that hire illegal workers rather than by funneling billions into subsidizing solar panels and windmills.
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The Roman empire based its economy on slave labor, which reduced exports and hindered technological innovation. We all know how that worked out.

If every illegal alien left the country tomorrow, we’d still build new homes and grow fruit and (reluctantly) vegetables. How? By leveling the playing field. When Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) conducted raids on cheating employers who got ahead by hiring illegal workers and paying them illegal wages, some amazing things started to happen . . .
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lllegal immigrants often live in such squalor that law enforcement officials conducting raids on their living quarters find “moving walls”—a term that describes the phenomenon of flipping a light switch and seeing thousands of bugs scurry all over the wall, creating the illusion that it is moving.



[image: Image] Swift & Company meat-processing plants lost about nine percent of their workforce when they were raided in six states. After the raids, Swift raised their pay by almost two dollars an hour and hundreds of residents lined up the next day to take the jobs illegal aliens used to have.

[image: Image] Howard Industries, an electronics maker in Laurel, Mississippi, was raided in the fall of 2008. Hundreds of citizens soon lined up to apply for the new job opportunities, including one woman who drove 40 miles.

[image: Image] Crider Inc., a chicken-processing company in Stillmore, Georgia, suddenly raised their pay to more than a dollar an hour over what they were paying illegal aliens. About 400 unemployed people showed up for interviews, half of whom were subsequently hired.

Those are only three examples out of hundreds of raids, but you can’t tell me that Americans are unwilling to work. When fair jobs become available, Americans line up to do them. And if a company goes under because of illegal labor violations, then they obviously weren’t meant to survive anyway. (Shh, don’t tell Tim Geithner.)

“GREAT, SO WE CRACK DOWN ON EMPLOYERS AND THEN OUR ECONOMY COLLAPSES! LIKE IT OR NOT, ILLEGAL WORKERS ARE VITAL TO KEEPING THINGS CHEAP!”

Don’t be fooled by those who say that illegal aliens contribute billions to our economy and take little from it. They’re wrong. Many work off the books, earn low wages, pay little to no taxes, send millions of dollars in remittances to their home country, and use social services at a higher rate than American citizens. The truth is that, yes, illegal aliens are important to our economy—but only if you’re talking about the destruction of it.
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EMPLOYERS DON’T HAVE THE RESOURCES TO VERIFY CITIZENSHIP STATUS

In 1997, the federal government implemented a system to help companies assess the citizenship status of new hires. It’s called “E-Verify” and it’s free, web-based, 99.5 percent accurate, and takes less than five seconds to get results. Unfortunately, it’s also voluntary.

While I understand that, to our politicians, using the internet for something other than porn is confusing, that doesn’t excuse the fact that the Senate recently voted to extend the use of E-Verify for only six months instead of the requested five years. Given our shaky economy and constant lobbying by business groups that claim it’s too much of a “burden” to use, the future of this commonsense program is uncertain.



Illegal immigrants tend to be less skilled and less educated than those who got off the ships at Ellis Island. While new immigrants used to earn just 14 percent less than native-born Americans, that gap had widened to an average of 34 percent less by 1998.

Before the New Deal, if you came to America and couldn’t make it, you went home. Now, our growing welfare state is feeding off those who fall short of the education and skills necessary to achieve the American Dream. Illegal immigrants are 50 percent more likely to use welfare than citizens. They get free education, Medicaid, cash assistance for kids (WIC), and sometimes food stamps. While children of illegal immigrants make up only six percent of the population, they account for almost twelve percent of our nation’s poor.

The progressive magazine Mother Jones reported, “We can be virtually certain that illegal immigrants earned less than $24,000 per year, on average, probably much less. Workers who earn so little pay very little income tax. A majority of illegal immigrants fall below the income threshold at which income taxes become significantly positive.”

Yes, illegal aliens pay some taxes because they buy things. You can’t live in this country and avoid paying sales tax or, in some cases, even Social Security tax (if you were lucky enough to steal someone’s Social Security number . . . or buy one on a street corner in California for about $150).
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The Statue of Liberty was originally meant to be a symbol of “liberty enlightening the world,” a gift from the French to celebrate America’s hard-fought independence. However, the vision of Liberty in the harbor as European immigrants arrived on boats caused the press to begin reporting on her significance.

A plaque was placed inside Liberty’s pedestal with a snippet of the poem “The New Colossus” by Emma Lazarus and voilà—a symbol was born for those seeking freedoms here in the United States that they could not find elsewhere.



We’re being taken advantage of worse than Lindsay Lohan at a frat party. Our nation spends more than $4.7 billion a year on health care for illegal aliens and California has been forced to close over 70 hospitals over the last ten years alone. About 17 percent of all those in federal prison are illegal aliens—an astonishing number when you consider that they represent only three percent of the population. Of course, free room and board in prison isn’t free—we’re paying for them to be there as well. We’re also spending about $30 billion each year to educate illegal aliens in our schools—money that we could probably use to figure out how to educate our own children since we’re doing such a miserable job at it right now.
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CRACKING DOWN ON ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION WILL MAKE THE COST OF LETTUCE SKYROCKET!

Labor makes up only about six percent of the cost of fresh produce. Eliminating all illegal labor would likely increase the cost of your produce by about $8 a year. Since the average household spends more on alcoholic beverages than on fresh fruits and vegetables, I doubt anyone would notice.





BALANCING THE BUDGET: STEP ONE

The Federation for American Immigration Reform estimates that there are more than 425,000 “anchor babies” (children born to illegal immigrants that are immediately granted U.S. citizenship) born in the U.S. each year. In 2006, 70 percent of women who gave birth at Parkland Memorial Hospital in Dallas were illegal aliens. Those births cost Medicaid $34.5 million, the federal government $9.5 million, and Dallas taxpayers another $31.3 million. That’s over $75 million spent in one hospital, in one city, in one border state.



“GLENN, YOU’RE LOOKING AT THIS ALL WRONG. LEGAL VS. ILLEGAL IS IRRELEVANT BECAUSE BORDERS AREN’T NECESSARY ANYMORE.”

Despite what you may read in liberal blogs, nobody believes that all illegal aliens are terror-ists—but the problem is that those who come here to work and those who come here to kill are all using the same door.

Law enforcement will readily admit that they have no idea exactly how many people are slipping into the country undetected—they know only how many get caught. As one U.S. terrorism official reported to the House Committee on Homeland Security in 2006, “We don’t even know what we don’t know.”

The most obvious problem, and the one that will get you labeled an intolerant xenophobe the fastest, is the 2,000-mile border we share with Mexico. Almost 70 percent of illegal aliens are Mexican—and our border agents simply can’t keep up.

A typical day on the border means sorting through the latest crop of crossers to determine their nationality. If they’re Mexican, and it appears they aren’t wanted in the U.S. for a crime, we send them back to Mexico. If they’re Other Than Mexican (OTM)—even if they are from one of the “special-interest” countries that make us nervous—they are usually released right onto our streets. Why? Because we can’t send them to Mexico and, since our detention centers are usually full, we can’t lock them up. Therefore, we politely ask them if they wouldn’t mind hanging out in the United States while they wait for their immigration hearing. You can probably guess how that works out: 85 percent of “catch-and-release” aliens are never seen again.
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Releasing lawbreakers into society is incredibly frustrating for border-patrol agents who thought they signed on to uphold the law and instead find out that they are professional babysitters. T. J. Bonner, president of the National Border Patrol Council, says that “it’s more than a little demoralizing. [Agents] feel like social workers. They are not enforcing the law; they are simply enabling people to break it—and that goes against the grain of any law enforcement officer.”
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On February 18, 2009, Catherine Herridge of Fox News reported that there are currently 554,000 illegal-alien fugitives on the loose in the U.S. If only .001 percent of them want to do any harm to the country, that means we’re looking for five or six needles in a haystack made of needles. I don’t know about you, but I don’t really feel like “playing the odds” when it comes to terrorism.

It’s ironic that if you bring up the idea that a few of the millions of people who’ve come here illegally might be terrorists you’re called a fearmonger or a racist—as if you’re trying to scare people into sealing our borders. I say it’s ironic because apparently the only time you’re allowed to make the case that something terrible might happen is after something terrible does happen. It’s as though people will only be convinced that our open borders are a security threat if we happen to catch Osama bin Laden himself trying to paddle across the Rio Grande.
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[image: Image]SOMETIMES CRIME DOES PAY[image: Image]

Arizona ranchers Roger and Barbara Barnett were sued by a group of illegal aliens who were crossing their property on their way into the U.S. Mr. Barnett held them at gunpoint and waited on the authorities, which the aliens said traumatized them and violated their civil rights. Barnett lost in court and had to pay $78,000 in damages to the aliens. That might be considered a bargain, considering they’d sued him for $32 million.



Why, for once in our history, can’t we be proactive about something? Rapes, kidnappings, murders, and unspeakable violence are happening almost daily in our border cities: Phoenix, Arizona, now has the second-highest number of kidnappings in the world, and according to a report from the U.S. Joint Forces Command, Mexico is at risk of a “rapid and sudden collapse”—yet we still don’t think it’s time to take practical precautions?

Actual terrorists must look at our open borders with a mix of anticipation and bewilderment. Al Qaeda gets most of the public’s attention, but Hezbollah (which an FBI official says “makes al Qaeda look like Sunday-schoolers”) has already taken note of our messy southern border. The 9/11 Commission Report said that Lebanese nationals sympathetic to Hezbollah and Hamas entered the U.S. with the help of “corrupt Mexican officials” and, in March 2006, FBI Director Mueller reported that his agency busted a Hezbollah smuggling ring that was using the Mexican border to get operatives into the United States. A former DEA agent reported in March 2009 that Hezbollah relies on “the same criminal-weapons smugglers, document traffickers and transportation experts as the drug cartels.”
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The postal service can’t get your birthday card to Grandma on time, but the government is apparently capable of sending illegal gang members back home for Christmas. According to a Federal investigator, an MS-13 gang member who was in the U.S. illegally wanted to get a free trip home for Christmas so he turned himself in to the authorities. Did it work? Yep. They sent him home on the taxpayers’ dime, where he spent the holidays with his family and then returned to the U.S. by illegally crossing the southwest border. In fact, the ploy worked so well that he did it over and over again.



[image: Image]

In March 2005, FBI Director Robert Mueller told the House Appropriations Subcommittee, “There are individuals from countries with known al Qaeda connections who are changing their Islamic surnames to Hispanic-sounding names and obtaining false Hispanic identities, learning to speak Spanish and pretending to be Hispanic immigrants.” Maybe they are all going to move to Mexico and live happily ever after, or maybe they are going to come here and blow up buildings—the point is that there are too many “maybes” involved for my liking.

Another incident involving terrorists and our borders happened in early 2009 when al Qaeda recruiter Abdullah al-Nafisi was seen on video talking about how they could exploit our southern border. “Four pounds of anthrax—in a suitcase this big—carried by a fighter through tunnels from Mexico into the U.S. are guaranteed to kill 330,000 Americans within a single hour if it is properly spread in population centers there,” al-Nafisi said. “What a horrifying idea; 9/11 will be small change in comparison. Am I right? There is no need for airplanes, conspiracies, timings and so on. One person, with the courage to carry four pounds of anthrax, will go to the White House lawn, and will spread this ‘confetti’ all over them, and then we’ll do these cries of joy. It will turn into a real celebration.”



[image: Image] SOMETIMES CRIME DOES PAY [image: Image]

In April 2005, Texas Deputy Sheriff Gilmer Hernandez stopped a van at midnight in his small town. When he approached the vehicle he noticed a group of people lying on the floor. The driver took off and tried to run Hernandez over. Hernandez shot at the tires and everyone ran away, except for one woman whose teeth were damaged by shrapnel. The U.S. government, aided by Mexican officials, prosecuted Hernandez for violating the civil rights of the illegal aliens in the van and for using excessive force. Hernandez spent almost a year in jail and was fined $5,000. The illegal aliens also sued Hernandez for damages including medical expenses, pain and suffering, and mental anguish. They sought $1.5 million, but settled for a mere $100,000.



Is that just propaganda to convince new recruits that al Qaeda is still relevant? Perhaps . . . but considering that the tunnels he mentions actually exist, we would be smart to take him at his word.

While the crisis down south gets all of the headlines, the open Canadian border is just as dangerous. It’s twice the size of the Mexican border and we have only about one fifth of the border patrol agents stationed there. Up until late 2007, Canadian border agents had no access to firearms and had to call in the Canadian police to handle dangerous individuals. Canada expects to train and arm all of their guards by 2017 but, as of now, some have only pepper spray, a baton, and the ability to yell “Eh!” very loudly. You do the math.

While all of the stats and studies are nice, the winning response to the border argument really revolves around common sense. I defy you to name just one nation that has prospered without defending its borders. You won’t be able to, and the reason is simple: Open borders not only invite violence and national security concerns, they also inevitably result in a country importing poverty while exporting high-paying jobs and wealthy, educated citizens. Keep that up for as long as we have and soon you will have a country with massive deficits, growing rates of unemployment, and fewer and fewer wealthy people able to support them all.

Oh, wait a second . . . .



You’re Just a Fearmonger!

“First, our cities will not be flooded with a million immigrants annually. Under the proposed bill, the present level of immigration remains substantially the same.”

—Ted Kennedy, speaking in favor of the Hart-Seller immigration bill of 1965, which changed immigration into a civil-rights cause and resulted in an increase in illegal immigrants coming to this country. In retrospect, Kennedy was right, our cities weren’t flooded with a million immigrants a year . . . they were flooded with 800,000 illegal immigrants a year.



“SO THAT MEANS YOU WANT A FENCE, EH?”

Okay, stop with the Canadian accent. I don’t want “a” fence, I want two of them. And I want them double-layered and really, really high.

Some people will point out that we’ve already tried to build a fence, but it’s proposed to be only 670 miles long and government incompetence has plagued it the whole way. Critics say that the cost is too expensive—but that argument doesn’t hold up when you start comparing the costs to what we’ve spent recently. Costs vary by mile, depending on the specifications and what kind of terrain the fence covers, but estimates range from $2 to $10 million per mile. A fence running the entire length of the U.S.-Mexican border—twice—at the highest estimate of $10 million/mile, would cost us roughly $40 billion.

That’s expensive, right? Sure is, but it’s also equal to the amount of money the stimulus bill set aside to increase and extend unemployment benefits. That’s an ironic comparison, given that we likely wouldn’t need those benefits extended if illegal laborers were prevented from taking American jobs.

[image: Image]

The government, along with environmentalists, has other ideas. A real fence is so old-school, they say, we need to progress in our thinking and consider a “virtual fence” instead. I will spare you the question of why the White House, Fort Knox, and Rikers Island all use “real” fences and instead ask this: If a virtual fence is such a no-brainer, then why has it taken three years to even start construction on just 23 miles of cameras and sensors?

In typical government fashion, even when the $6.4 billion project is complete, it won’t be complete. According to The New York Times, “Within five years . . . the [virtual] fence is expected to extend along the entire 2,000-mile border except for some 200 miles in the area of Big Bend National Park in Texas, a stretch that is to be addressed later.” Isn’t that kind of like installing a home-security system but putting a note on the front door saying that the back door doesn’t have a sensor yet?

WHO SAID IT?

“I frankly don’t understand all the brouhaha lately from Congress and even from some of my colleagues about referring to foreign law. Why shouldn’t we look to the wisdom of a judge from abroad with at least as much ease as we would read a law-review article written by a professor?”

Who said that . . . maybe some nut-job conspiracy theorist? I guess that depends on what you think of Supreme Court Justice Ginsburg—because the quote is from her.

I understand that the idea of a North American Union sounds insane, but is it really any crazier than a Supreme Court justice suggesting that we take legal guidance from foreign countries? The point is that the traditional way of thinking about borders is, unfortunately, “progressing”—and that means the traditional way of thinking about sovereignty will soon be progressing as well.

“THAT’S JUST A SMOKESCREEN, THE REAL REASON YOU WANT A FENCE IS THAT YOU’RE A CONSPIRACY NUT WHO THINKS WE’RE MERGING WITH CANADA AND MEXICO.”

I might be crazy, but lots of stuff going on in our government doesn’t add up—or, it adds up, but not in a good way. Yes, I believe there is an effort under way by a few well-connected groups to establish something akin to a North American Union. But the difference between me and the black-helicopter crowd is that I don’t believe it’s a conspiracy—I think it’s happening right out in the open and it’s all being championed by profit-minded global corporations.

If you are interested in the names of the people and the companies behind this effort you can read the illegal-immigration chapter in An Inconvenient Book—I’ll spare you the details here—but one key point I made is that the idea of a more “cohesive hemisphere” is nonpartisan. Presidents and business leaders from both sides of the aisle are becoming convinced that the economic and security benefits of uniting, like the European Union, outweigh the risks. That doesn’t necessarily mean that “America” goes away—it just means that instead of answering only to our Constitution, we’d be answering to a whole set of additional international laws (as we do now after ratifying an international treaty).

Is President Obama a fan of this idea? Who knows—though his nomination of Harold Koh (an avowed transnationalist who believes that we must respect the “opinions of mankind”) to an important State Department position would lead me to believe that he’s more open to blurring borders than strengthening them. There is also the matter of Obama’s odd, misleading reply to a question about the NAU—which I know is circumstantial evidence (hmm, maybe it could be admissible in a foreign court?) but is suspicious nonetheless.

At a 2008 Town Hall meeting in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, Obama was asked about his relationship to the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), one of the groups that allegedly supports increased globalization and a decreased focus on the sovereignty of individual countries. “I don’t know if

I’m an official member,” Obama responded. “I’ve spoken there before. It’s basically just a forum where a bunch of people talk about foreign policy. There’s no official membership. I don’t have a card or a special handshake or anything like that.” (Audience laughs.)

He went on to discount the idea that a European Union-style entity may be on its way here by saying, “I see no evidence of this actually taking place.”
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THE RESTAURANT INDUSTRY WILL COLLAPSE IF WE ABOLISH ILLEGAL LABOR!

Labor makes up about 30 percent of a restaurant’s operating costs. If illegal labor were eliminated and wages raised to accommodate legal workers, the cost of your meal would likely increase between three to six percent. That means a $100 steak dinner might cost you around $104 instead—hardly enough of an increase to put restaurants out of business.



I have two issues with what he said. First, his hilarious joke about secret handshakes notwithstanding, the CFR most definitely does have an “official membership” list. In fact, the CFR’s own website spends over 1,500 words describing the specific steps that one must take to become a member (“Complete application and submit curriculum vitae,” “Obtain a letter of nomination from an existing member,” “Submit three letters of recommendation,” etc.). In other words, President Obama knows very well whether he’s a member and people deserve an honest answer from him rather than a comedic dismissal.
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[image: Image] Obama claims the CFR is just a little forum for chatting about foreign policy—but listen to the words of David Rockefeller, former CFR chairman of the board and now their honorary chairman:

“Some even believe we are part of a secret cabal working against the best interests of the United States, characterizing my family and me as ‘internationalists’ and of conspiring with others around the world to build a more integrated global political and economic structure—one world, if you will. If that’s the charge, I stand guilty, and I am proud of it.”

Wow—that’s a pretty big vision for a little weekend discussion club, isn’t it?



Second, regardless of whether President Obama is a CFR member, many of his advisors and cabinet members, like George Mitchell (special envoy to the Middle East), Richard Holbrooke (special envoy to Pakistan and Afghanistan), and Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner reportedly are. Even Obama’s wife, Michelle, was reportedly on the board of directors of the Chicago branch of the CFR.

Given those connections, you’d think that the president would be a little more familiar with what the CFR has been working on—most notably their 2005 task force report entitled “Building a North American Community.” (Sample of their findings: “To that end, the Task Force proposes the creation by 2010 of a North American community to enhance security, prosperity, and opportunity . . . Its boundaries will be defined by a common external tariff and an outer security perimeter . . .”)

Of course, none of this means that President Obama supports further integration between the U.S., Mexico, and Canada—but, as I said in An Inconvenient Book, one sure way for him (or any leader) to prove he doesn’t support it is by strongly supporting a double-layered fence along both of our borders, along with crippling fines on businesses that hire illegal workers.



“It’s insulting that the law would call an immigrant a criminal . . . it’s horrible.”

—Actor John Leguizamo. I know what you’re thinking, because it’s the same thing I am: “Who?”
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“GREAT, SO AFTER WE BUILD YOUR PRECIOUS FENCE, THEN WHAT? DO WE DEPORT EVERYONE WHO’S ALREADY HERE? THAT’D BE IMPOSSIBLE!”

The media loves to trot out stories about immigrants living in fear of deportation. For example, an ABC News story from 2008 (innocently titled “Immigration Raids Cripple Small Towns”) contained a section labeled “Immigrant Mother Describes Terror” about a raid at a Mississippi plant. Only once you started to read the article did you find out that the “immigrant” mother was actually an “undocumented Mexican” and that her “terror” came from the fact that federal agents had the audacity to show up at the place where she was working illegally and ask her for proof of her status. Oh, the inhumanity!



[image: Image]

We have a deportation program going known as “ICE Air” that sounds better than any commercial flight I’ve ever taken. At a cost to taxpayers of about $680 per one-way ticket, illegal aliens are flown home and provided with sandwiches, chips, fruit, bottled water, juice, civilian clothing, checked baggage, and a private nurse.

That apparently wasn’t enough for Ismael Martinez, a recent passenger being deported for domestic battery. “People tell you about all the opportunities in the United States, but they don’t reveal the bad things like this, where they treat us like animals,” he said. If Martinez thought that was bad, I wonder what he’d think about flying on Continental.



Latino groups also love to denounce the government’s (usually feeble) attempts at enforcement. After Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano conducted deportation raids in early 2009, some groups complained that they “destroyed families” and “spread terror.” What is rarely mentioned—or quickly glossed over—is that these raids are usually triggered by suspicion of identity theft and it’s that crime that is usually prosecuted. But that angle doesn’t seem as sexy as “Big Bad U.S. Government Terrorizes Helpless Immigrants,” so it’s generally ignored.

I know this will come as a shock to some people, but I’m actually not in favor of destroying families or spreading terror. I think it’s terrible that we could potentially be taking a mother or father away from their children (although, to be fair, it’s not like anyone is requiring that they leave their children behind). That is why I am open to doing something that so many others aren’t: compromising.

I am more than willing to talk about a program for people who want to come out of the shadows, admit they are guilty of a crime, and pay an appropriate penalty. But, and this is where I lose most people, I’m willing to talk about that only after we have secured both borders to my satisfaction. After all, if we learned anything from Ronald Reagan’s amnesty program, it should be that amnesty without security only incentivizes more people to break the law.
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In 2004, word began to get out about President Bush’s plan to offer something-akin-to-amnesty-but-definitely-not-amnesty to illegal aliens. Shortly afterward the border patrol began to ask those they captured why they were trying to get into the country. In some districts as many as 90 percent reported they were coming now in order to be grandfathered in for the amnesty program.

The truth is that “comprehensive” immigration reform should be “comprehensive” only in that it deals with how we will comprehensively shut down the border and turn off the job magnet first. Once that happens, it will be much easier to have a logical discussion about what to do with those who are left (many of whom, at that point, will likely be trying to figure out how to get over the fence and back into Mexico on their own because of the lack of illegal jobs available here).

If that doesn’t work, we can always pack up our stuff and leave this country to the politicians and activists who seem to be so intent on dismantling it.

Besides, I hear Mexico is nice—especially this time of year.
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THE NANNY STATE

Saving You from Yourself, One Right at a Time

IF THERE’S ONE THING that liberals, conservatives, communists, capitalists, vegetarians, teetotalers, pet lovers, bureaucrats, Republicans, and Democrats can all agree on, it’s telling you how you should live your life.

From punitive “sin” taxes and laws dictating your house’s paint color to rules and regulations aimed at smoking, drinking, dancing, eating, washing your car in the driveway, keeping a cat in your store, smiling for your driver’s license, or playing tag, you can rest assured that local, state, and federal governments are more ready, willing, and able than ever to make decisions for you. Laws and taxes are passed in the name of improving community standards, keeping you safe and healthy, maintaining order, spreading morality, or because somebody somewhere complained, died, or had their feelings hurt.

Even if a seemingly trivial ban on the sale of cheap cigars doesn’t affect you directly, eventually one of these mini-tyrannies will. Before you know it you’ll find yourself breaking the law because your pants are too baggy, you didn’t wear a helmet for soccer, you went trick-or-treating when you were 12 or—perish the thought!—you sat on a milk crate.

Where’s all this madness coming from?

Good intentions. A great deal of the plague of the Nanny State stems from the desire of various individuals to make the world a better place for everyone—the proverbial “greater good” argument that progressives so often recite. Of course, “a better place” means different things to different people—and that’s a big part of the problem. Fidel Castro thinks he made Cuba “better” but there are a few folks who might disagree.



[image: Image]LIVE FREE, OR . . .[image: Image]

[image: Image] . . . live in Concord, New Hampshire, where a manicurist received a 30-day suspended sentence for not having a license to give a manicure.

[image: Image] . . . live in Farmers Branch, Texas, where some residents have asked the city to forbid “bold” colors on houses.

[image: Image] . . . live in Washington, where state officials banned washing your car in the driveway.

[image: Image] . . . live in Arizona, where a restaurant was harassed by officials because it allowed patrons to dance.

[image: Image] . . . live in some poor areas of Los Angeles, where fast-food restaurants are off-limits.

[image: Image] . . . live in Belmont, California, where you can no longer smoke in your own apartment.

[image: Image] . . . live in New York City, where officials want corner-store owners to get rid of their cats.

[image: Image] . . . live in Texas, where admitting what a vibrator is for is illegal.

[image: Image] . . . live in Indiana, where you’re not allowed to smile for your driver’s license.

[image: Image] . . . live in Virginia, where some students can no longer play tag.

[image: Image] . . . . live in Philadelphia, where the sale of individual “blunt” cigars is banned.

[image: Image] . . . . live in small-town Louisiana, where baggy, sagging pants are banned.



Nanny State-ism often starts with a universally accepted, noble idea that on its own seems quite hard to argue with. For example: We must stop drunk drivers. They’re a menace. They kill thousands of people a year and put innocent families at risk. So you say, Heck yeah! We need to get rid of drunk drivers.

But how?

In the Nanny State, the answer is “By law, of course!” Using legislation to “solve” an issue at the expense of some of your personal liberty. And laws, as we all know, are always subject to “mission creep.”
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First they came for the cigarettes, and I didn’t speak up because I’m not a smoker.

Then they came for the trans fats and I didn’t speak up because I’m a healthy eater.

Then they came for the foie gras and I didn’t speak up because it’s French.

Then they came for the ice cream and I didn’t speak up because I’m lactose intolerant.

And then they came for the rib eye. And by that time there was no one left to speak up because all of the restaurants were already out of business.



The United States was founded on a few simple principles, life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness being some of my favorites. I’ll leave life and happiness for another time, but for now I want to deal with liberty since that’s something the Nanny State movement isn’t quite able to fully comprehend.

The principle of “liberty” puts each of us in control of making the decisions that will affect our lives, for better or for worse. Thomas Jefferson put it like this:

“It does me no injury for my neighbor to say there are twenty gods or no God. It neither picks my pocket nor breaks my leg.”

In other words, you and I are free to think as we like and do as we like—as long as doing so doesn’t harm anyone else. Live and let live. Simple, right? Not anymore. Not with the State involved.



For Every Action

Nanny State laws aim for “positive impact” but there’s always a catch . . .

[image: Image] Punitive taxes on cigarettes resulted in smuggling and a thriving black market that harmed local, legitimate businesses.

[image: Image] The banning of alcohol from legitimate sources meant criminals like Al Capone made millions and millions from the bootlegging and sale of it during Prohibition.

[image: Image] The number of DUIs increased after smoking was banned in bars because smokers drove to jurisdictions that did not have smoking ordinances.

[image: Image] Food-handling legislation in Indiana effectively rendered the average potluck dinner illegal.

[image: Image] A law punishing legislators for passing stupid laws resulted in better politicians being elected. (Just kidding, that’ll never happen.)



Back to drunk driving. The Nanny State approach is to use the police department to set up roadblocks and spot-checks (which, as a fun side benefit, helps to concentrate law enforcement personnel in one area, thereby creating traffic jams and penalizing innocent people who are merely trying to get home from work). Then, the ideas become more intrusive and inane: banning the sale of cold beer, banning the sale of fruity adult drinks, dictating the exact composition of a martini, watering down beer, making establishments and their workers liable for your getting drunk, demanding “Happy Hour” be renamed and, the Grand Prize: requiring ignition-locking breathalyzers in all cars—an idea promoted by Nanny Statist New York assemblyman Felix Ortiz.

[image: Image]

Some hospitals collected DNA samples from newborns so they could be screened for genetic predispositions to diseases. Sounds like a good idea . . . until mission creep kicked in and suddenly the government was saying, “Hey, why don’t we hold on to those samples for . . . like, forever?”

Does it matter if you don’t drink at all or that you’d never, ever consider driving under the influence? Nope. It’ll be a round of breathalyzers for everyone.

Unrelated A.D.D Moment: I wonder if scientists will ever discover a gene that makes people prone to revolutionary thought. If so, I wonder if that will show up in DNA samples. And, if so, I wonder if those babies will ever live life outside a prison cell?
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Completely unrelated A.D.D. Moment:

I should call Steven Spielberg and tell him I have the premise for Minority Report II.



Now, if you make the really, really terrible decision to get liquored up and hit the road, you deserve to be severely punished. Choosing to call a friend or a cab is your personal responsibility, and, until recently, each of us used to be personally responsible for it. But not anymore. Now the government, assisted by a wide assortment of legislation-happy enablers, has decided that it knows what’s best for you.

And that’s the problem: In their effort to make the world better, Nannies enact nuisance laws that undermine our liberty, punish everyone equally—and make our world worse.

Candy Lightner founded Mothers Against Drunk Driving in 1980 after her daughter was killed by a drunk driver, but she ended up leaving her own organization. Why? Mission creep. Here’s what she said:

“[MADD has] become far more neo-prohibitionist than I had ever wanted or envisioned . . . I didn’t start MADD to deal with alcohol. I started MADD to deal with the issue of drunk driving.”
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Here’s a good illustration of the way most well-intentioned Nanny State ideas progress. MADD started out by bringing awareness about drunk driving to the masses and, from 1982 to 1992, the results were spectacular. Since then, despite increasingly draconian proposals that are taking away freedoms from law-abiding Americans, progress has been dismal.

Nanny State programs are a lot like weight loss—you can drop a lot of pounds quickly by doing some basic, commonsense things, but soon you hit a plateau where every successive pound becomes harder to lose, and you end up doing increasingly crazy things to eke out small wins. No one is saying that MADD doesn’t serve a great purpose—but there does come a point where the benefit to society no longer justifies the ever-increasing costs.
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She started an organization for a noble purpose but was incapable of stopping it from expanding its mission far beyond her intentions. As MADD transitioned from fighting drunk driving to more of a zero-tolerance stance on alcohol, she became disenchanted.

MADD is now one of the staunchest supporters of ignition-interlock (aka Prohignition) legislation in the country. They’ve helped pass laws requiring installation of the technology in the cars of first-time DUI offenders—but that was just the beginning. An article in USA Today said the group doesn’t currently support installing the technology in all cars. Not because they don’t agree with the concept, but because they don’t believe in the technology. Yet. In other words, baby steps.
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Here’s something that Nanny Staters don’t like to talk about: The largest percentage of vehicular deaths related to alcohol are from repeat offenders. Therefore, the commonsense solution is that you lose your license after a second DUI. Forever. Problem solved.

Deter bad behavior by targeting every offender, not every person. But ideas like ignition-interlock reverse that. They target everyone with the hope of catching the proverbial drunk needle in the haystack.

Drunk drivers? Let’s make cars more expensive and force everyone to blow into their dashboard to go to the bank.

Millions of law-abiding citizens wind up penalized for the irresponsibility of a relative few. And, of course, the tiny percentage of repeat offenders the technology is actually meant for will find a way to get around it anyway.

[image: Image]

Nanny State legislation unrealistically assumes that 100 percent of human behavior can be corrected. Even in a scary totalitarian state like China, a place that has over 60 crimes punishable by death, you will still find people who will break the law. Why is that? If their uncon-tested, all-powerful government can create any law they want to outlaw any behavior they deem undesirable, then why does China have a need for prisons or their terrifying mobile execution vans?

[image: Image] Never underestimate an alcoholic’s resourcefulness. Believe me, I know. One man with the interlock installed on his car simply rented a car that didn’t have it. Another repeat offender figured out that the best way around it was to use a balloon filled with (someone else’s) alcohol-free breath.

The answer is simple: No matter what we do, no matter what laws we enact or what creative punishments we invent, there will always be people who will make bad decisions. It’s human nature, but, more important, it’s the price we pay for liberty.

What’s truly alarming is that as those liberties are quietly being chipped away at by federal laws, overzealous city councils, school boards, lobbyists, activist groups, and power-hungry politicians, we do nothing about it. We shrug our shoulders as officials frighten us with scary (often manipulated) statistics and we applaud draconian legislation because we’re told it saves lives, protects the children, keeps other people from being annoyed, or any of the myriad excuses the Nanny Staters give. They’ve learned that it’s easier to slowly whittle down your rights rather than seize them en masse—which tends to cause people to notice.

Nannies are truly a bipartisan, eclectic, cross-cultural group. From the pale-faced vegans of PETA working to keep live lobsters out of supermarkets, to the God-fearing folks of Alabama who can’t stay out of your bedroom, to concerned college administrators devising Orwellian speech-and-conduct codes for students, and bored bureaucrats who simply need to justify their paychecks—it’s nearly impossible to pick a Nanny Stater out of a lineup.
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Of course, they do all have one thing in common: They’re all idiots. Here’s what you might face if you ever have the opportunity to argue with one of them . . .

“LOTS OF PEOPLE NEED GUIDANCE IN THEIR LIVES AND THAT’S WHAT THESE LAWS OFFER.”

So let me get this straight . . . The government can’t efficiently run the post office, the school system, or the DMV. It can’t police our borders properly, it failed to prevent the S&L crisis, 9/11, the dot-com bubble, the housing collapse, and the credit crisis. Its IRS created a fully incomprehensible 78,000-page tax code and its Congress writes bills so long that no one has time to read them—but I should still trust it to make personal decisions for me against my will?

I think I’ll pass.

The fatty-fat-fatsos of America are a good example of how this works in practice. We can all agree that, in most cases, saying “It’s glandular!” just doesn’t cut it anymore. Obesity is, by and large, caused by someone making bad decisions like eating too many unhealthy foods, sucking down sodas, and using their Nintendo Wii for exercise.

But the government ignores those commonsense explanations and instead assumes that you’re a moron. They believe that you must have no idea that a 64-ounce fountain soda contains an unhealthy amount of sugar or that a Hardee’s Monster Thickburger with bacon, cheese, burger patty, more bacon, more cheese, another patty, more cheese, more bacon and mayonnaise isn’t healthy. And you can’t possibly be expected to instinctively know that coffee is hot or that a venti-triple-caffmega-lard-mocha-choco-rama has lots of calories.

[image: Image] Kudos to David Harsanyi’s great book Nanny State for letting us know that the Hardees Monster Thickburger not only exists, but has . . .

1420 calories, 108g fat, 43g saturated fat, 230mg cholesterol, 2770mg sodium, 46g carbohydrates and 100 percent deliciousness.

After unilaterally deciding that you’re an idiot, the government then decides that it must act to protect you from yourself. The result is warning labels, calorie counts, bans on advertising, purging chips and soda from schools, restrictions on portion sizes, sin taxes, suspending honor students who dare bring candy to school—you name it. Of course, the easiest and least intrusive thing to do would be to simply say: Hey, buddy, if you eat too much junk food, you’ll get fat—but the very first thing the Nanny State ever outlawed was common sense.

[image: Image] I’ve been turning more and more libertarian lately and that side of me would really like to know why people can’t just get as fat as they want. Sure, it may not be good for you, and, yes, I don’t want to see you in a Speedo on the beach, but it is still YOUR life, isn’t it?

Look, if you decide that 45 great years eating nothing but pizza and ice cream, watching movies, and making fun of joggers is better than 85 mediocre years eating salads on the treadmill, who am I to second-guess you? Like Thomas Jefferson said, it neither picks my pocket nor breaks my leg . . . though I will grant you that Jefferson didn’t have to deal with the Speedo thing. Or the weight limits on elevators. Or the middle seat on an airplane. Or TLC documentaries with names like The Half-Ton Man.

But, most importantly, Jefferson didn’t have to deal with the imminent adoption of government-run health care. Nowadays, when your irresponsibility means your fat has grown into the fabric of your couch, resulting in emergency crews having to knock down your wall, load you on a flatbed, and get you to a hospital to staple your stomach at taxpayer expense—guess who pays? We all do. And that picks my pocket . . . and makes me want to break your leg.

[image: Image]

Our Founding Fathers never intended for government to start micro-managing our lives. That’s why the Constitution is a four-page document that primarily lays out what the government can’t do to individuals, rather than what it can do. But Nanny Staters act as though it’s the complete opposite by trying to get legislation passed that prohibits individual rights instead while expanding governmental authority.



[image: Image]



[image: Image]



“OKAY, BUT YOU HAVE TO ADMIT THAT WE HAVE A RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT OUR CHILDREN.”

You’re right, we do have that responsibility—but most Nanny State laws aimed at protecting our children do a lousy job of it. We have children who can’t play tag or dodgeball for fear they might get hurt. We have teachers who can’t correct with red ink because it might hurt kids’ feelings. We have soda machines stocked with water because soda might make kids fat. We have spanking bans, playgrounds without slides or swings, and a whole host of other laws eager to protect our children. So our kids are much safer now, right? Of course not. In fact, it’s just the opposite.

Psychologists have been telling us that our over-protected, over-coddled children are unprepared to deal with the realities of life because they’ve never experienced them. They are more prone to feeling angry and confused when faced with problems because they’ve never failed. They’re technically “safer” from bruises and scrapes than any generation in history, but they’re also more likely to be anxious and unhappy.

NAME THAT FOUNDING FATHER!

Name the founding father who said:

“Though liberty is a blessing, it must be managed closely, for only the collective can truly know what is best for the individual.”

Answer: Seriously? You actually thought a Founding Father said that? Time to reread the Constitution.

30 Years of Progress?

[image: Image]



It seems as though we love our kids so much that we’re protecting them to death. Remember: Bad things happen all the time—and we learn from them . . . or at least we would if we were allowed to.

[image: Image] One of the most frequent questions when it comes to people’s faith is: Why do bad things happen to good people? Well, the simple answer is because our Creator isn’t a Nanny. I believe that our Creator allows violence, death, and destruction to happen because He knows that the implications of stopping those things are far worse. I only wish the State would heed His advice. Unfortunately, most of our politicians believe they’re smarter than He is.

“I DON’T HAVE A PROBLEM WITH A LAW IF IT CONTRIBUTES TO THE GREATER GOOD.”

Oh, well, if it’s for the greater good then by all means, seize my freedom and strip me of my rights! Big round of applause for The Greater Good, everybody—it’ll be here all week, tip your waiters!

The truth is that there are lots of things we could do for the greater good . . . but we don’t. Sterilizing Paris Hilton before she has a chance to make babies with some goateed moron in a wool hat would definitely be for the greater good. Stopping young kids from playing violent video games so they would instead read a book would be for the greater good. Forcing you to eat broccoli with every meal would be for the greater good. Ceding control of Berkeley, California, to Europe would be for the greater good.



News headlines that compelled us to take (pointless) action.[image: Image]

“400,000 die from obesity every year!”

Actually, no. The 400,000 included those who may have been fat,
 but died of other diseases. Like old age. Actual toll: 25,000.

“Saccharin causes cancer!”

Yes: If you’re a male rat that is force-fed pounds of it, beware.

“MSG causes headaches!”

No study was ever able to back that up, but the damage was done nonetheless.

“Baby bath seats can lead to drowning!”

If you are stupid enough to leave a child unattended in a
 tub full of water, then yes, lots of bad things could happen.





But we don’t do any of that because, among other things, they would all result in a severe violation of our rights as American citizens. Like it or not, Paris Hilton has the right to reproduce, no matter how awful the concept. You have the right to let your kid play Grand Theft Auto IV instead of improving their brain. You have a right to eat all the good stuff and leave the broccoli untouched. And, unfortunately, the people of Berkeley have a right to be American (or anti-American) citizens.

A lot of Nanny State legislation that stems from the “greater good” argument relies on scary statistics. Remember saccharin? A laboratory test conducted in 1977 tied the artificial sweetener to bladder cancer in rats. People freaked out. Politicians demanded action. Labels were made. Warnings were given. Saccharin was maligned.

But there was just one small problem: The test was conducted on rats under conditions that no human would ever experience unless they drank 800 diet sodas . . . a day. A day. Not even I could pull that off—and I love my fake sugar.

As always, unwarranted hysteria was quickly followed by unnecessary laws. If it’s not saccharin, it’s trans fats, bacon, milk, salt, nonpasteurized cheese, red wine, Tylenol, or eggs. Different day, different boogeyman, same predictable reaction.

[image: Image]

[image: Image] Did you know there’s a silent killer in your house that claims the lives of around 75 children a year? Terrible, I know. We need to do something about it for the greater good. We need legislation. That’s why I’m proposing we immediately eliminate all bathtubs. They’re far more dangerous than saccharin. Or lawn darts.

The Prohibition Amendment was a progressive reform, passed by the teetotalers—for, of course, the greater good. After all, alcohol was a vice. People got drunk and did bad things. Some even ruined their lives—a concept that, as a recovering alcoholic, I can definitely relate to. Banning it would be for the greater good, right?

Right?

The problem—and you’ll find this happens a lot with idealistic Nanny State legislation—is that the 18th Amendment ignored one very important fact: Lots of people liked alcohol. Yeah, it’s true! And lots of other people REALLY liked alcohol. They still do! In fact, December 5, 2008, was the 75th anniversary of “Repeal Day” and it was widely celebrated by bar owners and patrons alike. You can be pretty sure a law was bad when, three-quarters of a century later, people are still toasting its demise.

The progressives’ attempt at prohibition failed. Instead of creating a sober utopia where everything was sunshine and lollipops, it drove the entire industry, along with all of its customers, underground. Legitimate businesses closed or became speakeasies. Legitimate, licensed breweries and distilleries closed and gave way to fly-by-night bathtub-hooch operations that weren’t subject to any kind of regulation. In one Prohibition year in Philadelphia at least 875 people died from alcohol-related incidents—mostly connected to bad moonshine. Over 4,100 died nationwide in 1925! And all the alcohol-related tax revenue that the government used to collect? Much of it went straight into the pockets of tax-evading organized criminals like Al Capone, as well as countless opportunists, entrepreneurs, and bootleggers—possibly including Joseph Kennedy, Sr. (whose resulting political dynasty still plagues us today).

The 18th Amendment banned alcohol right on the heels of the 16th Amendment, which gave us the federal income tax. Talk about bad timing. [image: Image]

During the nearly 14 years of Prohibition, people who wanted to drink still did so, but legitimate business owners suffered. Organized crime flourished and the murder rate in large cities increased nearly 80 percent.

But at least it was all for the greater good.

[image: Image]



“FINE. BUT I STILL THINK IT’S GOOD TO DISCOURAGE BAD HABITS WITH PUNITIVE TAXES.”

Ahhhh, there’s nothing like the good old government stepping in to punish you financially for something you like to do. Nannies cannot comprehend that people who drink like to drink and people who smoke like to smoke—that’s why they spend so much of their money buying cigarettes. You can run all the commercials you want showing people talking through a hole in their trachea or doctors scraping goo out of diseased aortas—people are still going to buy their smokes.

In New York City, cigarettes are now in the vicinity of $10–$11 a pack. Is that because they’re shipped to New York in private jets and limousines? Are they wrapped in velvet and gold foil? Does every pack come with a small, nearly flawless diamond?

No. It’s because every pack comes with something else: a whopping $2.00 in punitive taxes. Wait, did I say $2.00? I meant $3.25. No, sorry, I meant $4.00. Actually, hang on, I was wrong—it’s still going higher and now President Obama has even tacked on his own tax.

But people keep smoking anyway.

When the price of a pack of cigarettes is astronomical compared to the average price across the U.S., something crazy happens: Smokers buy their cigarettes from somewhere cheaper. In 2007, one in three cigarettes sold in New York had been illegally channeled, without tax, through New York’s Indian reservations. That’s at least $1 billion in lost state tax revenue. Bootleggers and online vendors have pulled in another $500 million.

[image: Image]


[image: Image] THE LAW OF UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES . . . [image: Image]

The skyrocketing price of cigarettes turned 19-year-old Cody Knox into a bootlegger and entrepreneur. Unfortunately, his start-up venture went prematurely bust when Knox was stabbed to death on the streets of Brooklyn. Turns out he’d tried to lower the price of his smokes in an effort to attract new customers, something that his rival bootleggers didn’t appreciate.



All of that spells really bad news for the struggling guy running the legitimate corner convenience store. One told The New York Times that his cigarette sales were down 75 percent. “In two or three months, you won’t see me here,” he said. “I should never have gotten into this business.” Another said that, if not for the lottery, he’d have no morning traffic at all.

Black markets mean that local and state budgets lose out as well. And here’s another bonus: At least three individuals accused of funding terrorists overseas got their funds from trafficking bootleg cigarettes here in the good ol’ U.S. of A. Way to go, helpful government bureaucrats!

“FINE, LET PEOPLE SMOKE THEMSELVES TO DEATH, BUT KEEP THEM AWAY FROM MY DINNER BECAUSE SECOND-HAND SMOKE KILLS! *HACK * COUGH * SPUTTER*”

Don’t get me wrong, I hate cigarettes. Nasty, stinky, smelly habit. But think about this logically for a moment. If I’m a smoker who owns a restaurant, and I want my patrons to be able to enjoy a smoke as well, I’m out of luck in most places.

Why do people who’ll probably never set foot in my establishment get to tell me how to run my business? After all, I’m a businessman who is putting my own time and money on the line in the hope of making a profit by accommodating my customers. If people aren’t coming to my restaurant, then let me make the decision to toss out the ashtrays. Or to hire mimes. Or to put an inflatable-balloon ad on my roof (except in Houston, where that’s banned). If I’m a bad businessman and I ignore the demands of my customers and refuse to innovate, then I deserve to go out of business, or at least to get a nice interest rate on a loan from the federal government.

[image: Image]

Smoking bans must present a terrible quandary for the government. On one hand they would love to ban all smoking because it’s evil and bad for you, but on the other hand they make a ton of money from taxes and lobbyists. I really feel for them.



Attention, Morons!

Things you would never have known if not for the Nanny Staters.

[image: Image] There are 490 calories in a Starbucks snowman cookie.

[image: Image] Smoking is not good for you.

[image: Image] You should not leave your infant child alone in a bathtub.

[image: Image] You should not use a hair dryer in the bathtub.

[image: Image] You should not use a hair dryer on an infant child in a bathtub.

[image: Image] Coffee is hot.

[image: Image] You should not iron a plastic shower curtain.

[image: Image] You should not put a toilet brush in your mouth.

[image: Image] You should remove your child before folding up the stroller.

[image: Image] You should not touch a chainsaw blade if it’s moving.





Our finger-wagging politicians could learn a thing or two from the Strawberry Street Café in Richmond, Virginia. They didn’t get rid of their smoking section because meddling Nanny Staters told them to. They got rid of it because a poll of customers and staff revealed that over 70 percent of them wanted a smoke-free establishment. Many cited health concerns, but at least one waiter said the motivation was financial: the smoking section was never busy.

That’s exactly how it should work. If the poll had gone the other way, there’s no reason a bitter Nanny State complainocrat should deny them the right to be an all-smoking, all-cigar, all–Barry Manilow, all-the-time dining establishment. There are plenty of other places for the nonsmoking crowd to go. As the restaurant’s owner told a reporter, “We did what was right for us at Strawberry Street Café. No one wants government in their business.” Amen to that.

[image: Image]



“BUT I DON’T WANT TO FOOT THE MEDICAL BILLS FOR SOME LOSER WHO SMOKES AND GETS LUNG CANCER!”

Okay, what about AIDS, then? It costs us a fortune and transmission would cease almost entirely if people abstained from sex. No more sex allowed!

Obesity costs us $93 billion a year. Fat people take more sick days off from work, weigh down their cars (which uses more gasoline), and many wind up with diabetes or heart disease. Let’s ban fast food and sofas and require gym attendance.

Wait a second! Cars result in a tremendous number of accidents . . . I don’t want to pay for them either. Let’s ban cars!

But there is good news. Kind of. A study showed that by living longer, healthy people can accumulate more health-care costs over their life spans than a smoker. In other words, healthy people are a drain on our health-care system! Ban the healthy!

“GAMBLING LAWS ARE DIFFERENT—THEY LOOK OUT FOR THE FAMILIES OF PEOPLE WITH REAL PROBLEMS.”

The big government Nanny Staters are always looking out for our own good—unless it’s in their own best interest. Let’s look to the Live Free or Die state of New Hampshire for an example. It’s the only state left in the Union that has the common sense to let drivers exercise their common sense by deciding whether or not to buckle up. A round of applause for that—but don’t clap for too long because, sadly, even New Hampshire isn’t immune from Nanny State–itis.

Two New Hampshire men found themselves facing felony charges and jail time because they operated video poker machines at their local VFW post. The outraged authorities made sure to point out that these terrible men and their evil machines were guilty of helping irresponsible people divert money away from their loving families.

Fair enough, gambling can do that.

But the kicker here is that the state doesn’t have a problem with gambling so long as they are involved in it. The same people who took the moral high ground on video poker are able to find the low ground when it comes to games like Megabucks, Powerball, Hot Lotto, Pick 3, Pick 4, Weekly Grand, Paycheck, and a variety of scratch tickets that range from $1 to $30 a pop. And they don’t mind dog racing, horse racing, or casino ships either. In fact, gambling seems to be fine so long as the state gets its slice of the action.

[image: Image]



I guess that Nanny State laws aren’t always meant to ban vices, sometimes they’re also meant to protect the state’s monopoly on them.

“SO YOU’RE AGAINST SEAT-BELT LAWS, TOO? THEY SAVE LIVES!”

Actually, seat-belt laws haven’t saved anyone’s life—those who wear seat belts save their own lives. You simply can’t legislate personal responsibility and intelligence. But, just for the sake of argument, let’s assume you’re 100 percent right: seat-belt laws save lives. So what? A 5 mph speed limit would save even more lives, as would staying locked in your house all day. Banning yard work (count me as a supporter), hang-gliding, and swimming pools would save lives as well. But where do we draw the line? At what point do we decide that we want Lady Liberty to wag her finger in our face whenever we opt to do something that can cause ourselves harm?

You should wear a seat belt, they do save lives—but while you could argue that it’s the government’s job to inform you of that, it’s not their job to penalize those who don’t play along—like they did to a Texas mother who was stopped and arrested in front of her children because she was unbuckled. However, it is their job to solve murders, hunt down criminals, and protect the public—all things that get harder to do when you’re cuffing renegade soccer moms.

[image: Image]

Don’t agree with me? Perhaps we need a law that will require you to see things my way.

“OH, COME ON, GLENN. GIVE ME THIS ONE. IT’S JUST A SEAT-BELT LAW.”

Nope, sorry. And here’s why: I mentioned mission creep earlier and the seat-belt law is a great example of it. Originally, it was a “secondary” law, meaning you couldn’t be pulled over specifically for not buckling up, they had to stop you for another reason. But now, some states have made seat-belt laws “primary”—allowing the police to stop you solely for seat-belt infractions.

As I write this, several more states are considering the same thing. Is it because they love you so much it hurts? Not really, it’s because their budgets are in the red. Ohio estimates that pulling drivers over for seat-belt infractions would bring in nearly $27 million in revenue a year.

[image: Image]

Fortunately for Ohio, that $27 million can’t be touched by bankruptcy magnet (and alleged friend of the aliens) Dennis Kucinich.



Speaking of millions of dollars, The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration spent $7.5 million to tell you to “Click It or Ticket” in 2008. And that doesn’t even include what individual states spend every year to “educate” you about seat-belt use. Think about that the next time your school district is forced to cut teachers or deny free treatments at the city hospital.

“YOU REALLY THINK A FEW DUMB LAWS HERE AND THERE IS THAT BIG OF A DEAL?”

On their own these Nanny State laws may seem petty, annoying, ridiculous, or unimportant. Some might even seem tolerable because they address our personal pet peeves (like teenagers who wear pants clearly meant for someone of Barney Frank’s girth). But, when you bundle together these myriad intrusions into our lives, you wind up with Death By a Thousand Paper Cuts.

The Nanny State is poison to a free society, a very dangerous overextension of government that usurps our personal autonomy and undermines a wide variety of freedoms, all the while claiming that doing so is beneficial to us and our fellow citizens.

Every Nanny law chips away at our individual liberty—one of the pillars of strength that make this country great. By conditioning you to look to the State to make even the most mundane decisions, it creates the mind-set that the government is the answer to all problems. That opens the door for the powers-that-be to take further control of your financial affairs, appearance, diet, and virtually every other aspect of your life.

After all, if they’re telling you what to eat or wear, shouldn’t you also trust them to tell you how much money you can earn or how to spend it? Of course not, but when citizens willingly surrender the rights and privileges they don’t care about, they soon realize that it’s too late to stop them from taking the ones they do care about

Remember: First they came for the cigarettes . . .
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OWNING A HOME

Waking Up from the American Dream

IF you want to see the American process of buying and selling a home mangled to the point of looking like a bloody victim in The Texas Chainsaw Massacre, then you’ve come to the right place.

When it comes to housing, I am the idiot.

For my entire life, I have lived in a world where home ownership was the only acceptable ideal. When I rented, I felt like I had failed. I felt truly successful only when I “owned.”

[image: Image]

Looking at my mortgage statement, using the word “owned” is as ridiculous as using the word “married” to describe the way I look at Gisele.

While owning a home is still a great idea for many people, I think we’ve all become too sold on seeing the “sold” sign in our front yards. And that includes our government. For years they’ve done everything possible to make it easy for Americans to own a home—all the while never even bothering to figure out whether that was even a worthy cause.

The collapse of the housing bubble has finally made people begin to question many of the pro–home ownership policies that have long been in place. But maybe the discussion shouldn’t be limited to interest rates, tax breaks, or how so many seem to believe that we have the right to own property rather than the right to pursue happiness. Maybe instead we need to take a big step back and reconsider whether home ownership is something that the government should even be involved in. Should the American dream really be defined by signing a piece of paper that “indebts” you to a bank for decades?



That question is one big reason why I’ve started to rethink many of the arguments in favor of home ownership that I’ve always taken for granted (my latest home appraisal is another). After all, maybe it’s because idiots like me relied on conventional wisdom instead of common sense that we now find ourselves on the wrong side of what was quite possibly the largest financial bubble of all time.

“OWNING A HOME IS UNQUESTIONABLY A GREAT INVESTMENT!”

The idea that real estate is a great investment seems to be beyond reproach. It’s the Angus steak of sacred cows. (The Kobe beef of sacred cows comes later in this chapter.)

The thought that our residence doubles as a revenue stream and wealth-builder is a concept that’s handed down from generation to generation. Stories of “I bought that house for $45,000 and sold it for $250,000!” litter our memories and were seemingly reinforced with real-life evidence that came in the form of fancy-looking charts and graphs.
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The one exception would be the recent housing bubble. Looking at that chart, you really get a sense for what an incredibly dramatic and historic event it was.

This graph suggests that you could’ve bought a home at any time in history and sold it at any other time for a profit. Usually a big one.



[image: Image]

But that chart is about as misleading as a Barack Obama budget projection. Why? Because it’s not adjusted for inflation. While our perception of housing prices is one of a smooth slope upward, the truth is that it’s been more like a trail of moguls than a ski jump.

[image: Image]

For those of you who live where it’s always warm, moguls = bumpy skiing. Also, I hate you.

The chart to the left also shows the history of home prices, but this time it’s been adjusted for inflation.

It’s almost sacrilegious myth-busting to suggest that housing prices are actually not on an interminable upward swing, but it’s true. The American saga of real estate is one of a relatively flat history—save for one flash of irrational exuberance over the past few years. The reality is that there have been only two good ways to make real money in the housing market over the past century: time the peaks and valleys perfectly, or buy a house during the Great Depression and sell it afterward.

[image: Image]

If you’re under 100 years old, option two was probably never very practical.

Everyone knows the story of a homeowner who’s been able to time the peaks. I’m one of them. I’m proud to say that I sold my house in 2006—right near the absolute peak of the housing bubble. The problem was that I then had no place to live. So I also bought a house near the absolute peak of the market.

Being the super-savvy financial guru that I am, the new house that I bought was larger and more expensive than the house I sold. But that’s pretty common, right? As we get older, we generally get wealthier and are able to buy bigger houses. But that also locks you into a pattern: if you fail, it’s likely to be on the biggest bet you’ve ever made in your life. Do you really know enough about the real-estate market to play those odds? I now know that I don’t.
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“WELL, AT LEAST I’M NOT THROWING MONEY AWAY ON RENT!”

Many people rationalize their purchase by using that argument, but renters actually spend, on average, about 26 percent less on rent than owners do on their mortgage. At the height of the bubble, the difference was even more remarkable: renters were spending an incredible 66 percent less.

If renters are disciplined enough to save or invest the difference in something safe (like guessing at the hottest upcoming Christmas novelty toy or something), they wind up way ahead of the game, especially in the short term. Plus, owners—unlike renters—have to worry about losing their life savings if they mistime the market. The recent housing bust put millions of homeowners upside down on their mortgages—and caused many people to rethink the supposedly settled science of home ownership.

[image: Image]

I’ll have to ask Al Gore if questioning this settled science makes me a Housi-cost denier.

We also tend to forget that there’s more to the cost of home ownership than meets the eye. About 7 to 10 percent of the cost of buying a home goes to closing costs and other transaction fees. Upkeep on the property ranges from about 2 to 4 percent per year. Property taxes can approach 2 percent of the home’s value each year, and, in states like New York, can exceed 8 percent of the area’s median salary. And don’t forget interest. When you sign on the dotted line for a 7 percent, 30-year mortgage on a $300,000 house, you’ve actually decided that home is worth $718,527.60, because that’s how much you will have paid for it by the time you stop getting monthly nastygrams from your mortgage company.

[image: Image]

Not to mention, you have to mow the lawn, fix the pipes, and shovel the driveway (or pay/threaten neighborhood kids to do it).

“WELL, IF IT’S NOT SUCH A GREAT INVESTMENT THEN WHY ARE HOMEOWNERS MORE FINANCIALLY SOUND THAN RENTERS?”

That is really a question of whether the chicken owned or rented the egg. Yes, it’s undoubtedly true that homeowners are typically in much better financial shape than renters—some estimates have found that their net worths are about 35 times higher—but there are downsides to having so much of your wealth (if you’re lucky) locked up in a home. As the Economist explained, “It sucks up disproportionately large amounts of money, falling foul of the idea that investors should diversify: in America the equity tied up in houses accounts for 45 percent of the net worth of the average householder. And it is illiquid. If you need to raise money, you cannot sell a room or two, whereas you can always sell a few shares.”



But if owning a home isn’t an obvious way to build wealth, then why are owners more wealthy? It’s actually common sense: When people get money they buy houses with it. Homeowners are also twice as likely to be married as renters, meaning that they’re also more likely to be economically stable and/or have two incomes. Plus, homeowners are generally older and have had more time to accumulate wealth than renters.

It’s a boring but happy fact of life in America—the longer you live in our (somewhat) capitalist system, the more likely you are to set aside money to make a major investment that costs several hundred thousand dollars.

Our perception of homeowner stability generally comes from the fact that stable people decide to own homes. They’re not made stable by their purchase.
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Owning a home does help in one major way: If things go well it basically forces people to save. Renting, on the other hand, can be an effective stupidity tax for some people. “Look at all this extra money I have! I should buy lease a BMW!”
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It’s like looking at prisons and wondering why they’re all full of criminals. They’re in prison because they’re criminals.
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“FINE, BUT IT’S NOT ALL ABOUT THE MONEY. HOMEOWNERS ARE FAR MORE INVOLVED IN THEIR COMMUNITIES THAN RENTERS.”

That may be true in some ways, but involvement doesn’t necessarily mean positive involvement. In fact, one of the most common ways that homeowners become “involved” in their communities is by supporting restrictive zoning and environmental laws in their towns and cities.

[image: Image]

Politicians have realized that pushing local initiatives with “green” or “clean” in the title is a nice way to give them something to do, plenty of money to do it, and a fancy photo-op to boot. So-called open space laws are virtually guaranteed to pass when voted on in local elections, but there’s a major downside that you won’t hear in the congratulatory speeches: they create housing shortages that artificially increase prices.
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One thing I’ve learned over the last couple of years: artificially increasing home values . . . bad.

For example, Houston, which has no zoning restrictions at all, also has among the most affordable housing of any major city in America. Only a few cities (all of which are much smaller than Houston) are able to beat its $700 a month average mortgage payment. That’s 25 percent less than Detroit, 44 percent less than Philadelphia, 48 percent less than Barack Obama’s Chicago, and, if you’re moving from Nancy Pelosi’s San Fran-cisco—you’ve just saved yourself 82 percent.

Because Houston generally avoided the artificial bubble, the city was better shielded from the very real collapse all too familiar to other communities across the country. Their economy was resilient because it was built on a foundation that is relatively free of regulation and government interference. After all, strict zoning laws that stop businesses from building near your neighborhood also restrict those businesses and jobs from building in your city, hurting the local economy and driving up the price of property ownership.
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Yes, there are some areas of Houston that would even make the inventor of strip malls contemplate suicide, but there are also plenty of quiet areas with gorgeous housing and scenic landscapes. Instead of overreaching and broad zoning laws, Houston communities use deed restrictions to keep neighborhoods sensible without massive economic intervention.
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The result of Houston’s freedom is clear! People are voting with their feet and moving to Texas at about twice the rate as heavily regulated states like California. Texas created more new jobs in 2008 than every other state in the country . . . combined. And, as the housing crisis was kicking in during 2006 and 2007, Houston had the largest population increase in the entire country. It could be that people suddenly became infatuated with the Astros, but somehow I doubt it.

“OKAY, BUT HOMEOWNERS ARE HAPPIER AND LEAD MORE SATISFYING PERSONAL LIVES.”

Research shows that this perception is essentially a myth. When you figure in basic things like household income, housing quality, and health, the difference between renters and owners in perceived happiness mostly disappears. Where there is a small difference, it seems to usually favor the renter.

For example, homeowners spend more time cleaning and doing household chores and less time participating in “active leisure” than their renting counterparts. As a guy who bought a “quaint-fixer-upper” that wound up taking more of my time than working, sleeping, and raising two daughters combined, I’m particularly sensitive to the amount of work a home can require. I’m also particularly receptive to considering arson to erase such work.
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Glenn Beck Rule 892: If it’s “active” it ain’t “leisure.”



But it’s not just pure self-inflicted laziness that costs homeowners happiness—owners also spend less time with their families, partly because they spend more time commuting. While it personally benefits me to have you in your car with your radio on as much as possible, you’d probably rather spend time with your family instead of listening to me whine about Woodrow Wilson for another hour. But, because that beautiful house you bought is 27 miles away from your office, you’re stuck with me instead.

While the sum of this research doesn’t make me want to title my next book Rent Your Way to Happiness, it’s far from the runaway win for homeowners that most of us would expect.

[image: Image]



“BUT OWNING A HOME IS WHAT AMERICAN FAMILIES HAVE ASPIRED TO FOR GENERATIONS.”

I’m not trying to say that home ownership is a horrible idea. It works for many people. But the perception that owning is always the best option for everyone is simply a relic from the past. It was created when our grandparents lived in the same town for 50 years, worked at the same job for 30 years, and stayed married for longer than six months.

These days over 20 million Americans change jobs every year and the typical worker changes jobs about ten times before age 40. We move from town to town, state to state, and, increasingly, from country to country. Estimates show that the average person now moves about 12 times in his or her life. Unless you’re planning on living to 360 years old, how does a 30-year mortgage fit into that lifestyle?

[image: Image]

Given how much we all move around, buying a home with a 30-year mortgage is akin to buying a new car with a five-year loan and selling it after 10 months, only to buy another car with another five-year loan. Of course, the difference is that we expect auto values to constantly fall, unlike home values, which we expect to constantly rise. Just ask one of the Lehman Brothers how infallible that plan is.

The truth is that a home may be where the heart is, but it’s also where the rest of your body is stuck. Owning a home can put you in a position where the local economy dictates your personal economy. For example, think about “Allentown.” Not the real Allentown in Lehigh County, Pennsylvania, that has had almost exactly the same unemployment rate as the rest of the country for the last 20 years. I mean, Billy Joel’s “Allentown,” that miserable place where they’ve taken all the coal from the ground, and all the union people crawled awaaaayaaayyyaaayyyyaaayaaaayayayay.

[image: Image]

Union people crawled away? Doesn’t sound that bad.

You see, when you’re living there in Allentown, and they’re closing all the factories down, the appropriate response is not to start killing time, filling out forms, and standing in line. Instead, it’s a much better idea to pack up and move to Orlando. Or some other place where jobs are available.



[image: Image]

If you’ve ever sung “it’s getting very hard to staaaaayaaayyyaaayyyyaaayaaaayayayay” about your town—it’s time to stop staying.



But, when you own a home, that decision isn’t really yours. It depends on convincing someone you don’t know that the town you want to leave is a place they want to live. Then, they have to want it bad enough to buy your house at a price that doesn’t put you tens of thousands of dollars in the hole.

There’s no better way to understand this than to attempt a career in radio. It is a business for pseudopsychotic antisocial nomads (and I’m proud to be a part of it). Think about the radio stations you listen to in your hometown. If you like news/talk, there are probably a maximum of three stations that you can listen to. That means if you’re a guy who makes a living by doing mornings on a news/talk station, there are about three possible jobs in the entire city that you want. In radio, your only chance to continue doing what you love is to uproot your family and move to an unfamiliar city halfway across the country.

So that’s exactly what I did. In my career I’ve worked in Seattle, Houston, Tampa, Louisville, Corpus Christi, New Haven, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, New York City, Provo, Baltimore, Phoenix, Dayton, Mount Vernon, Puyallup, and yes . . . Walla Walla, Washington.

[image: Image]

In my chosen profession, moving around is normal (if you can use that word when talking about radio). But, in most other (sane) careers, people tend to see their current community as their sole source of opportunity. For a very basic illustration, let’s go back to Allentown and assume you’re a nurse who lives there and is looking for a job. As I write this, Monster.com lists 28 recently posted openings for nurses within 30 miles. But if you open up your job search nationwide, you find 2,926 openings. My calculator tells me that’s 104.5 times more opportunities. It’s not the nineteenth century, where it would take you three years to go state to state in a wagon train. If your dream job doesn’t exist in your own backyard—move your backyard.

[image: Image]

You may need to weigh your job opportunities against your carbon-dioxide emissions and the harm you’ll be doing to the environment. Plus, if you make more money you’ll consume more, which means more waste and greenhouse gases. In other words, if you move for a better job you’re pretty much the BTK of the earth.

You might think you’re abandoning your community by leaving your hometown, but you very well might be helping your country by making the economy more efficient. You are the supply. The supply needs to be where the demand is. But if you own a home, you limit your mobility. It could take months or years for a homeowner to up and leave, whereas, for a renter, it could take a day. That difference can be seen clearly in the statistics. As the housing crisis kicked in and the market became less forgiving, the number of Americans changing residences dropped to levels not seen since 1962, when the country had 120 million fewer people in it.



It’s not just schlubs like me who have these theories. British economist Andrew Oswald found that a rise in the level of home ownership was associated with a rise in the level of unemployment. He found that when one category was high, the other usually was as well. Spain had the highest rate among industrialized nations in both unemployment and home ownership; Switzerland had the lowest rate in both.

Oswald found that not only does home ownership contribute to joblessness, it makes workers take jobs that aren’t great fits for their skill sets because they base their employment decisions on where they live rather than what they do best. Sure, there are a lot of reasons other than employment to stay in a certain area (like easy access to a Sonic), but it’s important to recognize what you may be giving up by staying put.

“FINE, BUT THE FACT THAT HOME OWNERSHIP ISN’T PERFECT DOESN’T MEAN THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD STOP SUPPORTING AND ENCOURAGING IT.”

For decades, under both Republicans and Democrats, Washington has tried to encourage the belief that home ownership is the only way to go. Millions of Americans, including me, bought into it. We all took pride in the rise in home ownership rates, even while we crinkled our noses a bit when we considered the aftereffects. It made us feel good . . . and the government knew it. That’s why tax advantages, low-interest-rate loans, perks for first-time buyers, and other benefits were offered to anyone who would take them. And while it’s still the home buyer’s name on the contracts, these pathways to home ownership were presented by the government and mortgage companies as no-lose propositions. A chance to be part of the party. And most of us lapped it up.

[image: Image]

But while our government celebrated itself as the savior of the poor, who do you think is really hurt when things go bad? People with money in the bank and stable employment are not the ones who get foreclosed on. The fact that I made the biggest purchase of my life at the absolute peak of the market might tell you a little about my intelligence, but as long as I keep my job(s), I should still be able to make my mortgage payments. It’s those who just barely cleared the line, those who were artificially put into homes they couldn’t afford by government policies designed to entice them to do so, who are first in line to really get burned. We’re taking good, responsible citizens who would likely be good, responsible renters and turning them into homeowners-in-default, left to hope for massive government intervention to save them from bankruptcy.

U.S. Home Ownership 1965-2008
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The policies might have felt good at the time—like we were somehow doing the world a favor by ignoring income, credit, and stability—but, in the end, is the collapse of an economy worth that temporary warm feeling? Is the heroin high worth the heroin hangover?

[image: Image]

On the other hand, the 6,000-calorie German chocolate cake was DEFINITELY worth the inevitable pointing and laughing at my love handles. (My wife, Tania, is prohibited from commenting on the previous sentence.)

[image: Image]



“OH SURE, YOU HATE GOVERNMENT BENEFITS FOR THE POOR, BUT WHAT ABOUT THE MORTGAGE INTEREST DEDUCTION? I BET YOU LOVE THAT BECAUSE IT HELPS YOU.”

Ahhhh, we’ve finally gotten to the Kobe beef of sacred cows: the mortgage interest deduction. I can already feel you getting ready to light this book on fire for my even bringing the topic up.

The deduction, which allows homeowners to deduct their annual mortgage interest on their federal tax returns, certainly has its strong points: The government takes too much of our money; enough of us have problems paying our mortgage as it is; and touching the deduction is political suicide.

As we’ve seen over the past couple of years, owning a home isn’t just about smiling kids playing on the swing set in the backyard, neighborhood barbecues, and pool parties. It’s a huge and sometimes dangerous investment. Should the government really be encouraging it with such massive economic incentives?

[image: Image]

If entitlements are the third rail of politics—the mortgage interest deduction is the giant wall in the middle of the tracks. Any politician who publicly entertains eliminating it will find his or her chance of getting reelected about the same as that of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad becoming prime minister of Israel.

If the deduction really acted as a way for people to keep more of their own money, I might understand it. But that’s not typically what happens. In practice, it just allows people who would already be buying a home to buy more than they normally could have afforded.

Harvard economist Ed Glaeser put it this way: “The bulk of the benefits go to fairly rich people who aren’t particularly close to the margin between owning and not owning. . . . It mainly serves to induce prosperous people to buy bigger homes and pay more for those homes.”

What he didn’t say is that those people must borrow more and more money and become even larger investors in a realestate market they probably don’t understand. Then, once they’re in the house, they have higher utility bills, higher property taxes, and more room to fill with useless junk.
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Where are liberals on this? The mortgage deduction makes billions of tax dollars disappear and is a huge gift to the mortgage and real-estate industries. All those hedge-fund billionaires buy larger and larger properties because those dastardly rich people can get the deduction too. It moves people away from renting, which means they buy houses far away from the cities they work in. That increases urban sprawl and greenhouse gas emissions, which leads to uncontrollable global warming. (You’ll know it’s here when temperatures cool for a decade.)

Our government has seemed to move from tax policy to attempted behavior control. Our laws make it seem more sensible to invest in a home than in almost anything else, but for what benefit? Research suggests that the main positive attribute of a neighborhood with more home -owners than renters is the number of gardens. Flowers are nice, but I’m not sure that deducting 30 years of interest on a six-figure investment is the best way to get more of them. “Give people who plant a garden a subsidy to buy mulch and leave it at that,” said Glaeser.

Am I ready to dissolve the deduction? Not quite. Until the government decides their spending is going to be more responsible than Eliot Spitzer in rural Nevada—they aren’t getting another path to my cash. Making the most untouchable tax break in the world disappear would have to be part of a large-scale tax-reform package.

And not President Obama’s, I mean a good one.

“BUT GLENN, OWNING A HOME WITH A WHITE PICKET FENCE IS THE AMERICAN DREAM.”

My point isn’t that owning a home isn’t the best situation for many, it’s just that it’s not always the best situation for everyone. The unquestionable superiority of home ownership has not only been ingrained into our societal DNA, it’s also been a main priority of government—supported, urged, and pushed by policies at every level.
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But perhaps it’s time to start thinking about what the American dream is really supposed to represent. A full 65 percent of American homeowners say that the “dream” is one of the reasons they purchased their home. But the American dream isn’t about deductions, mortgage rates, or even that racist white picket fence. In fact, it’s safe to say that when our Founders were designing the American dream, a Realtor wasn’t required to achieve it.

The American dream is not about owning a home, it’s about owning your destiny. For many, buying a home is an important step in maximizing their chance at the real American dream, but it’s important to recognize that it’s not the only way.

Perhaps idiots like me will someday finally learn that.
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ECONOMICS 101

Smaller Government, Bigger Wallet

OVER the last eight years, government programs to help the poor have been cut to the bone. At the same time, taxes on the wealthy have been slashed so that mega-yacht owners can drink champagne out of ruby slippers. In fact, life in America has become remarkably simple: If your parents were rich, you will be rich. If they were poor, you are predestined by your DNA to be poor as well.

Welcome to the victimization thesis of America. It is the transcendent new creed of those who think that government is the answer to whatever ails us. It is an ideology that tells us to toss aside our ambitions, determination, grit, and sweat, and it has swiftly replaced the old code of personal responsibility and merit—a code that took America from a bunch of disgruntled British colonists to the wealthiest country the world has ever known in less than two hundred years.

The victimization thesis says that, whatever our personal failures, shortcomings, and weaknesses, our troubles are caused by anyone and everyone except ourselves. It’s not that people don’t want to succeed; it’s that they can’t succeed. The deck is always stacked against us—and if you’re poor or black or short or old or handicapped or female or gay or uncoordinated, then don’t even bother trying.



Fortunately, it’s all a fairy tale. That’s not to say we don’t stumble and fall short of our dreams—we do—but remember, Americans have never been guaranteed happiness, only the pursuit of it. There is no guarantee of equal results, only of a level field upon which the game can be played.

But now our leaders are trying to change the rules of that game. The blinding fast expansion of government is threatening to slam shut the doors of economic opportunity. The $9 trillion increase in our national debt, the $2 trillion in bailouts, the increased taxes on “the rich” (and, eventually, just about everyone who works at least 40 hours a week) are the new glass ceilings on economic advancement. Washington seems to be more preoccupied these days with making rich people poor than with making poor people rich.

Turning around our economic future requires a lot of things, but the first is a change in mind-set. Big-government, eat-the-rich policies may sound good in campaign commercials and sound bites, but history has proven that they always lead to the same disastrous place: a government that collapses under its own weight. If you learn that history and understand the signs to watch for, then you’ll also know exactly what to say the next time you hear someone make an idiotic argument, like:

“THE RICH HAVE HAD IT TOO GOOD FOR TOO LONG, IT’S TIME FOR THEM TO PAY THEIR FAIR SHARE.”

If you ask people how much of America’s total tax burden they think is shouldered by the wealthiest one percent, most would likely say it’s less than 10 percent. Some might even believe it’s less than five percent. But they would all be wrong. Very wrong.

In 2006, the most recent year that comprehensive IRS data is available, the richest one percent of Americans paid 39.9 percent of the country’s total income tax bill. The top ten percent of filers paid 71 percent of the tab.

Here’s an even more amazing showstopper that you’ll never hear mentioned by the pro-France crowd: the bottom 50 percent of earners now make 13 percent of the country’s total income yet pay less than three percent of the income taxes.

Pause. Take a deep breath. Now consider that stat again: Those in the top 50 percent pay 97 percent of the income tax.

Who’s Making This Argument?

“By adjusting the top rates and reducing windfalls paid out to some of the wealthiest individuals in the nation, we can help restore a sense of equity and fairness that is critical to the success of our voluntary tax system.”

—Charles Rangel, Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee
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I always love when politicians call our tax system “voluntary,” as though people have a choice whether or not to pay them. Ask Wesley Snipes how voluntary it is to file a 1040.



One reason why that statistic probably sounds so shocking is that it runs counter to everything we read in the popular press or hear from politicians. But that obvious spin on reality should tell you everything you need to know about their agendas.

Many people have probably heard the story that billionaire Warren Buffett likes to tell about how he pays a smaller share of his income in taxes than his secretary, who makes just $60,000 a year. If that’s really the case, then Buffett must be an expert at tax avoidance because the statistics show that the average tax rate (i.e., taxes paid as a share of income) rises steadily as people get wealthier.
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[image: Image] Maybe the part of Buffett’s story we should be focusing on is why the richest man in the world is paying his secretary only $60,000 a year.

In 2005, the effective tax rate on a person in the lowest income group was 4.3 percent. The effective rate for someone in the middle class, like Mr. Buffett’s secretary, was 14.2 percent. And for the super-duper rich, the top .01 percent of all earners, the effective federal tax burden was 31.5 percent. The truth is that our tax system does not favor the wealthy, it penalizes them. As a recent Congressional Budget Office report said, “High-income households have a disproportionate share of comprehensive income and pay a disproportionate share of federal taxes.” Those who argue that we need to have a progressive tax system are simply refusing to acknowledge the reality that we already do.

[image: Image] One reason why Buffett’s effective tax rate is so low (aside from the team of attorneys and accountants he likely has helping him file) is that he likely makes a lot of his money through capital gains, which are taxed at a lower rate than ordinary income. Why is the rate on capital gains lower? Because the government knows that capital investments are proven to create jobs so they want to incentivize more of them. So, sure, Warren, we can get your tax rate a little higher just for the fun of it, but how many middle-class jobs is it worth to you?



NAME THAT OBSCURE POP-CULTURE REFERENCE!

“The difference between tax avoidance and tax evasion is (a) whatever the IRS says; (b) a smart lawyer; (c) ten years in prison; (d) all the above. Being a tax lawyer’s got nothing to do with the law, it’s a game. We teach the rich how to play it so they can stay rich. The IRS keeps changing the rules so we can keep getting rich teaching it. It’s a game.”

Answer: Gene Hackman in The Firm





“SURE, FEDERAL INCOME TAXES ARE PROGRESSIVE, BUT WHAT ABOUT THE PAYROLL TAX? THAT TAX HITS THE POOR HARDEST.”

While it’s true that the distribution of taxes changes once payroll taxes are accounted for, the change is much smaller than most progressives would like you to believe.

The Tax Policy Center, which is run by two liberal think tanks, the Urban Institute and the Brookings Institution, recently studied payroll and income taxes paid by each income group. They found that the richest one percent still pay 27.5 percent of the total tax burden, but the bottom twenty percent pays only 0.4 percent.

One good explanation for the low tax burden on the poorest fifth of Americans is that most of the people in that category (who earn income at a job) get reimbursed for at least a portion of their payroll tax through a tax-back payment called the “earned income tax credit” (EITC). In other words, we already refund taxes back to hard-working families that are struggling to make ends meet, thereby ensuring that the payroll tax, like the income tax, is progressive.
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[image: Image] One of the reasons the EITC has been around so long and generally enjoys bipartisan support is that you can claim it only if you earn money. In other words, it incentivizes people to actually work, unlike so many other antipoverty programs which seem to reward people for not working.

“WELL, OF COURSE THE RICH PAY MOST OF THE TAXES. THEY HAVE ALL OF THE INCOME!”

Not exactly.

It is true that the share of the total income earned by the rich has been rising. The richest one percent now earn about 21 percent of all income, up from about nine percent in 1980. But then—
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“SEE! I KNEW IT . . . THE RICH ARE GETTING RICHER!”

You didn’t let me finish.

Yes, the super-rich now earn a larger share of total income, but every study over the last thirty years that’s tracked real people has found that the rich lose income over time while the poor have large income gains. In other words, the poor don’t stay poor long and the rich don’t stay rich long.

A recent study by the U.S. Treasury Department found that the richest .01 percent of Americans at the time the study began experienced the largest income declines over the following ten years. And those declines were remarkable: an average reduction in median income of 65 percent compared with 24 percent income gains for the average person. Overall, only a quarter of the richy-rich people in the top 1/100th of one percent were still in that group a decade later.

[image: Image] There’s even worse news for the super-rich: this study was done before two major sources of upper-class wealth, real estate and stocks, basically collapsed.

Looking at the other end of the income spectrum, the study revealed that “roughly half of taxpayers who began in the bottom income quintile in 1996 moved up to a higher income group by 2005.”

[image: Image] Reading studies about the rich losing income must be like porn for progressives.

Isn’t that exactly how the economy is supposed to work? Why do people keep trying to make us believe that the system is broken?

[image: Image] When the rich stumble, others are all too willing to take their place. Consider this: Of the 400 wealthiest people on the Forbes 400 list in 1982, only 32 of them are still there today. That means there are 368 newbies on that list . . . and yet we’re supposed to believe the lie that the American dream is dead?

It is true that, because of huge income gains by the very wealthy over the last three decades, the gap between the jet-set crowd and the poor has widened, but even that is not as malicious as it sounds. It’s actually more of a consequence of mathematics than of economics.

Let me explain with an example. Assume there are two twin brothers and the year is 1989. One brother is making $40,000 a year as an electrician and the other earns $100,000 as an executive. Now, fast-forward twenty years to 2009. The wealthier brother is now making $110,000 a year and the electrician is now making $44,000. Both brothers increased their incomes by exactly ten percent, but the difference in salaries has widened from $60,000 to $66,000 a year.



What’s on your iPod, BARACK OBAMA?
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• Take the Money and Run, Steve Miller Band

• Eat the Rich, Aerosmith

• All at Once, Whitney Houston

• Livin’ on a Prayer, Bon Jovi





Given that scenario, the headline from the media would likely be: GAP BETWEEN RICH AND POOR WIDENING! Okay, sure, that’s technically true . . . but does that really tell the whole story? Both brothers increased their incomes at the same rate and, more important, both are now richer than they were twenty years ago.

That is how badly things have been twisted in America. No longer is it good enough for a rising tide to lift all boats, the tide must lift the smaller boats more than the mega-yachts for some people to be happy.
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The truth is that the bottom twenty percent of earners in 1996 saw their incomes rise by an average of 233 percent by 2006. That is a far higher gain than any other income group and it should tell us (if it were ever publicized) that Americans don’t stay poor for long. This is still the land of opportunity!

[image: Image] And for progressives to be happy, the tide has to lift all of the small boats and then turn into a massive tsunami that destroys only the mega-yachts.

Other studies have verified the Treasury’s findings. The Congressional Budget Office confirmed that, from 1994 to 2004, Americans in the bottom twenty percent of income had higher increases in income than any other group. A second study by the Treasury Department found the same thing. It’s amazing but the richer a person is at any given point in time, the smaller their subsequent income gains generally are.
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Why aren’t any of these facts more widely known? Because they’re buried. After all, if people understood that existing policies help the poor get richer, they wouldn’t be able to make the argument for more progressive taxes and massive increases in government power under the guise of “righting the injustices” of our system.



“ALL YOUR STUDIES ARE GREAT, BUT THEY DON’T APPLY TO MINORITIES WHO ARE STILL FALLING BEHIND BECAUSE ‘GEORGE BUSH DOESN’T CARE ABOUT BLACK PEOPLE.’”

Those, of course, are the immortal words of America’s favorite family entertainer, Kanye West. If you don’t know (and really, how could you not?), he’s the super-talented artist behind the hit song “Gold Digger.” C’mon, you know the one, sing along with me . . .

If you ain’t no punk holla we want Prenup—WE WANT PRENUP! Yeah, it’s something that you needs to have, Cause when she leave yo a**, she gonna leave with half.

Reading those lyrics (believe me, they’re going to be in your head all day now), I can’t for the life of me think of one good reason why we wouldn’t turn to Kanye for insightful political commentary—but I bet that even he couldn’t guess which demographic group has made the largest income gains over the past twenty years. (Hint: It wasn’t white, wealthy males.)

[image: Image] While doing media interviews for his new book, Kanye said, “I am a proud non-reader of books.”

It was African-American women.

Their earnings rose 80 percent versus an increase of 40 percent for everyone else. Oh, and the worst-performing group? White men. Sorry, Kanye, back to the baseless-racist-accusation drawing board.

[image: Image]

“GO AHEAD AND DEFEND YOUR PRECIOUS FORMER PRESIDENT ALL YOU WANT BUT IT’S TIME NOW FOR THE RICH TO SACRIFICE SO WE CAN FINALLY HAVE SOME SHARED PROSPERITY.”

Why not just raise the tax rate on the rich who supposedly benefited so much from the economic expansion? After all, they can afford to pay more. If we raise their rates to 40 or 50 percent, how much harm can it really do? The very rich will just have to stock fewer bottles of Dom Pérignon in their wine cellars.
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Sounds like great logic except for one big, inconvenient problem. Before we drench the rich with taxes, there is something we need to know: about two-thirds of them are small-business owners and operators. They are the people who create jobs and write the paychecks that keep millions of American families going. They are also the people who will be hurt most by jacking up the top tax rates.

The Tax Foundation calculated that simply restoring the top tax brackets to the rates that were in place during the Clinton years would negatively impact 45 to 55 percent of small-business income. Do you think owners will just accept that loss of net income, or do you think that perhaps they might try to cut expenses . . . like salaries?

The question I always ask people who make this argument is a simple one: How can you create jobs by taking more money away from the people who do the hiring? I’m still waiting to hear a good, logical answer.



[image: Image]THE MILLIONAIRE MYTH[image: Image]

There’s a pervasive myth among people that we can all click our heels and pretend that taxes don’t matter to the rich. When Florida resident Rush Limbaugh publicly announced that he would never broadcast from New York again because of a new millionaire’s tax proposal (which Rush said is like “punishing the achievers for the mistakes and the lack of discipline on the part of a bunch of corrupt politicians”), New York governor David Paterson personally responded. Did he offer a deal, or maybe a promise that the tax would be only temporary?

Nope. He offered a snarky, elitist attack that shows just how out of touch politicians can be. “If I knew that would be the result,” Paterson said, “I would’ve thought about the taxes earlier.”

Funny stuff! So, despite a massive deficit that forced New York agencies to produce “Doomsday Budgets,” the governor apparently felt like it was fine to watch a guy who makes $54 million a year publicly leave town, depriving his state and city of what could be millions of dollars a year in tax revenue.



[image: Image] If New York doesn’t care about the tax revenue from Limbaugh, then someone should ask the governor why, according to Limbaugh, they’ve audited him for twelve straight years . . .

“WELL IF WE CAN’T RAISE TAXES ON ANYONE THEN HOW THE HECK ARE WE SUPPOSED TO BALANCE THE BUDGET?”

Finally, a good question! Unfortunately, you’ve fallen prey to the tax myth. The way this one goes is that, prior to President Obama riding into the White House on a white horse, all essential government “investments” were basically neglected. Hate-mongering conservatives spent years cutting taxes as an ugly plot to “starve the beast” of government, resulting in a severe decline of federal revenues that forced us to neglect important priorities, like caring for sick children. According to the myth, the only way out of this mess is to now “reinvest” in all the vital programs that were starved for funding from 2001 to 2008.



It’s a great story, but it’s just that, a story.

Federal spending before the Obama administration took over expanded from $1.8 trillion in 2000 to $3 trillion in 2008. That’s a 66 percent increase in just eight years. Raise your hand if you saw your income grow by 66 percent over that time.

[image: Image] Now, quick, put it back down before someone from the Obama administration sees you.

The chart below compares government spending in some major areas that we are continually told need more funding. The total inflation rate over this period was 22 percent. But transportation spending was up 43 percent. Health-care spending was up 46 percent. The Department of Education budget was up more than 85 percent. Welfare spending was up 60 percent.



What’s on your iPod, TIMOTHY GEITHNER?
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• Tax Man, Beatles

• Been Caught Stealing, Jane’s Addiction

• Money for Nothing, Dire Straits

• Money’s Too Tight to Mention, Simply Red



It looks to me like the people who have been the most greedy were the lobbyists, politicians, and Beltway bureaucrats who run these programs—most of which grew by four, five, or six times the rate of inflation! If that is neglect, I’d hate to see what happens when our politicians really start spending.



[image: Image]

Have you noticed that government subsidies, giveaways, and pork projects have suddenly now become known as “investments”? Aren’t you just tickled pink that your tax dollars went to pay for such vital national investments as Old Tiger Stadium Conservancy in Detroit, Pleasure Beach water-taxi service in Connecticut, and Dance Theater Etcetera in Brooklyn?

[image: Image]



Remember, all of these figures are from before the Obama torrent of spending began. In 2009, the average federal program saw an increase of 48 percent! That’s more than 30 times the rate of inflation. And while Bush deserves much of the blame (his last budget pegged 2009 spending at $3.1 trillion), President Obama has taken things to a whole new stratosphere. His latest estimates put 2009 spending at $4 trillion, an increase (of $900 billion) that is larger than the economies of Norway and Austria . . . combined.

[image: Image]

Is it any wonder that we are losing jobs in manufacturing, business services, construction, wholesaling, financial services, but we are gaining jobs in government?

Since 2007, the only three sectors of the economy that have created jobs are (1) government, (2) education, and (3) health care. Of course, education and health care are practically adjuncts of government at this point anyway, but let me ask the obvious question: Somebody has to pay for these government jobs, right?

Of course—and they’re being paid for with tax dollars. But if we aren’t creating private jobs so that the overall tax base increases, then where is the money coming from? After all, we can’t have everyone sitting inside the wagon; we still need some people available to pull it.

[image: Image]

From April 2008 to April 2009 the private sector lost 5.4 million jobs. But the public sector? They added 162,000 jobs. I guess it helps to have a blank taxpayer check available to make payroll with.

“OH, GLENN, WHAT AN OLD-FASHIONED WAY OF THINKING. DON’T YOU UNDERSTAND THAT GOVERNMENT SPENDING IS AN ECONOMIC STIMULUS? BECAUSE OF THE ‘MULTIPLIER EFFECT,’ EVERY DOLLAR OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING WILL GENERATE $2, $3, OR EVEN $4 OF PRIVATE-SECTOR EXPANSION!”

Remember the mythical Tooth Fairy that we always looked forward to? Guess what . . . she really exists. Her name is Nancy Pelosi and, while she may not look like you expected, she is just as generous. Except, she doesn’t hand out quarters, she hands out billion-dollar checks, courtesy of the U.S. government. Oh, and the money doesn’t go to good little children, but to the good little lobbyists and union leaders that leave her favors under their pillows.

[image: Image] Remember when President Obama somehow kept a straight face and said, “That’s why I’ve charged the Office of Management and Budget . . . with going through the budget—program by program, item by item, line by line—looking for areas where we can save taxpayer dollars”? Given their results, I’m sure glad we haven’t put those guys in charge of looking for anything we were actually hoping to find.

As I flip through President Obama’s budget—which is as thick as the Manhattan phone book—and I observe the 9,000 subsidy programs that give money to Harry and take more from Louise—all I really see is more and more spending for nearly every government program imaginable.





GOVERNMENT MATH

When I hear people talk about the “multiplier effect” I feel like they believe government is the elusive perpetual economic motion machine that scientists have been trying to invent for centuries. It’s not. In fact, there is a lot of evidence to suggest that there is no multiplier effect at all; that every dollar in government spending results in less than a dollar being added to our GDP.

Noted Harvard economist Robert Barro looked at federal spending and corresponding GDP growth during World War I, World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. In each case he found the “multiplier” to be exactly the same: 0.8. In other words, for every dollar our government spent, $0.80 was added to our GDP. Even worse, Barro thinks that wartime spending probably increases the multiplier . . . it’s likely even lower when you try to spend your way out of a recession.

[image: Image] I’m pretty sure I know why Robert Barro isn’t on Obama’s Presidential Council of Economic Advisors.



Remember the stimulus bill, with its $787 billion price tag and money for the National Education Association, unemployment insurance, windmills, new cars for federal bureaucrats, and the like? When you put that spending on top of the regular operating budget, you find that spending for the average government agency increased by about 50 percent. In other words, at a time when families were pulling back on their spending and suffering through a deep recession, Uncle Sam was living higher on the hog than ever before.

If you haven’t figured out my point by now, it’s that the answer to how we can balance the budget without burying the rich in taxes is easy: We have to balance the budget. In other words, we’ve got to bring our spending side—which I’m pretty sure I’ve proven is completely out of control—down to match our revenues, not the other way around.

[image: Image]

The government had so much money to spend in 2009 that it actually contemplated allocating $5 million for the care of cats and dogs . . . in foreign countries. No one in Washington seems to care though, because $5 million is nothing but a rounding error in the $108 billion that President Obama wants to give to the International Monetary Fund (IMF) in foreign aid this year. (In fact, he wanted the IMF to have the money so bad that he was willing to compromise the security of our troops by agreeing to release torture photos in exchange for votes). Maybe those in the Capitol haven’t received the memo yet, but we should be on the receiving end of that foreign aid.

[image: Image]





[image: Image]HOLY HYPOCRISY![image: Image]

There’s no way that the Democrats who are now supporting reckless, historic levels of government spending would’ve been hypocritical enough to criticize reckless Republican spending just a couple of years earlier, right? Riiiiiiight?

“This nation must come to grips with the repercussions of recent fiscal irresponsibility.”

—Charlie Rangel, 2007

“When it comes to deficits, this president owns all the records. The three largest deficits in our nation’s history have all occurred under this administration’s watch.”

—Harry Reid, 2006

“After years of historic deficits, this 110th Congress will commit itself to a higher standard: pay-as-you-go, no new deficit spending. Our new America will provide unlimited opportunity for future generations, not burden them with mountains of debt.”

—Nancy Pelosi, 2007

In addition to her now ridiculous “pay-as-you-go” promise, Nancy Pelosi also told us that, with Democrats in charge, she would return Washington to “fiscal responsibility” and cut earmark spending in half.

After we made this wonder woman from San Francisco Speaker of the House, she got right to work . . . on spending more of our money. Our deficit went from $161 billion in 2007 to $459 billion in 2008. A year after that, the deficit went to . . . no, not zero, not $161 billion, not $459 billion . . . $1.8 trillion.



“I KNOW YOU’RE NOT A FAN OF SPENDING, BUT THE ONLY WAY OUT OF A DEEP RECESSION IS FOR THE GOVERNMENT TO TAKE ON MORE DEBT AND HELP TO GENERATE NEW JOBS.”



What’s on your iPod, HANK PAULSON?

[image: Image]

• Impulsive, Wilson Phillips

• Let’s Go Crazy, Prince & The Revolution

• Shakedown, Bob Seger

• All I Need Is a Miracle, Mike & The Mechanics



We now know that a major trigger point for the recession was too much spending that we couldn’t afford. Households accumulated too much credit-card and mortgage debt. Businesses took on too much leverage (think of Bear Stearns with its debt-to-asset ratio of more than 35-to-1). And the federal government took on more debt than any other institution in the history of the world.





Shhhhhhhhhh . . .

Here’s a dirty little secret you won’t hear from Nancy Pelosi or Barack Obama, who in June 2009 renewed Nancy Pelosi’s 2007 call for “pay-as-you-go” budgeting to be used in Congress: It applies only to new entitlement programs or expansion of current ones. In other words, programs like Medicare are exempt, along with all discretionary spending. But the saddest part of all is that, even with all of those exceptions, our politicians still can’t stick to it.



[image: Image]

We also know that most of this debt was used to finance absurdly wasteful spending: Individuals bought televisions, vacations, cars, and granite countertops; the government bought entitlement expansion, wars, and federal bailouts.

Maybe I need some advanced degree in economics from the People’s Republic of Harvard or a Nobel Prize to understand this, but if excessive debt caused the economic crisis, then how is more debt supposed to get us out of it? Is the idea to borrow more and more money to pay off all the people we borrowed money from over the last twenty years? If so, then isn’t that exactly what got Bernie Madoff thrown into prison for 150 years?

It’s ironic that when individuals rob Peter to pay Paul they end up having to be careful in the shower, yet when the government runs the same kind of Ponzi scheme, we call it an “economic stimulus.” No wonder Washington is called “America’s only work-free drug zone.”

“GLENN, YOU NEED TO READ HISTORY—THE NEW DEAL RESULTED IN TONS OF NEW SPENDING AND IT GOT US OUT OF THE GREAT DEPRESSION!”

Sorry, no. As Burt Folsom has proven in his book New Deal or Raw Deal, FDR’s economic-recovery plan was an absolute bust. Federal spending as a share of GDP more than doubled in the 1930s, but the unemployment rate stayed high throughout the decade. Shouldn’t all of that money have created lots of new (non-government) jobs?

By 1940, eight years after the New Deal was launched, the U.S. unemployment rate was still hovering around 15 percent. Wow, that is some success story! To put that into perspective, it would be like the United States having a 15-percent unemployment rate in 2016 and everyone celebrating the success of Obamanomics.

[image: Image]

Even Henry Morgenthau, FDR’s own Treasury secretary, acknowledged that the blizzard of government spending didn’t create new American jobs. Testifying in front of the House Ways and Means Committee in 1939, Morgenthau said, “We have tried spending money. We are spending more than we have ever spent before and it does not work. And I have just one interest, and now if I am wrong . . . somebody else can have my job. I want to see this country prosperous. I want to see people get a job. I want to see people get enough to eat. We have never made good on our promises . . . I say after eight years of this administration, we have just as much unemployment as when we started . . . And enormous debt to boot.”

[image: Image]

I guess Tim Geithner was too busy not paying his taxes to heed Morgenthau’s advice.



[image: Image]

Believe it or not, during the New Deal, the federal government actually burned fields of crops in order to reduce the supply of food and keep prices high so that farmers’ incomes would also stay high. (No, I’m not making this up.) Meanwhile, as the government was destroying crops, cities were filled with tens of thousands of Americans who were going to bed hungry each night thanks to a lack of jobs and cheap food.



“OKAY, WELL WHAT ABOUT JAPAN? THEIR GOVERNMENT HAD TO SPEND A LOT TO GET OUT OF THE ‘LOST DECADE.’”

Japan tried eight—yes, eight fiscal-stimulus plans in the 1990s and early 2000s to end their nearly two-decade-long depression that began in 1991. They basically paved over the whole island with public-works programs and then started paving over the ocean (literally) to build “the world’s most expensive airport” once they got done with that.



What was the result of all that borrowing and “broken- window” (i.e., you break all of the windows in a house and then pay someone to fix them) stimulus spending? In 1991, the Japanese Nikkei stock index stood at 30,000. By 2007, after spending the equivalent of at least $1.4 trillion (in today’s U.S. dollars) on stimulus packages, the Nikkei was at 12,000. After 16 years of government pump priming, sixty percent of the country’s financial wealth had disappeared.



What’s on your iPod,
RAHM EMANUEL?

[image: Image]

• Smooth Operator, Sade

• F**k It, Eamon

• Money Changes Everything, Cyndi Lauper

• The Real Slim Shady, Eminem



But, sure, by all means, why wouldn’t we want to emulate that model?

[image: Image] The modern-day equivalent of “broken-window” stimulus is “green jobs.” We invent a crisis and then spend billions on finding a way to solve it.

Given the obvious failure of big-spending programs in the past, we have good reason to be worried about the current one. This chart shows the “stimulus plan” in comparison to other major spending initiatives throughout American history—adjusted for inflation. The stimulus is number one. By far. It is larger than the Marshall Plan, the Apollo plan to put a man on the moon, the Louisiana Purchase, the Civil War, Reconstruction, or World War I. In fact, we’ve spent more money to fight this recession than America spent to defeat the Nazis and Japanese in World War II.

[image: Image]



Over the next ten years the Obama budget chains America to a future of $15 to $16 trillion of debt. That is obviously unsustainable and will unquestionably lead to inflation and a declining U.S. dollar. No nation in history has ever devalued its way to prosperity, but U.S. policymakers are giving it their best effort. During the Bush years, the dollar fell relative to virtually every other major currency and, in late 2007, it reached a new symbolic and ignominious low, falling below the Canadian dollar in value for the first time ever.

If you think I’m exaggerating the crisis (I know, I have that reputation for some reason . . . ) then look at how our government is financing all of its debt: The chart below (Solving One Crisis by Creating Another) shows the money supply over the past ten years. It was consistently stable . . . until about the summer of 2008 . . . and then all hell broke loose.

You don’t have to have a Ph.D. in Obamanomics to understand what the inevitable consequence of this will be: Say hello to my little friend inflation.



[image: Image]

After World War I, Germany’s inflation got so bad because of their debt that people had to fill wheelbarrows with cash just to have enough money to buy groceries. Here’s a tip: Invest in wheelbarrows now, while they’re still affordable!



“YEAH, BUT THIS TIME IS DIFFERENT. BESIDES, WE COULDN’T JUST SIT BY AND LET THE ECONOMY COLLAPSE, WE HAD TO DO SOMETHING!”

No one knows for sure how much the government has spent so far to “stimulate” the economy—after all, who can count that high?—but if you add up the cost of all the bailout plans, stimulus measures, debt measures, and all the spending by the Federal Reserve Bank to buy up bad assets, the figure is near $3 trillion.

President George W. Bush and his Treasury secretary, Hank Paulson, said that if we didn’t bail out the banks and big investment houses, like Bear Stearns and AIG, the economy would collapse like a house of cards. So, they asked for about $1 trillion in new spending and our Congress—frightened, confused, or both—agreed.

[image: Image]

When Barack Obama was elected, the economy was still headed south and we were told that another trillion in spending and bailouts was essential. In addition, the Federal Reserve Bank—made up of unelected officials who helped usher in the crisis, through policies that encouraged excessive money creation—decided to intervene on their own and spend another trillion.



PERSPECTIVE: HOW MUCH IS A TRILLION?

A trillion is $1,000,000,000,000. That’s twelve zeroes. One trillion is one million times one million. If we filled Michigan’s football stadium with people (all 100,000+ seats occupied) and then gave every person there one thousand dollars, we’d have to fill the stadium every weekend for roughly the next 40,000 years before we would have passed out a trillion dollars.

Still not good enough? How about this: NBA superstar LeBron James earns about $40 million a year to play for the Cleveland Cavaliers. To earn $1 trillion, he would have to play in the NBA for the next 25,000 years.



Saying that we had to unleash all of that debt to prevent the economy from collapsing is a little like what the barbarians used to say when they ransacked Europe: “We had to burn the cities—in order to save them!” It’s a great line for another reason as well: There’s no way to disprove it.

We can, however, look at specific spending programs and measure their effectiveness. The federal government has already committed over $80 billion to bailing out GM, Chrysler, and GMAC. That’s $80 billion to save roughly 320,000 jobs.

To put that into perspective, we could have given every worker at these companies a $250,000 check and it would have been cheaper than all these bailouts. And that’s assuming that $100 billion is the end of it—which is probably a bad assumption unless you think that Uncle Sam and the United Auto Workers are somehow going to produce profitable cars.

[image: Image]



It Could’ve Been Worse!

YOU: But unemployment kept rising way past most economists’ expectations, even after all the stimulus money had been approved!

THEM: Yeah, but unemployment would have been even worse.

YOU: But GM and Chrysler both went bankrupt even after you gave them billions!

THEM: Yeah, but they would have been even more bankrupt.





My point is that we are wasting money on such a massive scale that we’ve lost any sense of reality. The $787 billion we spent on the “stimulus” plan is supposed to create three and a half million jobs. Good luck, but if that does somehow happen it would mean a cost to taxpayers of about $225,000 per job. Again,

I know it’s a rhetorical question, but couldn’t we have just given three million unemployed people that money and called it a “stimulus”?

[image: Image] As part of the “stimulus” we also earmarked tens of billions of dollars for increased unemployment insurance. How, exactly, does paying people not to work create more jobs?

So why hasn’t the economy roared back to life in response to all of this vital spending? Simple . . . because government money doesn’t appear out of thin air, it has to come from one of three places:



What’s on your iPod,
NANCY PELOSI?

[image: Image]

• Little Lies, Fleetwood Mac

• Out of Touch, Hall & Oates

• We Didn’t Start the Fire, Billy Joel

• Burning Down the House, Talking Heads



1. Taxes. The government can take the money right out of your wallet and magnanimously give it to someone else. But redistribution is not stimulus . . . the net effect on the economy is basically zero.

2. Borrowing. “Please, China, can we have some more?” When we borrow, we put one dollar into the economy, but we also add a dollar, plus interest, to our liabilities. That’s a net decrease in future growth.

3. Printing. The government can always call up the Treasury and tell them to keep printing those $100 bills, 24/7. But when the government prints an additional dollar, every dollar that you and I have in our wallet or our savings account is worth a tiny bit less. Supply and demand, right? So printing money is just a way of taxing people without their permission and it results in no positive economic growth.

The point is that government spending as an economic stimulus is an illusion. We don’t create any new wealth or jobs, we just redistribute money from people who pay taxes or hold dollars to people who helped our politicians get elected.



[image: Image]

Among the biggest donors to the Democratic Party in the 2006 and 2008 election cycles were the unions. Guess who wound up getting most of the money from the stimulus plan? Guess who gets the Chrysler bailout money? Guess who gets all that education money that is supposed to be “for the kids”? Yep, the unions, the unions, and the unions.

Should that be called “stimulus,” or “payback”?





“YOU’RE JUST THE ‘PARTY OF NO.’ THE WHOLE REASON WE’RE IN THIS MESS IS BECAUSE YOUR IDIOTIC REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC THEORIES WERE A DISASTER!”

First of all, there have been no real “Republican” economic policies in place for a long, long time (unless you think that massively expanding entitlement programs is right out of the Reagan playbook). Yes, President Bush cut taxes, and yes, cutting taxes is what Republicans generally want—but Bush missed a key part of the equation: cutting spending as well. Cutting taxes while increasing spending is not a Republican economic theory . . . because it simply doesn’t work.

[image: Image]
If President Obama, Tim Geithner, Ben Bernanke, and Hank Paulson were the people I was relying on to help me get sober, I’d probably still be a raging alcoholic. On my first day of recovery, as I walked in smelling like Jack Daniels, they’d probably each hand me a fifth and tell me that drinking more is the only way I’ll ever feel better.

Second, I will never defend a party, because I don’t believe in them anymore . . . but when someone tries to convince you that the answer to excessive spending and debt is obscene levels of spending and debt, I think you have a responsibility to say, “No . . . enough is enough.”

But let’s suspend our disbelief for a moment and accept the notion that the government had to do something. Here is an amazing but true statistic: Instead of spending $3 trillion on bailouts to homeowners, banks, insurance companies, Wall Street executives, and car companies, what if we had simply suspended the personal- and corporate-income taxes for a year until the economy got better? In 2008, the personal- and corporate-income tax raised about $1.45 trillion.

In other words, we could have told every business and every worker in America: You don’t have to pay income tax this year if you work, if you invest, if you earn a profit, if you expand your business and hiring. You keep it all. Can you imagine how fast our economy would have grown under that scenario? We would have had more jobs than people to fill them!

So why didn’t we suspend the tax . . . even for a few months as a “stimulus”? Simple, because cutting taxes for everyone doesn’t allow you to do special favors or properly “redistribute” income. That’s why we have rebate checks that are skewed toward the poor. They tell us it’s because the poor are more likely to spend them . . . but the truth is that we do it that way because it fits the progressive Robin Hood agenda.

[image: Image]



“YOU’RE JUST BEING OVERLY DRAMATIC BECAUSE DEMOCRATS ARE NOW IN CHARGE, YOU REPUBLICAN ZOMBIE. THE GOVERNMENT REALLY HASN’T GROWN AS MUCH AS YOU SAY.”

When Ronald Reagan entered the White House in 1980, his message to voters was plain and simple: Big government is the problem, not the solution.

At the time, federal spending was at just over $500 billion. Now the budget is $4 trillion—a sevenfold increase. Even after adjusting for inflation, federal outlays have increased over 250 percent since 1980.

But let me be very clear, this isn’t about the donkey or the elephant, both parties are to blame for the situation we now find ourselves in. In fact, I think you can make a good case that the Republicans deserve your anger more than the Democrats. At least most Democrats have been fairly honest about their progressive agenda—Republicans have shredded our Constitution while smiling and pretending that they actually care about the principles our Founders stood for.



[image: Image]

It’s not just the federal government that was spending like Keith Olber-mann at a Shakespeare festival—state and local governments were as well. Since 1960, state and local spending is up 495 percent (after inflation)! Spending totaled about $367 billion back then (in 2008 dollars) . . . it’s $2.2 trillion now.



The thing that’s unleashed the federal leviathan the most since our founding is the concept of entitlements. In 1933, the modern entitlement state was born in the form of the federal government’s first and most expensive income transfer program: Social Security. In the 1960s, LBJ launched the Great Society, creating a whole new menu of entitlement programs, chief among them Medicare, Medicaid, food stamps, public housing, and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

Once created, these redistribution programs were virtually impossible to restrain. It wasn’t long before people began to feel like they were in the minority if they weren’t taking advantage of some free government program. It got so bad that, twenty years ago, author Matthew Lesko (aka “the guy who wears the question-mark suits”) started writing bestselling books chronicling the thousands of federal programs and agencies that gave out “free” money.



[image: Image]

When Medicare was created it was estimated to cost about $12 billion by 1990. The actual cost? $107 billion—proving once again that government cost estimates are about as accurate as Iranian vote counts.



There are a lot of ways you can be known in life, but it’s hard to pick one worse than “the guy who wears the question-mark suits.”[image: Image]



There is a lot of truth to the adage that a system that robs Peter to pay Paul can always count on Paul’s support. Unfortunately, if Peter ever decides that he’s sick of being robbed and leaves the country, the whole scam falls apart.



What’s on your iPod,
ALAN GREENSPAN?

[image: Image]

• Tiny Bubbles, Don Ho

• Saved by Zero, The Fixx

• Don’t Dream It’s Over, Crowded House

• No One Is to Blame, Howard Jones

[image: Image] 40 percent of American households now not only don’t pay any federal income tax, but actually get money back from the government every year. That makes it awfully hard to pass fiscally responsibly policies. But what happens when that number gets to 50 percent? At that point, the only way you’d ever convince the country to lower taxes and cut government programs would be to convince the 50 percent of people who don’t pay taxes to stay home on Election Day. Or, since we’re shredding the Constitution anyway, why not just restrict voting to those who pay income tax? I’m just thinking out loud here . . .

How much of a welfare state have we become? One of every six dollars of Americans’ income is now a federal or state check or voucher. In 2009, the government will spend an average of $17,000 on each U.S. household, meaning that the government is funding more of Americans’ income that any time since we started keeping records in 1929.

For an even more stark illustration of government creep, consider that, in 1900, total federal, state, and local expenditures were $33 billion. Now? Americans support a nearly $3 trillion government, an increase of almost 10,000 percent!

“STATISTICS DON’T LIE, BUT LIARS LIKE YOU, MR. BECK, USE STATISTICS. SURE, SPENDING IS UP 10,000 PERCENT, BUT THAT’S BECAUSE OF INFLATION. BESIDES, OUR ECONOMY IS MUCH LARGER NOW THAN IT USED TO BE!”

Fair point! So instead of looking at it in dollar terms, let’s look at the size of government relative to the size of the economy. Would that be okay with you?

[image: Image] In 1900, the federal government consumed less than 5 percent of total economic output.

[image: Image] In 1950, the federal government consumed roughly 15 percent of total output.

[image: Image] In 1999, the federal government consumed roughly 19 percent of total output.

[image: Image] In 2009, the federal government will spend 28.1 percent of total output . . . and climbing.

Happy now?



“FINE—BUT WHO CARES ABOUT THE SIZE OF GOVERNMENT ANYWAY. IF I HAVE A JOB, I COULD CARE LESS HOW MUCH THEY’RE SPENDING.”

It’s really pretty simple: More government means less personal freedom. As economist Walter Williams of George Mason University has noted, if the government can lay claim to half of the fruits of our labor, then we are truly at most only half-free.

But now, even after allocating $10.5 trillion on direct and indirect stimulus ideas over the last two years, we still have a $6 trillion national debt (climbing to $16 trillion with the new ten-year budget) and we face another $50 trillion in unfunded liabilities for entitlement programs like Social Security and Medicare. Are we even really “half-free” or is that just wishful thinking?

[image: Image]
There are only two problems with the Social Security trust fund. First, there’s no trust. And second, there’s no fund. In 2009, the outflow for Social Security was $675 billion and the inflow was $655 billion. That’s a negative $20 billion cash flow. Oops. Thanks to the recession, payroll tax receipts are way down because fewer people are working. We’ve sunk into red ink almost ten years ahead of schedule.

So now, Social Security appears to be contributing to the massive $1.8 trillion deficit, rather than helping to reduce it. That means we now have two deficits: the operating budget and Social Security budget. Add in Medicare and we’ve got our third . . . though it’s definitely not the charm.

In other words, the government has cost us our freedom by putting us into financial shackles. If you have a job now, that’s great—but that shouldn’t make you feel confident about the future. After all, it’s that kind of short-term-pleasure-over-pain thinking that got us here.

We’ve got a lot of work to do to rebuild our economy and regain our freedom, but here are a few steps:

[image: Image]

[image: Image] Get the government out of the way.

[image: Image] Make the dollar as good as gold again.

[image: Image] Pay your bills.



[image: Image] Balance your budget.

[image: Image] Audit every federal agency and find all the waste that can be cut.

[image: Image] Make sure our taxes pay for only the essentials of government, not the frivolous and extravagant.

[image: Image] Don’t allow those who are beneficiaries of the “frivolous and extravagant” to decide what the definition of “essential” is.

[image: Image] Ensure our politicians put America’s future over their own by instititing term limits at all levels.

[image: Image]

Government is, in the memorable words of President George Washington, “a fearsome master.” So how have we permitted it to grow so far beyond its constitutional boundaries? Easy: We’ve let Congress rewrite the Constitution virtually every day it is in session without an ounce of oversight from the fourth, and most important branch of government: “We the People.”

Members of Congress are sworn to uphold the Constitution, but most seem to be as familiar with its contents as they are with the thousand-page bills they vote for in the middle of the night. Shame on them for trampling the vision of our Founding Fathers for their own selfish gain.

Shame on us, for letting them.
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U.S. PRESIDENTS

A Steady Progression of Progressives

IN JULY 2007, when the Democratic nomination for president was still very much up in the air, Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama, and six other candidates (remember Mike Gravel?) gathered for the CNN/YouTube debate. The world watched as millions of dollars in technology was used to ask questions that the moderator could’ve read off of index cards.

But one question actually managed to elicit a response that should’ve caused people to take notice. “Mrs. Clinton,” Rob from California asked, “how would you define the word ‘liberal’?—and would you use this word to describe yourself?”

Clinton complained for a minute about how the word “liberal” had taken on a new meaning before going on to describe exactly how she views herself politically:

“I prefer the word ‘progressive,’ which has a real American meaning, going back to the progressive era at the beginning of the twentieth century. I consider myself a modern progressive, someone who believes strongly in individual rights and freedoms, who believes that we are better as a society when we’re working together and when we find ways to help those who may not have all the advantages in life to get the tools they need to lead a more productive life for themselves and their family.

“So I consider myself a proud modern American progressive, and I think that’s the kind of philosophy and practice that we need to bring back to American politics.”



It’s possible that Hillary hasn’t gotten the memo, but there’s no need to bring progressivism back . . . because it never left. Sure, the ideas have evolved, and progressive politicians are a little more careful about how they advertise themselves, but the progressive agenda has been steadily chugging along for over a century.



Great Moments in Debate History

When I was combing through the transcripts of that CNN/YouTube debate, one candidate’s response stuck out at me that, in retrospect, could now take on an entirely new meaning:

“I believe that on the issues that directly affect women’s lives, I have the strongest, boldest ideas and can bring about the change that needs to be brought.”

—JOHN EDWARDS



To really understand where America is headed, you first have to understand where we’ve been and what motivates those who believe that our founding documents must evolve because they were written in a “different era.” Here’s a look back at three presidents from the “Progressive Era.” As you read their thoughts and vision for America, you might recognize some stark parallels to today’s crop of politicians—from both sides of the aisle.

Just remember, no matter what progressives say or promise, they all have the same fundamental misconception: Our Founding Founders didn’t set up a system that was meant to adapt to a changing world—it’s the other way around.

[image: Image]  TEDDY ROOSEVELT  [image: Image]

“ROOSEVELT WAS A GREAT REPUBLICAN. IF CONSERVATIVES WOULD JUST BE MORE LIKE HIM WE MIGHT FINALLY GET THIS PARTY BACK ON TRACK.”

Teddy Roosevelt assumed the presidency after William McKinley was assassinated in 1901, a time when large multistate corporations were first being created. Right out of the gate, Roosevelt fired off 40 lawsuits in an attempt to “trust-bust” and federally control large corporations.

Roosevelt, like other progressives, did not trust businesses or wealthy individuals because he likely didn’t believe that any of them were ultimately capable of doing what was best for the collective. Only government was capable of that. (Please resume reading once you finish laughing.)

[image: Image]

As you read this section, remember that John McCain has said that Old Teddy Bear Roosevelt is his political idol. It will not take long for you to realize just how horrible a selection the GOP really made.



In 1910, Roosevelt gave a landmark speech called “The New Nationalism” that clearly laid out his vision for America. “It has become entirely clear,” he said, “that we must have government supervision of the capitalization, not only of public-service corporations, including, particularly, railways, but of all corporations doing an interstate business.”

To progressives, government supervision is the answer to any problem supposedly caused by the “free market.” It happened after the 1907 banking crisis, the Great Depression, and, of course, after the credit crisis, when President Obama proposed sweeping changes to the financial regulatory system.

Roosevelt continued, “I have no doubt that the ordinary man who has control of [meat, oil, coal, or other large, important companies] is much like ourselves. I have no doubt he would like to do well—but I want to have enough supervision to help him realize that desire to do well.”

In other words, progressives believe that everyone innately wanted to do what was best for society, but, just in case they succumbed to greed or selfishness for a minute, there would be government “supervision” in place to help them see the error of their ways.



Great Moments in Debate History

After Mike Gravel flatly accused Barack Obama of violating his campaign promise and taking money from lobby-ists, this classic exchange took place:

OBAMA: And that’s the kind of leadership that I’ve shown in the Senate. That’s the kind of leadership that I showed when I was a state legislator. And that’s the kind of leadership that I’ll show as president of the United States.

GRAVEL: Wait a minute . . .

(APPLAUSE)

ANDERSON COOPER: Our next question is for Senator Biden.



Roosevelt not only distrusted the rich, he actually seemed to despise them. While delivering a standard populist line about the need for justice to be administered to all equally, Roosevelt couldn’t help but slip in his hatred for the upper class:

“. . . and the wealthy man, whomsoever he may be, for whom I have the greatest contempt, I would fight for him, and you would if you were worth your salt.”

“Greatest contempt” for the wealthy man? This was a Republican? Yes—but you have to understand that progressivism has nothing to do with the “R” or the “D.” Progressive politicians from opposite parties may have different methods for achieving their goals, but those goals are always the same: benefiting the collective at the expense of the individual. Remember Hillary’s words from the debate as she described progressivism: “We are better as a society when we’re working together.”



[image: Image]
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[image: Image]AT LEAST HE WAS HONEST . . .[image: Image]

“I stand for the square deal. But when I say that I am for the square deal, I mean not merely that I stand for fair play under the present rules of that game, but that I stand for having those rules changed so as to work for more substantial equality of opportunity and of reward for equally good service.”

—Teddy Roosevelt, in his “New Nationalism” speech



Roosevelt continued, “We grudge no man a fortune in civil life if it is honorably obtained and well used. It is not even enough that it should have been gained without doing damage to the community. We should permit it to be gained only so long as the gaining represents benefit to the community.”

Progressives like Roosevelt would, on the surface, seem to defend capitalism, but there is almost always a big “IF” attached to their rhetoric. In Roosevelt’s case, saying that someone can make boatloads of cash IF they obtain it honorably is one thing—you can at least make the case that he meant “lawfully”—but IF their wealth is “well used”? What does that mean? And who, exactly, decides the definition of “well used,” some government board?

He went on, “This, I know, implies a policy of a far more active governmental interference with social and economic conditions in this country than we have yet had, but I think we have got to face the fact that such an increase in government control is now necessary.”

[image: Image]



Of course it’s “now” necessary—there’s no other way to achieve the progressive agenda without a “far more active” government. After all, could a small, limited government ever help usher in a philosophy like this:

“Every man,” Roosevelt said, “holds his property subject to the general right of the community to regulate its use to whatever degree the public welfare may require it.”

Notice the language: public welfare. You can have property so long as the greater good doesn’t require that the government take or regulate it. Government controls your business. Government controls your money. Government controls your property. Government controls your life.

As most conservatives understand, creating and implementing progressive government programs to solve problems only leads to more government control. For example, the Hepburn Act of 1906 gave the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) the power to, among other things, replace existing railroad rates with “just and reasonable” rates. Take a wild guess at who got to define what was “just and reasonable.” Yep, the Roosevelt administration’s ICC. When you cut through all of the noise, that is nothing more than government wage control—a big step past progressivism and right toward socialism . . . or worse.

[image: Image]



[image: Image]

Most people didn’t favor the creation of a “central bank” after the 1907 panic. So how did the government get away with setting one up anyway? Simple . . . they changed the name and called it the “Federal Reserve” instead. Control the language and you control the argument.



Of course, another thing that most real conservatives understand is that whenever government tries to solve a problem, they create another one—usually much bigger than the original. Because of the caps on railway rates, the value of railroad securities plummeted (turns out investors aren’t so fond of government price controls—who knew?), helping cause the bank panic of 1907. That gave progressives a new problem to solve. Hmm, what to do, what to do. Let me put my progressive thinking cap on for a second. Wait—I know: we need more government supervision! Roosevelt’s answer was to create the “National Monetary Commission,” which, just five years later, led to the creation of the Federal Reserve system.

[image: Image]

Who would ever have foreseen a crisis being triggered by the government stepping in to determine reasonable rates? Oh wait, that’s how almost every financial crisis is triggered. Free markets are generally pretty efficient over time . . . but free markets aren’t free when progressive bureaucrats stick their dirty fingers into them under the guise of serving the “public good.”

The banking panic of 1907 was calmed, in large part, by J. P. Morgan and his efforts to pool together funds (both public and private) and inject them into the banking system. But, given Roosevelt’s distaste for corporations and wealth, Morgan’s contributions must have been frowned on, right? Nope. Ironically enough, Mr. For the People, Mr. Darn These Special Interests, Mr. Trust-Buster himself Teddy Roosevelt thanked Morgan by allowing him to expand his steel empire and buy the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company for $45 million—about five percent of its true market value.

I guess all those values and principles that Roosevelt held so dear went right out the window once he realized that only capitalism could save America from the disasters created by progressivism.



ACTIONS SPEAK LOUDER THAN WORDS

The “New Nationalism” speech included a lot of extreme-sounding sound-bites, but, unlike our weasely modern-day politicians who never intend to live up to their word, Roosevelt did. These weren’t just ideas he was offering, he had detailed policies in mind to back them up:

[image: Image] Universal Health Care and Universal Health Insurance (Roosevelt was the first president to call for it).

[image: Image] Social Insurance (you probably know this now as the wildly successful “Social Security Insurance” program).

[image: Image] Created the Department of Labor, wanted it to have wide authority over “matters affecting the conditions of labor and living.”

[image: Image] Sought after a “more easy and expeditious” method of amending the federal Constitution.

[image: Image] Called for a “graduated tax” on disproportionately large incomes and fortunes.





[image: Image]  WOODROW WILSON  [image: Image]

“WILSON WAS A MODEL DEMOCRAT AND A GREAT AMERICAN. EVEN MOST REPUBLICANS LIKE HIM!”

Wilson is routinely rated as one of the top ten presidents of all time and, truthfully, he made my list as well—but it has a slightly different title: The Top Ten Bastards of all time. Pardon the language, but Wilson’s assault on the First Amendment was like nothing this country has seen before or since from anyone who’s taken an oath to protect and defend our Constitution.

Wilson believed that our rights didn’t come from our Creator, they came from the government, and his reasoning was influenced by one of his favorite political theorists, Edmund Burke. Burke, who was from the UK, suggested that a man should consider his rights as “an Englishman” rather than simply a “man.” He opposed the abstract, arguing instead that politicians must place themselves in the here and now and base their political principles in “historical reality.”

[image: Image]

If you get into an argument over the pros and cons of Woodrow Wilson—you need to get some new friends ASAP.



[image: Image]

Edmund Burke is commonly considered to be the founder of modern conservatism. With Wilson, an ardent liberal, being influenced by Burke, a conservative icon, it’s not hard to see when the poisonous political crossbreeding began.



Does your head hurt yet? It only gets worse. Wilson, who was president of Princeton University before taking the White House, was apparently just waiting to make a big theoretical discovery when one fell right in his lap:

“I had been casting around in my mind for something by which to draw several parts of my political thought together when it was my good fortune to entertain a very interesting Scotsman who had been devoting himself to the philosophical thought of the seventeenth century. His talk was so engaging that it was delightful to hear him speak of anything, and presently there came out of the unexpected region of his thought the thing I had been waiting for.”

This is what they call in the business, a “cliffhanger.” Can’t you just feel the excitement!? What did the Scotsman tell Wilson??

Editor’s Note: If you are currently feeling one ounce of excitement to find out what some intellectual Scotsman told Woodrow Wilson over a hundred years ago, then seriously, you really need to get a life.



I won’t leave you in suspense any longer, it’s just too cruel. The thing that Wilson had been waiting for was a theory to prove that the United States Constitution is a living document.

“[The Scotsman] called my attention to the fact that in every generation all sorts of speculation and thinking tend to fall under the formula of the dominant thought of the age.”

I know what you’re thinking: Huh?

It’s hard for us nonintellectuals to understand such deep, tweed-jacket thinking, but fortunately Wilson clarified his new understanding for us:

“The makers of our Federal Constitution . . . constructed a government as they would have constructed an orrery to display the laws of nature. Politics in their thought was a variety of mechanics. The Constitution was founded on the law of gravitation. The government was to exist and move by virtue of the efficacy of ‘checks and balances.’

“The trouble with the theory is that government is not a machine, but a living thing. It falls, not under the theory of the universe, but under the theory of organic life. It is accountable to Darwin, not to Newton . . . Society is a living organism and must obey the laws of life, not of mechanics; it must develop.

“All that progressives ask or desire is permission in an era when ‘development,’ ‘evolution,’ is the scientific word to interpret the Constitution according to the Darwinian principle; all they ask is recognition of the fact that a nation is a living thing and not a machine.”

Yes, a nation is a living thing, but our Constitution is not. Freedom of speech and the right to bear arms weren’t things that our Framers threw in there and thought to themselves, You know, in a few decades this stuff will probably all be obsolete. They established those rights because they knew they were absolutely necessary for the Republic to survive. While progressives look at a right and say “obsolete,” I look at it and say “essential.”

[image: Image]



Top Ten Bastards of All Time

10. POL POT Forced slave labor and executions resulted in the deaths of about one million Cambodians—about 26 percent of the country’s entire population.

9. ROBERT MUGABE Tortured and killed white farmers in order to replace them with blacks, but forgot to pick blacks who knew how to run farms. Country no longer has a currency.

8. TEDDY ROOSEVELT First progressive U.S. president. Place on list solidified when McCain announced him as his political idol.

7. BERNIE MADOFF Scammed investors out of more than $50 billion.

6. ADOLF HITLER Killed six million Jews.

5. KEITH OLBERMANN Any human being who says, “For this relief, I give you much thanks” (Google it) automatically lands on the bastard list.

4. PONTIUS PILATE Crucified Jesus Christ.

3. FDR Four terms as president . . . is this America or Venezuela?

2. TIGER WOODS He’s got a Swedish-supermodel wife, a gazillion dollars, and he plays golf for a living . . . bastard!

1. WOODROW WILSON Shredded our First Amendment by arresting thousands of people for speaking out against U.S. involvement in WWI.





First of all, could you imagine spending five minutes with this guy? I would have killed myself as soon as the word “orrery” came out. Who, besides Keith Olbermann, actually talks like that?

Given Wilson’s clearly articulated views during the campaign (the above quotes were from actual campaign speeches he gave in 1912), it shouldn’t be surprising that, after beating Taft, and Roosevelt, Wilson fulfilled his own constitutional rape fantasy.

[image: Image]

Wilson or Roosevelt . . . Obama or McCain. Different century, same choice: progressive or progressive-lite.

“YEAH, BUT WILSON WAS BRAVE ENOUGH TO SECURE AMERICA’S FUTURE BY LEADING US INTO WORLD WAR I!”

It wasn’t so much leading us into the war that I care about; it’s what he did after that. Wilson felt it was a priority to make sure that anything interfering with the war effort was stopped—including, unfortunately, those who disagreed with it. That’s why, shortly after the war began, he pushed through the Espionage Act, a grotesque attack on free speech that made it a crime:

“To convey false reports or false statements with intent to interfere with the operation or success of the military or naval forces of the United States or to promote the success of its enemies when the United States is at war, to cause or attempt to cause insubordination, disloyalty, mutiny, refusal of duty, in the military or naval forces of the United States, or to willfully obstruct the recruiting or enlistment service of the United States.”

[image: Image]



Violating that act was punishable by a maximum $10,000 fine (almost $170,000 in today’s dollars) and 20 years in prison (almost 20 years in today’s time). If it was in place during the Iraq War, every single person at The New York Times would probably be in jail or broke.

[image: Image]

Given the New York Times Company’s current stock price, they might be broke anyway.

But Wilson didn’t think that Act was restrictive enough, so he pushed through an amendment to it called The Sedition Act, which added this key clause:

“And whoever, when the United States is at war, shall willfully utter, print, write, or publish any disloyal, profane, scurrilous, or abusive language about the form of government of the United States, or the military or naval forces of the United States, or the flag . . . or any language calculated to bring [any of those things] into contempt, scorn, contumely or disrepute, or shall willfully utter, print, write, or publish any language intended to incite, provoke or encourage resistance to the United States or to promote the cause of its enemies . . . shall be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment of not more than twenty years, or both.”

[image: Image]

If applied today, the Sedition Act would likely result in the lockup of every liberal blogger and commentator who ever opened his mouth during the past seven years.



Who’s Making This Argument?

“Wilson’s [great] reputation . . . was built on his destruction of America’s cherished noninterventionist policy in his second term.”

—The Times of London, which ranked Wilson as the 10th greatest U.S. president.



Notice the word “utter” is used several times. Wilson wasn’t just concerned with the media, he was worried about private citizens “uttering” things in private conversations! I guess those of us who think that’s an assault on free speech are just closed-minded idiots who don’t see our nation as a “living thing.” And to those modern-day progressives who are so keen to look back at Wilson with nostalgia, how do you feel knowing that if he were president in 2004 he probably would’ve wanted you serving 10 to 20 years in a federal prison?



[image: Image]

The Sedition Act at first made it possible for the postmaster general to deny mail delivery to dissenters of government policy during wartime. How would Olbermann have survived without his monthly delivery of Cosmogirl?



Eugene Debs, who received a respectable number of votes as a Socialist candidate for president, saw firsthand that Wilson wasn’t bluffing. On June 18, 1918, Debs gave a speech about the wonders of socialism. Just nine months later he was in prison—sentenced to ten years for committing “hate speech” crimes in violation of Wilson’s Sedition Act.





[image: Image]THE COURTS WILL PROTECT OUR RIGHTS![image: Image]

If your trust is in the Supreme Court to stand up for our Constitution, then it’s in the wrong place. When a valid constitutional question was raised about the government’s attempts to rewrite law during the Chrysler/Fiat merger, they declined to hear the case. But that’s not surprising, given the Court’s reluctance to get involved even as our most basic rights are shredded.

In 1919, Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., called all the commotion over the Court’s unanimous ruling against Debs “a lot of jaw about free speech” and said, “If a man thinks that in time of war the right of free speech carries the right to impede by discourse the raising of armies [then he had] better not monkey with the buzzard.”

[image: Image]



The hate he was guilty of spewing: “Questioning America’s entry into World War I.”

Anyone who’s listened to me for more than five seconds knows that I hate almost everything socialists stand for, but who’s worse: a socialist with strong principles but misguided policies, or a president who shreds our own Constitution by tossing people in jail who try to exercise the rights it grants them?

[image: Image]

Hey, Hillary, was this the “real American meaning” of progressivism you spoke about at the debate?

[image: Image]  FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT  [image: Image]

“HE WAS ELECTED FOUR TIMES, OBVIOUSLY HE WAS POPULAR!”

FDR is another president who is inexplicably ranked near the top of many “best presidents ever” polls. The fact that he is the only president to ever be elected four times is oft cited as proof of his popularity, and popularity, as we all know, always equals competence.

[image: Image]

Saddam Hussein was elected a lot of times, too.

[image: Image]

Did I just use the word “oft”? Wow, I really need to stop reading history books.



The fact that FDR stayed in office for so long isn’t proof of his massive popularity, it’s proof of his massive ego. Worse, instead of using all of that time to change the country for the better, he used it to do more damage to the framework of America than any other president in history.

If FDR was so popular, then why did we ratify the Twenty-second Amendment, which limited future presidents to two four-year terms, so soon after finally getting FDR out of office? After all, if America had come away from FDR’s terms thinking, “Man, that really worked out well!” then you’d think the country would’ve been in no mood for strict term limits.

I don’t know this for a fact (I know, you’re shocked), but President Obama’s Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel probably had a poster of FDR on his bedroom wall while growing up, because FDR was one of the first to realize that you should “never let a crisis go to waste.” He used economic turmoil and war to make the case for a massive expansion of government and he used the Great Depression to make people believe that he was the only one who could solve America’s problems when, in reality, he was only making them worse.

[image: Image]

“The only thing we have to fear is fear itself . . .”

. . . and FDR serving a fifth term.

“THE COUNTRY WAS IN CRISIS—HE HAD TO DO SOMETHING!”

On March 4, 1933, Franklin D. Roosevelt won the election in a landslide. He took office with a lot of political capital, both houses of Congress under Democratic control, and an American public supportive of immediate action. So FDR delivered—promising a “New Deal” for Americans who couldn’t stand another “four more years of the same failed Republican policies” that Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover had delivered for the last decade.

[image: Image]

Actually, that quote about failed policies is from Hillary Clinton in 2008 referring to George W. Bush . . . but really, what’s the difference?

FDR ran his campaign on a familiar theme: hope, change, and blame. He blamed Hoover for the high unemployment rate (25 percent), for fostering the growth of greedy, out-of-control corporations, and for problems with regulation and oversight. He then made the case that the only solution to those problems was through a massive New Deal that would be implemented by the federal government.



[image: Image]

Calling FDR’s victory a “landslide” is like calling Karl Marx a “liberal”—it’s an epic understatement. FDR won 472–59 in the Electoral College and 22.8 million to 15.7 million in the popular vote. Hoover won only five states, and you’ll probably be shocked to learn which ones they were: Pennsylvania, Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, and Connecticut. No, I’m not kidding.





[image: Image]

Oh, and it had to be done quickly.

Is any of this sounding familiar?

In his first hundred days in office, FDR created a whole bastion of new federal programs and signed at least 15 major pieces of legislation into law. Here’s what all of that government spending bought us:

Unemployment during the New Deal and New Deal II:

[image: Image]

It wasn’t until America got thrust into war that the economy rebounded. FDR actually prolonged the Depression with his big government “solutions.” (See our “Economics 101” chapter for a lot more on that.)



AT LEAST HE WAS HONEST . . .

“Here is my principle: Taxes shall be levied according to ability to pay. That is the only American principle.”

—Franklin Delano Roosevelt





[image: Image]

FDR was able to launch all of these hugely expensive projects despite the fact that, on the campaign trail, he had promised “a reduction in federal expenditures.” It’s a shame we didn’t have MSNBCNNFOX back then or else that sound bite would now show up in the montages alongside “Read my lips,” “I did not have sexual relations with that woman,” “The British Government has learned that Saddam Hussein recently sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa,” and the soon-to-be-forgotten-because-itwas-a-mistake-not-a-lie, “I can make a firm pledge: Under my plan, no family making less than $250,000 a year will see any form of tax increase.”



“FDR DIDN’T WANT TO EXPAND GOVERNMENT SO MUCH, BUT THE DEPRESSION FORCED HIS HAND.”

While the Depression provided a convenient excuse for FDR’s actions, the truth is that he must not have been a very big fan of the Founding Fathers. What other reason could there be for all the do-overs? A “New Deal,” a “Second New Deal,” and then a second Bill of Rights? I mean, geez, why not just send another declaration to England apologizing how poorly worded the first one was?

[image: Image]

How egotistical do you have to be to issue a “new”

Bill of Rights? I mean, that’d be like trying to write a new version of Common Sense.

Oh, wait a second . . .

Technically, yes, FDR was most likely an American citizen, but the stuff he proposed sounded more like entries from Karl Marx’s diary. For example, in his 1944 State of the Union address he said:

“In our day these economic truths have become accepted as self-evident. We have accepted, so to speak, a second Bill of Rights under which a new basis of security and prosperity can be established for all—regardless of station, race, or creed. Among these are:

[image: Image] The right to a useful and remunerative job in the industries or shops or farms or mines of the nation



PROGRESSIVE MATCH GAME

Below is a quote from FDR’s first Inaugural Address (one down, three to go!) . . . see how many progressive buzzwords and phrases you can identify.

“We now realize as we have never realized before our interdependence on each other; that we cannot merely take but we must give as well; that if we are to go forward, we must move as a trained and loyal army willing to sacrifice for the good of a common discipline, because without such discipline no progress is made, no leadership becomes effective. We are, I know, ready and willing to submit our lives and property to such discipline, because it makes possible a leadership which aims at a larger good.”

Answer: Seven. (“interdependence,” “must give,” “willing to sacrifice,” “common discipline,” “progress is made,” “submit our lives and property,” “a larger good.”)





[image: Image] The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation

[image: Image] The right of every farmer to raise and sell his products at a return which will give him and his family a decent living

[image: Image] The right of every businessman, large and small, to trade in an atmosphere of freedom from unfair competition and domination by monopolies at home or abroad

[image: Image] The right of every family to a decent home

[image: Image] The right to adequate medical care and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy good health

[image: Image] The right to adequate protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness, accident, and unemployment

[image: Image] The right to a good education.
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While FDR was proposing all sorts of new rights for the needy, he was also making sure that he could pay for it all by taking the U.S. off of the “gold standard,” thereby paving the way for trillions in debt to be racked up over the ensuing years. I guess “progress” isn’t cheap.



That is typical socialist rhetoric that sounds good for the two seconds it takes before your brain starts to engage. So let’s look at a few of those new “rights” a little more closely:

[image: Image] The right to a useful job—I thought the rights we fought for were “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness”? Maybe Jefferson just forgot to include “useful job” in there?

This is one of those “rights” that might feel good but that stands against everything a free-market system stands for. Is the owner of a coal mine supposed to hire every 400-pound fatty who shows up with his Second Bill of Rights in hand? Is a shop owner required to hire a person who can’t communicate with customers because he or she doesn’t speak English? If so, then what happens to these businesses? They suffer, profits decline, bankruptcies ensue, and more Americans are forced to go on the government dole—which is exactly what FDR was probably hoping for.

[image: Image] The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation—If this one doesn’t make you seethe inside, then you can’t consider yourself a real lover of capitalism. What is the incentive to study and work hard when you know that you have a government-gifted right to not only earn enough for food and clothing, but also to pay for your entertainment?



The Only Right You Don’t Have: Owning Gold

“All persons are hereby required to deliver on or before May 1, 1933, to a Federal Reserve Bank or a branch or agency thereof or to any member bank of the Federal Reserve System all gold coin, gold bullion and gold certificates now owned by them.”

—Executive Order 6102, signed by FDR on April 5, 1933





Supporters of these rights will argue that as the richest nation on earth, we have a responsibility to help our poor. I couldn’t agree more—and that’s why we have Medicaid, Medicare, S-CHIP, welfare, food stamps, Section-8 housing, shelters, food kitchens, counseling, etc., etc. But taking the next step by making our government the grantor of rights takes America from being the land of opportunity to the land of guarantees.

[image: Image] The right of every family to have a decent home—We’ve tried really hard over the last couple of decades to make FDR’s failed dream a reality, and I think we’re now all seeing how that kind of thinking turns out.

Giving people something—whether it be clothing, recreation, or yes, a home—that’s out of proportion with how hard they worked to get it is a recipe for disaster. While I happen to be against homelessness (I know, shocking), we have plenty of safety nets in place to help those who have fallen on truly hard times. In New York City, for example, no family who is in urgent need of shelter is denied it (unless they break a rule by being drunk or high). And while no one would ever consider a homeless shelter a “decent” home, I think it’s fair to say that shelters and support services constitute fulfillment of the obligation to protect the poor and weakest.

[image: Image]

William TAFT (7) vs. FDR (1)

FDR

[image: Image] Raped the Constitution

[image: Image] Massive government expansion

[image: Image] Believed recreation was a “right”

[image: Image] Elected four times . . . in America

TAFT

[image: Image] Fattest president in history

[image: Image] Enjoyed doughnuts

[image: Image] Often got food stuck in his mustache

RECAP: Is there a better way to have the beloved-by-the-men-in-tweed-coats FDR get knocked out of the tournament than by the only president who actually needed an Oval office because he was so fat? Nope.

WINNER: Taft
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Here’s a great example of the government using tax dollars to provide an appropriate safety net. From the NYC Department of Homeless Services: “Drop-In (locations) provide hot meals, showers, laundry facilities, clothing, medical care, recreational space, employment referrals, and other social services. Staff can also help you find a safe and secure place to sleep. All Drop-Ins operate 24/7—so please come by.”



But FDR couldn’t have disagreed with that more. “All of these rights spell security,” he told Congress. “And after this war is won we must be prepared to move forward, in the implementation of these rights, to new goals of human happiness and well-being. America’s own rightful place in the world depends in large part upon how fully these and similar rights have been carried into practice for our citizens.”

At his 1944 inauguration (it must have been getting old by then—the fourth time is never the charm), FDR said, “People who are hungry and out of a job are the stuff of which dictatorships are made.”

As usual, he was wrong. The truth is that presidents who overstay their welcome by convincing Americans that the man is more important than the office are the stuff of which dictatorships are made.

[image: Image]  PROGRESSIVE ERA, ROUND TWO  [image: Image]

“THE PROGRESSIVE ERA WAS JUST THAT: AN ERA. IT’S OVER. MOVE ON WITH YOUR LIFE, LOSER.”

How I wish that were true. Unfortunately, if you look at the list of presidents since FDR, it would be easier to name the ones who weren’t progressives. Let’s see . . . there was Ronald Reagan and . . . well . . . uh . . . . honestly, I think Reagan was about it.

Over the years, it hasn’t seemed to matter whether a Republican or Democrat was in office—the government just kept growing and growing. Very few presidents met an agency, department, or program that they didn’t want to create or expand and our debates have become less about big vs. small government and more about obscenely large vs. really large government.

While it’s true that some presidents embraced more progressive ideals than others, virtually all of them have relied on the infamous “greater good” argument to justify their expansions of government.



AT LEAST HE WAS HONEST . . .

“When you spread the wealth around, it’s good for everybody.”

—Barack Obama, responding to a question from Joe the Plumber, and sounding eerily reminiscent of FDR.



Lyndon B. Johnson’s expansion of Medicare and his Head Start and Job Corps programs were all part of his “Great Society,” which he described as “a place where men are more concerned with the quality of their goals than the quantity of their goods.” Jimmy Carter’s Department of Education was all about our collective interest in having the federal government get involved with our local schools. (“Education is our most important national investment,” he wrote in the signing statement.) President Bush’s Department of Homeland Security was about our collective desire to be safe and secure, and his Medicare Part D (Prescription Drugs) bill was in response to our collective “obligation” to care for our seniors.

In fact, when President George W. Bush signed the bill that included Medicare Part D, a massive expansion of government that’s added billions to our debt, he gave a quote that seemed to come right from the progressive handbook:

“Medicare is a great achievement of a compassionate government and it is a basic trust we honor,” Bush said. “Each generation benefits from Medicare. Each generation has a duty to strengthen Medicare. And this generation is fulfilling our duty.”

President Bush’s expansion of government was historic, but his records won’t last for long if President Obama has his way. While Bush may have been a progressive-lite, Obama is an extra-strength version: a president who seems to be willing to push the progressive agenda farther than most supporters could’ve ever fathomed.

[image: Image]

*PRESIDENTIAL SMACKDOWN*

Jimmy CARTER (7) vs. Thomas JEFFERSON (2)

CARTER

[image: Image] Destroyed U.S. economy

[image: Image] U.S. choppers burning in desert

[image: Image] Pummeled in reelection bid

[image: Image] Was a nice enough guy

JEFFERSON

[image: Image] Established West Point

[image: Image] Wrote the Declaration of Independence

[image: Image] Created the foundation for the greatest country in history

RECAP: Carter doesn’t even belong in the top 32. It’s an embarrassment to even mention Jefferson and Carter in the same set of encyclopedias, let alone the same sentence.

WINNER: Jefferson
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Obama is rewriting America’s future (and, in some cases, its Constitution as well), and he’s doing it with blinding speed. Like Teddy Roosevelt, he seems to believe that wealth must be “well used,” like Woodrow Wilson he seems to believe in the idea that our Constitution is a “living” document, and, like FDR, he seems to believe in the right to health care, a good job, and a decent home. In other words, Obama is like a progressive Frankenstein—a president who’s created out of the most grotesquely destructive policies of his predecessors.

There is at least one other unintended consequence to all of this. If Americans continue to embrace the New Progressive Era that President Obama seems so intent on ushering in, then likely it won’t be long before we start renaming things in honor of our new national hero. That will not only take us even farther from the vision laid out by our Founders, but it will also make looking for directions a whole lot more complicated.

[image: Image]

Any bets on how long it will be before President Obama mirrors FDR’s belief that Americans have a right to adequate recreation? I’m really going to be angry if I have to start paying for someone’s jet ski rental.

[image: Image]
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UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE

Why a Paper Cut May Soon Be Fatal

PICKING UP women at a trendy South Beach nightclub and debating health care . . . two times when it’s more difficult to be a conservative than a liberal.

Unless it’s articulated properly, the conservative argument on health care tends to come off as though you don’t care about children. When articulated poorly, it comes off like you want children to die. Either way, it isn’t exactly the quickest path to popularity.

On the other hand, the liberal position on health care comes off as the best thing to be created since the Creator started creating. It heals the sick! It lifts the poor from poverty! It’s like a governmental Moses parting the Red Sea . . . only without all that religion stuff.

[image: Image]

As far as conservatives’ luck at dance clubs goes, I’ve found that attractive women don’t generally talk to guys whose “game” includes chit-chat about more restrictive tort reform. But that’s another chapter for another book.

Even when conservatives are somehow successful and actually stop the creation of another ineffective government behemoth, the fight still isn’t over. Given enough time, there’s always someone else who will step up to the table and argue that we need another new and giant government something or other. It’s like a game of multitrillion-dollar whack-a-mole.



To illustrate what I mean, look at this beautiful mountainside . . .

[image: Image]

Let’s say that there’s agreement on both sides of the aisle that not enough people are willing to trek down an endless dirt road and hike for half an hour just to take in this spectacular view.

Conservative politicians suggest allowing a private company to come in, pave the road, add a viewing platform, and make the location more accessible to tourists. Liberals go the other way. They argue that there is a massive problem with the mountain itself. More people would surely come, they argue, if we just made the mountainside look like this . . .

[image: Image]



If conservatives somehow win the argument over Mount Rushmore II, the mountainside gets a few intelligent, low-cost, targeted improvements. But, in a few years, everyone forgets the logic behind those decisions and another idiot shows up and suggests yet another massive overhaul that conservatives will once again try to stop.
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MOUNT JOURNALISM TOURIST FACT: To artistically express Keith Olbermann’s ego and complete awesomeness, his head appears twice.

On the other hand, if liberals win the argument over Mount Rushmore II, the mountain gets carved, leaving Jimmy Carter or Keith Olbermann’s giant skull to creepily stare down on tourists for all eternity. We wind up spending infinitely more money, and we’re worse off than we were before.

Republicans in Congress need to remember one simple rule, a rule that George W. Bush forgot when pushing through Medicare Part D (aka “The Prescription Drug Plan,” “The Largest New Entitlement Since the Great Society,” or “The Biggest Nail in the Coffin of Bush’s Fiscal Conservatism”): Once Mount Rushmore II is carved, it can never be un-carved. Put simply, it’s easier to do something than it is to un-do it.

Universal health care is the ultimate un-carvable mountain.

I know Americans generally have pretty short memories, but didn’t conservatives already win this argument back in the ’90s? Didn’t we decide not to do it? Hillary Clinton? France? “You don’t want the same people who run the post office cutting your chest open for an angioplasty”? Hello? Doesn’t anyone else remember all of this?
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The Jimmy Carter head that’s entirely made of stone in this illustration is actually more intelligent than the original.
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Maybe instead of engaging in another debate we should just adopt the Al Gore philosophy of yelling “the debate is over” and see how that works out.

A little over a decade later, an issue that used to be a national embarrassment for the Democratic Party has been transformed into one that every major presidential candidate made part of their platform. In fact, the very same person who blew it with health care in the ’90s came within one Barackstar of being president. Even Mitt Romney, the top choice of many conservatives in 2008, enacted a version of universal health care in Massachusetts when he was governor.

So here we stand: a new decade, a new president, same old debate over universal health care. For those who missed all of this the first time around, let’s start at the beginning . . . again, by taking on idiotic arguments, like . . .

[image: Image]

“AS THE RICHEST COUNTRY IN THE WORLD, HOW CAN WE ACCEPT THAT 46 MILLION HARDWORKING AMERICANS ARE UNINSURED? IT’S A DISGRACE.”

The claim that “we’re the richest country in the world” is typically left unchallenged. Sure, America is relatively well off, no one is arguing that, but this claim is specifically designed to make you believe that “we’re so rich, we can afford to spend a lot more.” Unfortunately, that’s not even remotely close to true. If your neighbor has a Porsche in the driveway of his McMansion, but can’t pay any of his bills—is he really the richest guy in the neighborhood? It’s not that we have no money as a nation—it’s that we have less than no money as a nation—and it’s only getting worse. Our balance sheet is deteriorating almost as quickly as NBC News’ credibility.

[image: Image]

Almost.

To go back to our McMansion-Man analogy, adopting universal health care now would be like our bankrupt Porsche-owning neighbor pulling out his Capital One card and booking a monthlong excursion to Fiji. We don’t have the money for a trip to Fiji. We don’t even have the money for a bottle of Fiji water. I can promise you that we definitely don’t have the money for universal health care.



[image: Image]

Since the economy has been just a little unstable recently, I’m hoping that Fiji water will retroactively compensate me for that very subtle mention of their product. Fiji, contact me at: me@glennbeck.com if you want to talk terms. Same address if you represent Capital One, Porsche, or Jimmy Carter.

Fortunately, it’s not all bad news. Our health-care system is actually much healthier than the media and some politicians would have you believe. Their claim about the number of uninsured is about as inflated as my stomach in a hotel room when someone else is paying for room service.

The figure “46 million uninsured” is a marquee argument for those advocating more government control of our health care. But, if you know the facts, it’s apparent that they are using that exaggerated, headline-grabbing number as a way to get America to spend tens of billions of dollars on a new entitlement for people who aren’t entitled to anything.



Who’s Making This Argument?

“The problem keeps getting worse. Health-care costs are rising fast as the number of those who lack insurance, pegged by the Census at 46 million in 2007, is swelling.”

—USA Today, May 31, 2009



To illustrate what I mean, let’s break down the 46 million into a few different groups. First, about 10 million of the uninsured are illegal aliens or other noncitizens who likely wouldn’t even qualify for “universal health care” if we had it.

That leaves us with around 36 million uninsured left—which is still a large group, but this is where the general concept of personal responsibility comes in. About 18 million people without insurance have a household income of over $50,000 per year. More than half of them have a household income of over $75,000 a year—certainly enough to afford health insurance if it were a top priority for them. (You can bet that very few of those people go without a cell phone, cable or satellite television, and/or a high-speed internet connection.) But isn’t that their choice? Until the government runs our lives like we’re a car company in decline, they shouldn’t be able to examine our budget line by line and tell us how to spend our money.

[image: Image]

[image: Image] In their infinite wisdom, government subsidizes care even for the wealthy through various entitlement programs. In fact, they encourage the practice. Why else would states like Pennsylvania be running commercials that inform parents “No family makes too much money for low-cost CHIP [Children’s Health Insurance Program], so apply today. Don’t think you make too little or too much.”



Most rational people will argue that they aren’t looking to give their tax dollars to non-citizens and people making over $75,000 a year—they just want to help Americans who really need it. Can’t the government get involved to support people like that?

[image: Image]

Well, they sure can. And they sure do. In the supposedly free-market world of American health insurance, 83 million people already benefit from some sort of government health care. Think about that. While we were looking the other way arguing the pros and cons of government health care, close to 30 percent of our country is already living under it! In addition, another 14 million of America’s “uninsured” already qualify for government insurance; they just haven’t applied for it yet.

That brings our original group of 46 million down dramatically, although it’s impossible to know exactly how far because there are overlaps between the categories and different studies measure different things. In this country, you can be sure there are at least a few illegal immigrants who make over $75,000 and still qualify for government assistance.

The real size of the group that is chronically uninsured is likely in the area of three percent of our population. Still too large? Of course, but it’s vastly smaller than the number portrayed by the media, which routinely quotes “experts” who refer to the problem as “worse than an epidemic.”

Our health-care system is far from perfect. But when politicians yell “46 million!” without context, they do it for only one reason: to make you think about a gigantic group of nameless, faceless Americans and ignore all of the subtleties that make their claim ridiculous. That way, you’ll feel like it’s not only a problem, but also one that only the government can solve.

That makes universal health care the perfect issue for those who want to grow the government. It relies on compassion, has billions of dollars at stake, and is the last great issue standing in the way of all Americans, regardless of economic status, becoming reliant on Washington. After all, once you give the government control over whether your heart is beating or not, you’re destined to also become dependent on them for just about everything else.

“FINE, BUT WHETHER IT’S 46 MILLION OR JUST 46, NO ONE SHOULD BE WITHOUT HEALTH CARE FOR EVEN ONE DAY!”

I agree with you on principle, but it’s hard to have an honest debate on this topic when people are so intent on manipulating the numbers for their own benefit. For example, let’s assume that you have health insurance through your job. One day you hit the lottery for $300 million and quit. While you’re waiting for the first lotto check to cash (so you can waste your money on something that will later make you the subject of a Conan O’Brien monologue), you let your insurance lapse for a month. Then, once the check clears, you buy the greatest health-insurance policy in human history. Given that scenario, how do you think you should get categorized?
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Well, if it’s up to the major advocacy groups (you know, the ones the media loves to quote), you’re now one of the “millions of uninsured” in America.

More than half of those who are considered to be “uninsured” are in that state for less than a year as they move between jobs or deal with other temporary changes in their lives. Yes, that opens them up to a short period of risk, but the overwhelming majority of those people are lucky enough to avoid falling off a roller coaster or picking up a nasty case of the rickets over that period.

Insurance is supposed to manage risk, but different people have different ideas about how much of it they are willing to take on at any given point in time. Close to two-thirds of uninsured Americans are between the ages of 18 and 34. They’re overwhelmingly young, healthy people who have consciously decided that it’s worth the relatively small chance that they get very sick. Many also figure, correctly or not, that they have their parents to back them up in case the worst-case scenario becomes the real-life scenario. As you would expect, most of them are simply playing the odds—and they usually win.

“BUT THEY’RE GAMBLING BECAUSE INSURANCE IS TOO EXPENSIVE!”

Blue Cross/Blue Shield, Aetna, Humana, and many other insurers offer basic youth-oriented health-insurance plans for around $50 a month, depending on your home state. (Don’t get me started on the ridiculous restrictions on buying across state lines. Eliminating those would go a long way toward ending these problems.)

You can do even better on price if you’re a full-time student. Rates on those plans are often lower than the average cell-phone plan (and the difference is even more dramatic once you factor in ringtone downloads).



[image: Image] ALTERNATE BIPARTISAN PUNCH LINES [image: Image]

Instead of “National Endowment for the Arts,” how about:
Libertarians: See: Everything that we’ve ever spent any money on.
Democrats: See: The war in Iraq that we were duped into voting for! He lied, they died!
Communists: All money is government money. There is no joke here.



This is all part of the idiocy that is the idea of universal health care. When you give “free” insurance to someone who can afford it, but who instead chooses to spend their money on other things, you are in effect paying for those other things. I refuse to have our government subsidize anyone’s Pussycat Dolls ringtone . . . although that wouldn’t be the worst way the federal government has ever spent money. (For that see: National Endowment for the Arts.)

We all know by now that just one person who can’t get access to health care is too many, but, outside of a complete government takeover, there is no way to get everyone covered—it’s just not practical. Remember, about 15 percent of drivers have no auto insurance despite the fact that it is required in 48 states and costs less than health insurance, and despite the fact that jail time is a possible punishment.

“WE SHOULD HAVE HEALTH CARE THAT’S AT LEAST AS GOOD AS THE UK’S! THE ONLY WAY TO GET THERE IS THROUGH UNIVERSAL GOVERNMENT HEALTH CARE.”

Flying in the face of all facts and evidence, some will still claim that the government is capable of doing . . . well, anything correctly. What government service are people truly happy with? Is it the never-ending road construction, the thousands of pages of tax code, the tens of trillions of dollars in debt, or the peachy demeanor of the average DMV or USPS employee? I know it’s a cliché, but where does anyone get the idiotic idea that government could run health care better than anything else it already runs?

Perhaps it’s the American spirit of optimism. We are the people who faced the Rocky Mountains with nothing but horses, carriages, and extra-long oldtimey beards and said, “Let’s see what’s on the other side.”

For better or worse, Americans believe we can accomplish anything, apparently including expecting competent surgery from a multilayered bureaucracy related to the same people who made me wade through two years of paperwork just to build a fence around my own yard.
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After we found out what was on the other side of the Rockies, we came back, grabbed a cable car to the top, and strapped a couple of boards to our feet so we could go back down for fun.

My pessimistic side (yes, it’s true, I have one!) tells me that this country, founded by people who risked sailing off the end of the earth just to have the right to hold their destiny in their own hands, has transformed itself into a nation of people who think they now need a government forklift to hold their destiny for them.

That worries me a lot, but maybe it’s why so many people are willing to overlook the embarrassing failures around the world of universal government health care. The next time someone tries to claim that the grass is greener across the pond, ask them if they’re ready to import any of these classics from universal health care in the UK.
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Remember, the UK isn’t some poor incompetent country filled with maniacal socialists. While they’re farther down the road than we are, they still share many of our same values, strengths, and weaknesses—and they have the fifth-largest economy on earth.

The wonderful world of “patient stacking”

Wait times in emergency rooms were so long that the government created a target mandating that patients be seen in less than four hours.

Close your eyes for a second and just imagine the convenience of being able to see a doctor in about the time it takes to watch the Super Bowl (including the halftime and pregame shows). Ahh, dare to dream. Of course, mandate or not, the government still couldn’t hit those embarrassingly feeble targets. So now, tens of thousands of people who call the equivalent of 911 are held outside the hospital in a parked ambulance, sometimes for five hours or more, before being let into the emergency room. Why? Because the government-mandated four-hour clock doesn’t officially start until they actually come through the doors.

It’s a clever way to cheat the system, but while ambulances sit idling (global-warming activists beware, universal health care is killing the environment!), they’re unable to go pick up some other poor schlub who really needs it. Of course, since the patient would be going to a government hospital anyway, it might be better for them to roll the dice with Web MD, some vodka, and a dirty steak knife.



[image: Image]

You have to appreciate the irony of the government artificially creating a problem and then trying to solve it through even more regulations. It’d be like them installing a single toll booth on a major highway and then, when traffic backs up, mandating that all cars must get through it in 30 minutes. Huh? Why not just get rid of the toll booth?



When hospitals resemble amusement parks

The four-hour-emergency-room target led to patients’ starting to feel like they were at a really boring government version of a Six Flags amusement park. When you get in line for the newest, most-hyped roller coaster, you inevitably stand for hours in an everlasting snaking line of sweaty tourists before finally approaching what you think is the finish line. But when you walk into that room you realize that it’s just another everlasting line snaking through even more sweaty over-weight tourists wearing spandex, fanny packs, and Crocs.

Senator Harry Reid recently complained, “In the summertime, because [of] the high humidity and how hot it gets here, you could literally smell the tourists coming into the Capitol.” While I’m sure he’s right—people do stink—the stench can’t possibly approach the job he’s doing as Senate majority leader. Hey, Harry, how about getting your approval rating higher than the speed limit in most cul-de-sacs before complaining about the odor of the people who employ you?
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That’s basically what was happening in UK emergency rooms. To hit their targets, hospitals were waiting until just before the four-hour deadline was up before admitting patients, only to then make them suffer through another interminable wait once inside. Problem solved! The effect was the government target being hit, but without an actual improvement in quality of care, and at ten times the cost.

This scheme worked especially well in combination with another government incentive that offered hospitals close to $1,000 for every patient admitted. Hospitals smartly figured, “Why treat patients without admitting them when we can walk them a few feet down the hall and get some free government cash?”

The result was that patients who didn’t even need hospital admission were admitted anyway (and usually released the same day), making wait times worse for people who really did need it. Only in the world of government could we figure out a way to actually pay people more for worse service.

Dirty laundry about dirty laundry

At Good Hope, a government-run hospital in the UK, members of the housekeeping staff were reminded that washing bedsheets would cost 0.275 pence each (about 40 cents). Their solution? Don’t wash the sheets in between visitors, just turn them over! Surely, those killer bacteria could never find their way all the way through the cotton!

This policy was implemented soon after another government-run hospital found itself in trouble for sending a memo to the staff about saving $5 per day by “prescribing cheaper medicines, reducing the number of sterile packs used, cutting hospital tests and asking patients to bring drugs in from home.”
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On a positive note, this marked the first time in recorded history that a government program tried to save money.

Like pulling teeth to get teeth pulled

How bad is dental insurance in the UK? Almost half of dentists say that they won’t accept any patients using government health care. That has led to about 1 in 5 people deciding against getting any dental care because the cost is so high (wasn’t it supposed to be free?). Six percent of patients have even resorted to “self-treatment,” like pulling their own teeth and using superglue to reattach crowns.

Based on dismal scenarios like these, the government negotiated new contracts with dentists to improve dental care and make it more available. The result? Fifty-eight percent said the changes made care worse, and 84 percent said it didn’t get any easier to find a dentist. The truth is that dental coverage in the UK is an absolute, complete disaster. You can judge that by the statistics, or by a less scientific but just as effective method: their smiles.



Waiting times for operations are “shorter than ever”!

This quote, from a self-congratulatory 2006 government press release, was unsurprisingly optimistic. It was the result of yet another grand government target promising that you would be able to get that surgery you need within—wait for it . . . just six months! It’s like a big twenty-six-week hug from the government!

While this target did help some of those who were waiting several years for surgeries, it actually made the delays for the typical person even longer. Across the board, wait times increased by about 20 percent, with waits for certain types of care, such as orthopedics, increasing by 143 percent. Given that result, perhaps a more accurate press release from the government might have been: “We’ve reduced waiting times for some procedures from several years to a half a year, while making almost everyone else wait longer! And if you need a new hip—wow, are you screwed.”

NICE: Not So Nice

NICE, or the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence, is quite possibly the most misleading acronym in world history. Why? Because it’s their job to let you know if your life is worth living. I don’t mean that in some ethereal “meaning of the universe” sort of way, I mean it in actual dollars and cents (i.e., How much currency is it worth to keep you alive?). The idea that our system is portrayed as brutally cold and uncaring is laughable when you look at what citizens of the UK are forced to deal with.

NICE has been around for ten years and its target mission has always been front and center: to develop what The New York Times calls a “standard method of rationing.” That standard method has concluded that if you have breast cancer, the drug Tykerb, which has been shown in clinical tests to delay the progression of the disease, is worth more than your life.
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Another candidate for the worst acronym in world history is the: Hebrew Institute of Tolerance, Learning, Excellence, and Respect.

In fact, so is the average two-bedroom apartment in Manhattan.
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Newspapers in the UK are littered with similar stories of drugs and treatments deemed too pricey to extend life. Yet, somehow NICE isn’t seen as an embarrassment to the UK, it’s actually the envy of the world! Top health officials from around the globe closely watch the decisions and mimic the procedures of NICE.
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While all of this UK bashing might make us feel good, it’s important to remember that we aren’t doing much better. Take Medicare, for instance. After a New York investigator discovered millions of dollars in false state Medicare claims (for such things as pregnancy treatments for men, 450 fake eyeballs for people who didn’t need them, and medicine for people who were already dead), she unleashed a quote that can be found only in the world of government-run health care:

“It just seems to me that a pharmacist should know if his patient is dead or not. There are a lot of patients in New York who are getting treated when they’re dead.”



Former Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle praised many NICE-ish policies in his 2008 book Critical: What We Can Do About the Health-Care Crisis. He advocated the creation of a “super board” to tell doctors how they should and should not be treating you. “In choosing what it will cover and how much it will pay,” Daschle wrote that this “super board” of “government experts” “could steer providers to the services that are the most clinically valuable and cost-effective, and dissuade them from wasting time and money on those that are neither.” That sounds totally different from the framework that leads to rationing expensive and experimental care, doesn’t it?
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Daschle further explained: “The federal government could exert tremendous leverage with its decisions on covered benefits and payment incentives.” If you’re wondering what it’s like to be on the wrong side of a government version of “tremendous leverage” backed up with “payment incentives,” then just ask Rick Wagoner, who, thanks to the administration, is now the former CEO of General Motors.

And if you think that all of these ideas from Daschle are too radical to ever work their way into our system, then just remember that Daschle was Barack Obama’s first choice as secretary of Health and Human Services.

But while the antics of Obama/Daschle may not surprise you, this might: the government has already tried to implement many of NICE’s policies—and it happened under a president with an “(R)” after his name.

Dr. Sean Tunis, who served as the Chief Medical Officer of the Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services under George W. Bush, said he spent a lot of his time in government “learning about NICE and trying to adopt the processes and mechanisms they used, and we just couldn’t.”

While we’ve looked at the UK for problems, it’s also important to listen to those who live there for solutions. Daniel Hannan, a British politician, made a three-minute speech excoriating Prime Minister Gordon Brown over the ridiculous amounts of debt that his country had acquired in their attempt to solve their spending problems with more spending. While the British press largely ignored it, the video went viral and, in just one day, became the most watched video in the country. A few days later I invited Hannan, who isn’t exactly a tool of the right—he supported Barack Obama for president and opposed the Iraq War—on my radio program.



[image: Image] ON THE RECORD [image: Image]

While Barack Obama says he supports a massively increased role for government in health care, he still seems to stop short of a total takeover. But if you listen to Obama’s occasionally candid words (before becoming president) on what his long-term plans really are, it becomes clear that this is nothing more than a pit stop.

[image: Image] “If I were designing a system from scratch, then I’d probably set up the single-payer system [but] making that transition in a rapid way, I think would be very difficult.”

[image: Image] “There was a lot of resistance to a single-payer system . . . Over time it may be that we end up transitioning to such a system. For now, I just want to make sure every American is covered . . . I don’t want to wait for that perfect system.”

[image: Image] “I happen to be a proponent of the single-payer universal-health-care plan . . . That’s what I’d like to see. But as all of you know, we may not get there immediately because first we have to take back the White House and we have to take back the Senate and we have to take back the House.”

Check. Check. Check.



“You should learn from our mistakes,” Hannan told my audience. “I mean, the single biggest area where I could see you making this mistake is on this thing of the nationalized health-care system. I mean, I hope that sanity is going to prevail. I know it’s been kicked around before and it hasn’t happened. I love my country even more than I love yours, you know, but God, I would love to get rid of our system and have something that puts patients in charge rather than putting doctors’ unions and bureaucrats in charge. That’s the single biggest thing.”

Plus, he said it in an English accent. So it sounded even cooler than it reads.
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“WELL, IF THE UK ISN’T THE MODEL TO FOLLOW, THEN MAYBE WE SHOULD LOOK TOWARD CUBA. MICHAEL MOORE PROVED ONCE AND FOR ALL THAT EVEN THEY OUTPERFORM US!”

Of the six biggest* documentaries of all time, one of them features Al Gore, one of them features penguins marching, and three of them feature Michael Moore.

Moore has become the largest figure in the genre* and his influence on idiots in this country cannot be understated. While his movie Sicko was somewhat of a disappointment commercially, it included almost every tired argument about health care that’s ever been made. So let’s go through a few of them one by one:

MOORE: “The United States slipped to number thirty-seven in health care around the world, just slightly ahead of Slovenia.”
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You can tell a lot about someone by the company they keep. Therefore I assume Emperor Penguins are extremely liberal.

As Moore says this line in the movie, a graphic pops up on the screen showing the United States just one slot ahead of the happy-fun-land of Slovenia, and two slots above the island paradise of Cuba. Seemingly damning evidence of our disastrous health-care system, right?

Wrong—because what Moore doesn’t tell the audience is where those statistics come from, and, more important, how they’re calculated. The truth is that Moore’s prized statistics come from an all-time favorite media source: the report card of the best health-care systems in the world, dutifully delivered on a silver platter by the World Health Organization/United Nations.

You might be thinking that the U.N. isn’t exactly a fair arbiter of the policies of the United States . . . and you’d be right—but it’s actually much worse than that. They admit their data has been (and this is a direct quote, though I didn’t see it used in the movie) “hampered by the weakness of routine information systems and insufficient attention to research.” At times when good numbers weren’t available, they “developed [data] through a variety of techniques.”

Mostly though, they just blindly accepted what governments all around the world told them, including the always reliable Castro regime in Cuba. I guess the U.N. thinks that the best place to get good information on the likelihood of drug addiction is from a pamphlet given to you by a crack dealer.
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This man should not be making movies about health care.



The WHO/U.N. study is little more than a political how-to guide on the best way to run the most U.N.-like government. For example, the U.S. gets punished in the study for not having a progressive enough tax system. What does that have to do with health care?

The most damaging category that contributes to America’s overall ranking is our 54th-place finish in the oh-so-objective category of “fairness,” something they define as “the smallest feasible differences among individuals and groups.”

To truly understand the absurdity of that definition, consider this scenario: Let’s say you have two patients (one rich and one poor) who can be cured only by an expensive or experimental treatment. By the U.N.’s standard, a country that lets both patients die is superior to one that manages to keep one alive.
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After this, some accused Michael Moore of being a tool of Cuban propaganda (I accuse him of just being a tool in general). I’m pretty sure they’re right, but doesn’t that make the U.N. one also?
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I’m sure the United Nations’ opinion of what constitutes fairness is completely rational and consistent with American values. After all, any organization that gives Russia and China lifetime privileges to unilaterally veto anything they want should always be trusted.

What the U.N. sees as so undesirable and unfair actually works fairly well. In America, rich people could likely buy whatever treatment they need. Those who aren’t rich still have lots of options: They can get a loan, ask family members or charities for assistance, or they can search for a doctor or company willing to work with them at a reduced rate. Those scenarios are all quite common in America.

Over time, the rich people end up subsidizing the majority of the research and development costs by paying big fees early on. Companies are then able to make profits, which brings prices down and makes that treatment more affordable for everyone (including the socialist countries that wouldn’t pay for it before).



Who’s Making This Argument?

It’s not just Michael Moore who loves to cite the anti-American WHO/U.N. report. Everyone from New Jersey governor Jon Corzine, to Tom Daschle, NPR, CNN, The New York Times, and the San Francisco Chronicle has relied on that biased report to substantiate their calls for urgent action.



It’s not perfect, nothing is—but it’s a lot better than the U.N.’s way of thinking, which would result in a country like the United States ranking behind an entire nation filled with doctors who act like Jason Voorhees and murder each patient with a machete whenever they schedule an appointment. “Sure, all patients are brutally slaughtered, but at least everyone is treated equally!”

The report claims there are only two ways to achieve their version of “fairness”:

1. “The healthy subsidize those who are sick.” This is, of course, a basic tenet of health insurance.



2. “The rich subsidize those who are poor.” This is, of course, a basic tenet of socialism.

Thus, Michael Moore and others use a study that requires socialism to have a good health-care system to prove that socialists have good health-care systems. It’s like citing a report done by Burger King on hamburger quality that heavily depends on such objective measures as “Prominence of Flame Broiling.” My guess is that McDonald’s wouldn’t do that well.

How did the WHO/U.N. come up with how the “fairness” category would be figured? Simple . . . they asked themselves. Here’s how they explain it: “To derive a set of weights for the different achievements that compose overall attainment, WHO conducted a survey of 1,006 respondents from 125 countries, half from among its own staff.”

After the survey was “checked for consistency and bias,” the U.N. then came up with a set of measures that put 62.5 percent of the weight of the entire study on some type of “equality” (as defined by, you guessed it . . . the U.N.). Knowing the U.N. like we do, does that really sound like a recipe for an honest critique of the U.S. health-care system?
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To translate: “How did we at Burger King come up with the category of ‘Prominence of Flame Broiling’? We asked our own employees!”
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Knowing Michael Moore like we do, does Sicko seem like it would be an honest critique of the U.S. health-care system?

But the WHO/U.N. doesn’t just care about who has appropriately high taxes or whose system is the most socialized—they have other goals as well: “better health” (nice of them to include that) and “responsiveness to people’s expectations in regard to non-health matters.” (Huh?)

The study reports that “several poor African and Asian countries rank fairly high on the level of responsiveness [to people’s expectations].” I assume they mean that doctors respond to patients right away to tell them that they’re screwed.

MOORE: “All independent health organizations in the world, and even our own CIA, believes that the Cubans have a pretty good health system. And they do, in fact, live longer than we do.”
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The climax of Sicko shows Michael Moore defying the laws of physics by remaining afloat in a boat to Cuba* as he accompanies 9/11 rescue workers who, he says, need health care and are unable to afford it in the United States.



While his actual point is ridiculous (see below), he does prove one important thing: A liberal filmmaker who brings a camera crew into a communist country with the intent to show that they are superior to the United States has a reasonably good chance of getting halfway decent health care. Shocking, I know. Fortunately, the idea that Cuba was giving an accurate picture of how the average Cuban is treated isn’t taken seriously by anyone.
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Except for those who really want to believe it’s true . . . like Michael Moore. He told ABC’s John Stossel, “I asked them to give us the same exact care they give their fellow Cuban citizens. No more, no less. And that’s what they did.”

Moore’s stunt could be dismissed as a humorous attempt at exaggerating a point, except for one thing: He’s not joking. In interview after interview he’s made specific statements trying to back up the claims in his movie. For example, Moore has said that the CIA agrees with him. He couldn’t be lying about that, right? Riiiiiight?

Well, unfortunately for Mike, the CIA isn’t some mythical organization from another dimension that sends statistics about health care through secret telepathy. In fact, if you want to know their opinion, you can just ask them—which is exactly what 20/20 did after hearing Moore’s claims. The CIA’s response? “We don’t say that Cuba has a pretty good system or that Cubans live longer than Americans.”

I wish they would be a little less ambiguous. Maybe Moore was talking about a different CIA . . . like the “Cuban Information Agency,” perhaps?
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Maybe Moore could try the oh-so-convincing Nancy Pelosi technique of just accusing the CIA of lying?

But, misleading sources aside, is life expectancy even a fair way to judge a health-care system? Most people probably think yes. For example, if location A has a life expectancy of 78.7 years and location B has an expectancy of 75.8 years, you can reasonably assume that location A has a better overall health-care system, right?
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Nope. In fact, the numbers in the above example are real, and they represent a much starker difference than the one between America and other countries. Location A is actually Utah and location B is Nevada—two states that literally border each other. So why would one state have a life expectancy nearly three years longer than the other, especially considering that their health-care systems are essentially identical? Who knows (my guess is the killer Bs: buffets, booze, and brothels)—but one thing is for sure: Utah doesn’t have a higher life expectancy because they have universal government health care.

Life expectancy is actually a terrible way to judge a health-care system. Why? Because a lot of people die for reasons that can’t be controlled by doctors. To understand what I mean, let’s look at the two things that come to mind when you think about Detroit: cars and murder.

We love our cars, and Detroit is (or at least was) the automobile capital of the world. Other countries don’t drive nearly as much or as far as we do (or put on their makeup while texting, road raging, and eating an Egg McMuffin). More driving means more accidents, which unfortunately leads to more early deaths.

Detroit is unfortunately also illustrative of America’s affinity for homicide. You’re about eight times more likely to be murdered in Detroit than in America as a whole, and their 2007 murder rate was roughly equal to Venezuela’s. Long-term corruption and incompetence in Detroit and other major cities drives America’s national murder rate to a point that can be up to four times greater than that of some European countries.

But neither murder nor car accidents, two factors that lower overall life expectancy, have anything to do with the quality of our health-care system. In fact, if you control for the higher number of homicides and accidents, some studies have shown that the U.S. ranks number one worldwide in life expectancy.
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In January of 2009, the average home price in Detroit was $7,000. I wonder why?



Unless countries like Cuba have somehow developed a way to un-slash the neck of a murder victim, or de-telephone-pole a car after an accident, it’s clear that the longer-life-expectancy claim is as bogus as a photo of Michael Moore eating tofu.* Which brings us to another huge* factor affecting life expectancy that Michael Moore is very closely acquainted with:* We have food. Lots of it.

While Cubans eat to stay alive, we eat to kill ourselves. Dr. Robert N. Butler, a Pulitzer Prize–winning author, thinks the Cuban health-care system does some things well, but he admitted to The New York Times that “some of Cuba’s shortcomings may actually improve its health profile.” Sounds counterintuitive, right? Sure, but Butler had a good explanation. “Because they don’t have up-to-date cars,” he said, “they tend to have to exercise more by walking. And they may not have a surfeit of food, which keeps them from problems like obesity, but they’re not starving, either.”



Wow, what a glorious endorsement of communism! If only we could be so lucky as to have just enough food to survive and no ability to travel easily, maybe we too could be as happy and healthy as Cubans!

Does the fact that we are a rich country with new cars that likes to indulge in unhealthy things to the point that no one would flinch if we added a Big Mac to our flag really tell us anything about our health-care system? Of course not. We’re a country that celebrates the hot dog and the apple pie as two of our national symbols. It’s amazing we live past twelve.

The bottom line is that obesity might be the yummiest of all diseases, but the vast number of American fatties isn’t easy on the eyes . . . or on our health-care statistics.

MOORE: “Cuba is a very poor country... yet, in spite of that, they are able to put together a health-care system that guarantees they have . . . a better infant-mortality rate [than we do].”
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When Michael Moore went to a clinic to lose weight, he chose the privately run Pritikin Longevity Center & Spa. Looking at the results, I have to concede that not even the private sector is perfect.*

On January 2, 2009, the Cuban government made a fascinating announcement: They had lowered their infant-mortality rate to 4.7 of every 1,000 births in 2008. That’s one of the lowest in the world.

But what was truly amazing wasn’t the rate, it was the date. How exactly did Cuba, a country that has approximately one calculator for the entire miserable island, compute and release an exact infant mortality rate for their entire country in less than 48 hours when it can take the United States about two years to put together theirs? Medical records from thousands of hospitals must be compiled, checked, and rechecked. If you’ve ever been stuck gathering a bunch of email addresses to put together a birthday party Evite for an annoying coworker, you know how impossible a task that must be. Yet Cuba is somehow able to magically become the world’s most competent nation when it comes to this one singular task. How?
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Maybe a better question is why? Why would Cuba be in such a rush to trumpet its low infant-mortality rate? The answer is that it’s all about marketing. The world looks at infant mortality as one of the most important measures of a health-care system—which is exactly why Cuba spends so much time manipulating theirs. Whether it’s direct misreporting or abortions at the first sign of possible trouble with a fetus, Cuba is about on par with Bernie Madoff when it comes to honest reporting.

But let’s play the Michael Moore game for a minute and assume that the Castro brothers would welcome a PriceWaterhouseCoopers audit of their infant-mortality rate. Would a global game of “My Babies Die Less Often Than Your Babies” really be a legitimate way to fairly compare health-care systems?

Not at all. The problem with the infant-mortality rate lies in the incredible disparity in the ways by which the statistic is measured around the world. For example, while 40 percent of America’s infant-mortality rate is attributable to infants who die on the day of their birth, some countries don’t “reliably register” those deaths at all. In the U.S., a baby that shows any sign of life whatsoever is counted as a live birth, but other countries laugh at that crazy standard of “life” and instead use “size” or “weight” to determine whether a birth is “live.” US News and World Report noted this phenomenon:

“In Austria and Germany, fetal weight must be at least 500 grams (1 pound) to count as a live birth; in other parts of Europe, such as Switzerland, the fetus must be at least 30 centimeters (12 inches) long. In Belgium and France, births at less than 26 weeks of pregnancy are registered as lifeless.”

Perhaps you’re a skeptic who doesn’t trust US News and World Report. “It has the letters US right in its title . . . why should we trust what they say about European health care!?” Well, how about the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) instead? They’re the ones that actually collect the European data and even they specifically warn against comparing infant-mortality rates around the world for precisely the same reasons.
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In America, along with many developed nations, infant deaths don’t have nearly as much to do with the merits of a health-care system as they did decades ago. For example, America has a higher rate of “very pre-term” babies than most other countries. Very preterm babies are born at less than 32 weeks, and die at about 30 times the rate of our average. While they account for only two percent of births, they total more than half of all infant deaths. That’s why, once you adjust for birth weight, the U.S. ends up with an infant-mortality rate that’s about equal to Norway’s—which has one of the lowest rates on the planet.
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But why do we have so many more pre-term births in the first place? Is it because our health-care system is so bad? Nope—in some respects it’s actually the other way around. Americans use far more fertility drugs than other countries and those drugs increase the possibility of multiple births and premature babies. In many other countries, couples don’t have access to all of our drugs and treatments. If they can’t conceive naturally, many people are forced to simply go without biological children.

If you asked an average “citizen of the world” (hat tip to President Obama for that) whether, after hearing the risks, they would choose to have advanced fertility options available, I have to believe that most would still say “yes.” Again, the point is that the fact that the United States is a relatively wealthy country that chooses to spend its money on incredibly innovative drugs that produce a higher proportion of premature babies doesn’t mean we have a bad health-care system. In fact, I would argue it means just the opposite.
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One benefit of fertility drugs is that news channels get weeks of material every time a mother has a huge number of kids at once. Studies have shown that if “Octomom” didn’t exist, cable news would have had to shut down for much of early 2009.





I don’t blame Cuba for massaging their infant-mortality numbers a bit. I mean, their citizens are stuck dealing with the failure of their communist system, the bumbling brothers who have been running their country into the ground, defections of every kid with an ounce of baseball talent, and a daily UV index that would turn me into a dried cherry in nine minutes. (I don’t tan well.) But, by announcing annual numbers before the New Year’s champagne spoils, they are attempting to spread propaganda that Cuban health care, which was once an impressive and thriving system before it was destroyed by communism, is superior to America’s. They spoon-feed (or trough feed*) this information to idiots who can’t help but lap it up like a hungry pig in slop.*

I suppose the one morsel of solace we can take from Sicko is this: Michael Moore isn’t shy about begging for total government control. Unlike most of our politicians, at least he’s honest about it.

“SURE, GOVERNMENT MIGHT NOT BE THE PERFECT SOLUTION, BUT IT’S THE ONLY SOLUTION. YOUR PRECIOUS FREE-MARKET CAPITALISM HAS DONE NOTHING TO SOLVE THIS PROBLEM!”

Capitalism has provided what any honest observer would conclude is the highest-quality health-care system on the planet. Market forces don’t just encourage innovation, they force it. Help people survive or your competition will make sure your company dies. That’s why U.S. companies have developed half of all new major medicines introduced worldwide over the last twenty years. For a country with only five percent of the world’s population, that’s not too bad.

Here is how it works: America develops new treatments, gets them first, and, yes, pays more for them. You know that fat, hairy rich guy with the hot young wife who was the first in town to buy a plasma screen when they still cost $30,000? That’s America—we’re the fat, hairy rich guy to the rest of the world. The left delights in vilifying the wealthiest one percent, but they forget the famous words of an anonymous fifth-grade philosopher: When you’re pointing at someone, there are three fingers pointing back at you. To the rest of the world, we are the wealthiest one percent.
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That leaves those who attack the American health-care system with only one main argument: quantity versus quality. Sure, America has the best health-care system, they’ll say. For those who can afford it—but too many can’t.
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Finally, an argument with some truth to it. For all of its unacknowledged virtue, our health-care system does still leave too many without coverage. The real question is what can rectify that more efficiently: a free market or a government monopoly?

Answer this question: What three letters can get you quality medical care for about half the price of a typical doctor’s appointment and provide a 90-day supply of most prescription medications for less than a movie and popcorn, all while giving you the opportunity to pick up Cheetos, Mentos, Oreos, Pepto, and probably even this book-o.

The answer is W-A-L. You can get all of these things at your local Walgreens and/or Wal-Mart.

Walgreens is leading the way in the development of retail health clinics, which means that you can basically see a medical professional right in the pharmacy. Wait times are minimal, the cost is low, and you can grab a Whatchamacallit bar on the way out.

Despite the fact that the economic downturn has slowed the rapid expansion of the clinics and caused some providers to close shop, the number of retail clinics still increased by over 30 percent in 2008. Walgreens plans to have 400 clinics open by 2010 and CVS, the other market leader, plans on having almost 500. Anyone can walk into these clinics, regardless of health-insurance status, and get medical care for about one-sixth the cost of a trip to the emergency room, and one-half the cost of a normal trip to the doctor’s office. The quality of care, usually given by a master’s-degree-educated nurse practitioner, is so good that two-thirds of visits are paid for by insurance. The bulk of their business comes from people with insurance going there by choice, not the uninsured going there by necessity.
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If you listen to the media, you probably think that, besides selling economy-sized bags of Triple Barbecue Cheddar Mega Crisps, Wal-Mart’s main business line is assassinating helpless crippled runaway teenagers. Not so. Incredibly, they keep their profits churning with very little despotic evil or murder involved.

In 2006, Wal-Mart decided to lower their prescription drug prices to just $4 for a 30-day supply of most generic medications. That put the most popular vital medications within reach of just about everyone and launched what Bloomberg described as a “fierce” price war for prescription drugs, saving sick Americans literally billions of dollars.

In response to Wal-Mart’s price cut, Target followed suit. And then Krogers. First Giant, Giant Eagle, Food Lion, Publix, and Safeway have all adopted similar plans to compete. Walgreens also now offers a 90-day supply of 400 different drugs for just $12.

In 2008, Wal-Mart made an announcement: They had saved customers $1 billion in prescription drug costs—a number that is undoubtedly underestimated because it doesn’t count the savings at all of the other stores that followed their lead. So, what did Wal-Mart do next? They lowered prices again—this time to $10 for a 90-day supply. CVS jumped on the bandwagon too, offering hundreds of drugs for $9.99 for 90 days. The price war continued until Giant supermarkets actually began “selling” antibiotics for the unbeatable price of . . . nothing.
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Given Wal-Mart’s entrepreneurial spirit, why did they issue a letter in support of Obamacare? Well, besides fear of retribution from the government, Reason Magazine says they did it because it’s “good from a competitive standpoint.” About 99 percent of businesses the size of Wal-Mart’s already offer their employees health care, while only 62 percent of smaller businesses do. Wal-Mart can handle the increased cost, smaller competitors can’t.

Did all of these companies cut their prices so dramatically because their managements are filled with altruistic do-gooders with a furious desire to help their fellow humans? Well, partially, yes—not every business owner is Tony Soprano. But the real reason is that management understood that if they forged relationships with customers by conveniently providing them with vital medicine as inexpensively as possible, those customers would likely come back and buy their Cap’n Crunch, Mr. Clean, and Pringles Cheezums there too. And when times are better, they’ll come back for their television, office furniture, and snowblower.

Charles Platt, a senior writer for Wired magazine, who has written about everything from cold fusion to nanotechnology, offered evidence of this kind of thinking when he applied for (and got) an entry-level job at a Wal-Mart in Flagstaff, Arizona. After an extremely thorough interview process, he had to give the Wal-Mart pledge: “If a customer comes within ten feet of me, I’m going to look him in the eye, smile, and greet him.” As Platt wrote: “The reason was clearly articulated. On average, anyone walking into Wal-Mart is likely to spend more than $200,000 at the store during the rest of his life. Therefore, any clueless employee who alienates that customer will cost the store around a quarter-million dollars.”

If Wal-Mart understands that one passing encounter with a customer is that important, imagine the value they see in curing someone’s gout for $3.33 a month. Sure, low drug prices are good for you, but they’re great for Wal-Mart, Walgreens, and CVS. Their motivation (outside of basic human decency) is capitalistic profit—and while it might not be popular to say this in today’s America . . . that’s good.

The pursuit of profits doesn’t just lower prices, it also fuels impressive innovation and provides access to health care in ways never before thought possible. For example, you know that crazy idea called the internet? It was a small computer-networking thing used by universities and geeks before capitalism turned it into a way to buy, watch, listen to, look at, and create almost anything.

The internet is fueling technological solutions and widespread information-sharing that’s acting like a massive health-care think tank. Here are just a few of the innovations now being developed by the private sector to serve those without insurance:

eHealthinsurance.com

The idea of buying your own health insurance has been so vilified that people tend to think that if you can’t get it through their job, you can’t get it at all. Enter ehealthinsurance.com. Put in your zip code and birth date and you’ll have dozens of quotes from insurance companies that want your business. They feature plans for small businesses and individuals, and short-term plans if you’re between jobs or just enjoy applying for health insurance every few months. I filled out the form and, believe it or not, there is a company out there willing to insure my 45-year-old-out-of-shape-coronary-in-waiting self for just $94 a month.
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I assume that monthly rate would go up once they realize how much butter I actually consume.

Healthcarebluebook.com

Let’s say you walk into an electronics store, go right up to the manager, and say: “Hello, I want to buy a flat-screen TV. I have no idea what anything in this place costs and I don’t care because I’m not paying for it. Please remove all the price tags, and don’t give me a receipt after I buy.” Do you think he’d give you a good deal on the price?

That, of course, is basically the current state of health care in America. When you have insurance, you simply don’t care how much anything costs. Doctors don’t have to compete on price, so why would they bother trying to keep prices low?

Healthcarebluebook.com steps in to fill the void by disclosing reasonable prices for various procedures and treatments, thereby arming the patient with the ultimate medication for out-of-control costs: information. Once you know the going price, you can actually call around to find a doctor you like and then even negotiate the price with him or her. Believe me, when a doctor’s office realizes that you won’t be putting them through the nightmare of submitting claims to an insurance company (or worse, the government), they’re very likely to give you a good deal.

[image: Image]

To avoid government paperwork, a doctor’s office quite possibly might throw in a pizza coupon, a Snuggie, and a few Vicodin, too.

Teladoc and American Well

Need to talk to a doctor at 3 AM because, after doing a few Google searches, you’re absolutely convinced that you’re afflicted with pseudopseudohypoparathyroidism? Good luck getting your actual doctor on the phone, insurance or not. Usually, the sort of phone services available at 3 AM include having an overweight, hairy woman with a raspy voice speak a collection of well-rehearsed and sexually explicit phrases in an unconvincing manner (so I’m told), or a quasi-German man soliciting the purchase of the most absorbent cloth ever created by scientists.
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I don’t know if I want my doctor texting me. Seeing “yo gb u got da clap 4 eva!” on my iPhone would be a tad disturbing.

If you’ve ever thought that you wasted an hour driving to the doctor’s office just so they can ask you two questions and diagnose you with something they’ve seen 3,000 other times, then Teladoc is probably for you. For just $35 you can be on the phone with a licensed physician within 3 hours, guaranteed.

Two other companies go even further. For $45, American Well will let you talk with a doctor via webcam, instant message, phone, or text. And at Wal-Mart, some locations have now begun to offer “virtual clinics” where you not only get to talk to a medical professional—they can actually look into your ears, eyes, and throat remotely via a webcam.
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Following the path of every technology on earth, the webcam became universal only after widespread (bad word in this context) usage in the porn industry. Consider the irony of that: The physical act originally intended by God to create life has popularized a technology now being used to help doctors extend it. Ahhhh . . . the circle of porn.



The No Insurance Club

While it might sound like the worst Facebook group in existence, The No Insurance Club is actually a way to prepay medical expenses and get an extremely low rate in return. For about $500 per year patients get priority access to up to 12 doctor appointments, extremely low-priced prescriptions, free tests and blood work, plus they pay no deductibles, no copays, and avoid all of the endless paperwork. Considering the average doctor’s appointment can run as high as $130, that’s a huge saving.

These are just some of the innovative ideas that capitalism is dreaming up even as we brainstorm ways to get rid of it. Some of these companies might revolutionize the way we think about our health, others will fail as miserably as Alex Rodriguez taking a steroid test. But, the truth is clear: Capitalism is in the middle of creating the tools that can alleviate many of our biggest health-care concerns. Isn’t it quintessential government to pick right now as the time to step in and “save the day”?
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For a little extra, patients can cover their entire family and get up to 16 visits per year. If you have unused appointments in December I guess you can just drop your kids off at the doctor’s office, have them fake a cough, and save money on babysitters.



“COMPARED TO OUR OTHER PROBLEMS, HEALTH CARE IS EASY TO FIX. WE JUST NEED THE RIGHT LEGISLATION AND A LOT OF MONEY.”

As we’ve looked at the state of health care in America, we’ve seen how things aren’t quite as bad as we think, how government can make things worse, and how capitalism can make things better. But the truth is that no one solution, from either side of the debate, can make health care what it needs to be.

If you’ve been on YouTube over the past couple of years, then, in addition to watching ugly English women sing, some kid named Charlie biting fingers, and my guests fainting midinterview, you probably saw me half in a coma and looking worse than usual after a quite intimate and painful surgery.

But(t), as bad as my experience under the knife was, it was far worse out in the waiting room. Without getting into details you don’t want, let’s just say the surgery didn’t go well, and no one seemed to care.
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The powerful lesson that I learned was that the system that is capable of transplanting a heart had lost something far more basic: its soul. It’s not a lack of training, equipment, or technology that’s the problem—we just have to put the care back in health care.

Our insurance system is designed, whether through the government or our employers, to cut out the relationship between doctors and patients. Doctors are so overcome with threatened legal action and bureaucracy that it’s become expected that trips to the doctor’s office are exercises in paperwork, patience, and rude staff. Encouraging competition and removing the needless levels of regulation can free up our doctors to once again worry about their patients instead of politicians and attorneys.

That brings me to Dr. John Muney, a New York physician who recently started an amazing program: unlimited doctor’s appointments to anyone who wanted them for just $79 per month. His logic was simple: If he could avoid the mountains of paperwork that come with insurance, he could cut his costs and make sure health care was within reach of everyone.

That’s when the government stepped in. You see, despite the speeches from politicians, the government doesn’t really care if you’re able to see a doctor. What they care about is control. The State Insurance Department told Dr. Muney that he had to stop offering his low-cost, fixed-rate plan because it was too similar to insurance. To put it another way, a doctor’s effort to avoid the hassles of insurance could continue only if he started his own insurance company.



In the middle of the controversy, I brought Dr. Muney on the air to talk about it. After his appearance, the state told him that they would allow him to continue with a modified version of his plan, one that would, unfortunately, cover less and cost more. As Dr. Muney said: “I really don’t want to charge more. They’re forcing me.”

While the situation is still far from optimal, the truth is that his entire plan would have been destroyed if it weren’t for people all around America standing up and showing their outrage. That is why, despite how exhausting it is, we must continue arguing with every idiot at every opportunity.

When our freedoms aren’t our focus, our country becomes dangerously ill. Our Founders might not have been doctors, but they still outlined the proper prescription to keep America healthy and vibrant: a commonsense approach focusing on rights and responsibilities.

Now, take the two of those, and call Washington in the morning.
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THE U.S. CONSTITUTION

Lost in Translation

HOW many times have you argued with your idiot friends about what’s constitutional and what isn’t? You may even show them the Constitution, but the disagreement continues. That made me think that maybe the problem is that the entire Constitution is written in English—a language that is very difficult for the average idiot to comprehend. In addition, there are several words in the document longer than three letters, making it a tougher read than the “Dick and Jane” books they normally struggle through.

What follows is a translation (from English to Idiot) of several important parts of the U.S. Constitution, leaving no doubt as to what our Founding Fathers really intended.
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Constitution for the United States of America
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On July 24, 1787, delegates established a “Committee of Detail” to generate a rough draft of the Constitution, synergizing their debates. The preamble of their first draft read as follows:

We the People of the States of New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode-Island and Providence Plantations, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North-Carolina, South-Carolina, and Georgia, do ordain, declare, and establish the following Constitution for the Government of Ourselves and our Posterity.
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Then, on September 8, the “Committee of Style” was established to refine and revise the Articles that had been agreed upon. After four days of work, they presented a digest version of the Constitution that included this new preamble:



We, the People of the United States, in order to form a more perfect union, to establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.

Over 22 decades later, it has become easy for us to forget that the three million or so inhabitants of the country at that time considered themselves to be citizens of their own state first, and only then a citizen of the country. It was a far more localized environment, meaning that unifying the various states under the banner of “the United States” was a revolutionary way of thinking.
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Notice that it isn’t the Supreme Court that is granted the right to make laws! Shocking.
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In retrospect, a term-limit clause might not have been a bad idea here. Say, two or three terms, max? In Federalist Paper #53, James Madison, who also authored the majority of the Constitution, wrote, “A few of the members, as happens in all such assemblies, will possess superior talents; will, by frequent re-elections, become members of long standing; will be thoroughly masters of the public business, and perhaps not unwilling to avail themselves of those advantages. The greater the proportion of new members of Congress, and the less the information of the bulk of the members, the more apt they be to fall into the snares that may be laid before them.”

Madison seemed to favor experience and know-how, but perhaps time has proven that he may have given our politicians far too much rope with which to hang themselves. He may have also assumed that people like Strom Thurmond and Robert Byrd would have the good sense to retire before reaching their early hundreds. Or, maybe he just didn’t count on people living as long as they do now. After all, the life expectancy of someone born in Philadelphia from 1754 to 1790 was just 13 years.
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In summary: We vote for House members every two years, they have to be 25 years old, have been a citizen for seven years, and live in the state where they were elected. I think Wal-Mart greeters have stricter hiring guidelines than we do.

Idiots point to this line as “proof” that the Founders were racist Klansmen who wore powdered wigs instead of white sheets—but nothing could be farther from the truth. This whole section deals with counting Americans (a census) for the purpose of representation. It does not deal with placing value on human life.



Many of the Founders actually wanted to eliminate slavery, but knew they couldn’t push for it right away and still keep the Union together. For instance, in the 1790 census, which took place three years after the ratification of the Constitution, the slave population of South Carolina alone was 77 percent of the white population. By 1820, slaves outnumbered whites 265,000 to 237,000, give or take, and, by 1860, the slave population had grown to over 412,000, compared to just 291,000 for whites. Georgia and Virginia also had an enormous number of slaves.

By including the slave population in the census on a one-to-one basis, the South would have had all the representation it needed to outvote the North on the slavery issue . . . indefinitely. So, in order to keep representation of the South down (thereby keeping the elimination of slavery on the table), the Founding Fathers devised this counting method to limit the power the South could wield, thus ensuring that one day this new nation would be able to abolish slavery.

For example, Gouverneur Morris, who assisted James Madison throughout the entire process of drafting the Constitution and was on the committee that decided on its final draft, described slavery as a “nefarious institution . . . The curse of heaven on states where it prevailed.” He also argued that congressional representation should be based on “one for every 40,000 free inhabitants.” As a vehement opponent of slavery, Morris opposed the “three-fifths” compromise because he felt it would still allow the southern states enough representatives to keep slavery going indefinitely.

Founders like George Washington and Thomas Jefferson are often described by critics as “hypocrites” when it comes to slavery. Yes, Washington and Jefferson both owned slaves, but both also opposed the slave trade. Is that “hypocrisy”? Well, let’s think of it in modern-day terms: 200 years from now, if people decide that hiring illegal aliens is immoral, will all those who currently have their lawns mowed or children cared for by people who “lack documentation” be looked back on as racist hypocrites? Maybe, and it will certainly be easy to make those accusations, but no one is making them now . . . and that’s exactly how it was in the late eighteenth century.

So, were the Founders who opposed slavery but acquiesced to the three-fifths clause heroes or hypocrites? Here are some of their actual thoughts on slavery; decide for yourself:
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JAMES MADISON: “Great as the evil [of slavery] is, a dismemberment of the union would be worse.”

[image: Image]

GEORGE WASHINGTON: “There is not a man living who wishes more sincerely than I do, to see a plan adopted for the abolition of [slavery].”
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JOHN ADAMS: “Every measure of prudence, therefore, ought to be assumed for the eventual total extirpation of slavery from the United States. . . . I have, through my whole life, held the practice of slavery in . . . abhorrence.”
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BENJAMIN FRANKLIN: “Slavery is . . . an atrocious debasement of human nature.”
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ALEXANDER HAMILTON: “The laws of certain states . . . give an ownership in the service of negroes as personal property. . . . But being men, by the laws of God and nature, they were capable of acquiring liberty—and when the captor in war . . . thought fit to give them liberty, the gift was not only valid, but irrevocable.”

Idiots who argue with our Founders’ compromise have no concept of how important this nation was, and still is. But our Founders knew. They had such a clear understanding of what they were creating that they knew it would be better to establish an imperfect Union, rather than risk having the great American experiment fail before it ever got started.
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It’s amazing how many seemingly antidemocratic provisions can be found in the Constitution—but it was all by design. This section directed that senators were to be elected by state legislatures, not the people. Why? Two reasons: (1) The Founders felt that creating a direct connection between state governments and the federal government would help the document to be ratified, and (2) They wanted senators to be able to vote their conscience without worrying about pandering to specific groups of voters.

Unfortunately, it didn’t work out the way they’d hoped. Instead of special-interest groups fighting among themselves, state legislators began to fight each other, resulting in postponed elections and, ultimately, empty Senate seats. The process was eventually changed by the Seventeenth Amendment, which, after being ratified in 1913, ensured senators were elected directly by the people. Unfortunately, they once again left out anything about term limits.
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Another summary: Two senators per state, each serving six-year terms. A senator has to be thirty years old, a citizen for nine years, and a resident of the state in which he or she is elected. What’s not mentioned: A senator may grow up in Illinois, attend college in Connecticut, move to Arkansas with her husband, move on to Washington, D.C., and then claim to have been a Yankee fan her whole life in order to get elected in New York State. Another loose interpretation would be that a senator could go to a party, drive an Oldsmobile into a river, leave his 19-year-old female companion (who happens to not be his wife) inside the car, go home, sit around for 9 hours before finally calling police, and still be reelected to his Senate seat for the next 40+ years.
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At all other times he’ll be sequestered in an undisclosed location, kept from the view of the citizenry. Until his term is over, then you won’t be able to get rid of him.
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This shows the amazing foresight of our Founders. They went to great lengths to limit the ways in which the system and, by default, the people in that system, could become corrupted.

As many people have noticed, the “emoluments” (i.e., salary) for the secretary of state were increased during Clinton’s most recent Senate term. That made her constitutionally ineligible to be appointed to that office—but, since Congress didn’t like the outcome, they simply changed the rules of the game.

By using the “Saxbe fix” (named after William Saxbe, whose appointment to attorney general by Republican president Richard Nixon was also unconstitutional), Congress was able to revert the salary for the secretary of state position back to the level it was before Clinton’s latest term. That “fix” allegedly made her eligible for the position, but I think our Founders would disagree, especially considering there wasn’t exactly any ambiguity in their wording of this section.

Besides Clinton and Saxbe, this clause was also violated by Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton with their appointments of Ed Muskie as secretary of state and Lloyd Bentsen as treasury secretary, respectively.

To those who care about both the letter and spirit of our laws, the “Saxbe fix” is an abomination. You can’t change history by passing a bill. If you don’t like the emoluments clause, or believe it needs to be better defined, then use the tools our Founders gave us by passing a constitutional amendment.
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Notice that there is nothing in here about the presidential practice of “signing statements”—which are pronouncements made by a president upon signing a bill, used to detail some specific issue the president has with it. In some cases, a signing statement can actually modify a bill’s intent. It’s a practice that has been employed by presidents going all the way back to James Monroe, but it was used extensively by Bill Clinton and George W. Bush (who expressed opposition to 1,200 items over his two terms) and has continued under Barack Obama. The Supreme Court has never directly ruled on this practice, but the Constitution makes a president’s options very clear: Veto a bill or “faithfully execute” the laws. Signing statements attempt to carve out middle ground where none was meant to exist.
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Here’s what’s not in Section 8: “Congress shall also have the power to retaliate against executives at AIG, a company that will one day be founded, grow extremely large, fall on hard times, receive a government bailout, be allowed by Congress to give bonuses to their executives anyway, then have them taken away via a 90-percent tax levy. Congress shall also have the power to ‘level the playing field’ by imposing extraordinary taxes against successful people and shall at all times endeavor to ‘redistribute wealth’ to the less fortunate.”
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Congress seems to have no problem following this clause.
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It’s amazing how one small word can change everything. In this case, it’s “among.” The Constitution allows the federal government to regulate commerce among the states, not within them—but that line in the sand is long gone . . . as are states’ rights. If we are serious about returning America to the principles laid out in this document, then it all starts by getting the federal government out of things they don’t belong in. Fortunately, people are finally beginning to understand that—see the Tenth Amendment for one effort that’s under way.

By the way, I wonder if we owe as much to the Indian tribes as we do to China?
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“Uniform” means “always the same”—a concept that was shredded when the federal government single-handedly chose which companies would survive and which ones would fail.
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Barack “Restore Science to Its Rightful Place” Obama is definitely a fan of this section . . . though I wonder if someone should tell him that our Founders were actually referring to patents and copyrights?
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Turned out to be the Navy SEALs, not Congress, that punished a group of pirates on the high seas.
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A good question to ask your Idiot friend is: “What was the first ‘insurrection’ put down by a militia called forth by Congress?”

Very likely you will get a blank stare back. An extra-idiotic idiot might claim it was the “tea parties” of 2009, when a bunch of rich people financed by the GOP got together to complain about the president (at least that’s what you were told happened if you listened to the mainstream media). But the new republic’s first insurrection following ratification of the Constitution was actually started by whiskey drinkers and producers. (I know, drunks getting into a fight . . . shocking.)

In 1791, a tax on whiskey was imposed to help pay for the Revolutionary War: 6 cents per gallon for large whiskey producers and 9 cents per gallon for small producers. Of course, the tax not only affected farmers, but also those who drank the whiskey. By 1794, the tension created by this tax gave rise to an armed rebellion, which was quickly extinguished by a U.S. Army force of over 13,000, led by President George Washington himself. No shots were ever fired.

This is a perfect illustration of what eventually happens when the federal government becomes oppressive and nonresponsive to the will of the people. In 1803, the government got the message and repealed the whiskey tax . . . will they get the message this time?
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Obama Sub-Article 1a: “We also need a civilian force, just as strong, just as powerful and just as well funded as the military” . . . since our Founders were obviously not insightful enough to provide this. Also, let’s not forget three months of mandatory “voluntary service” for all 18- to 25-year-olds.
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That’s right, the Founders actually put a price tag on coming to this country: $10 per person. Apparently they felt like there was a value to being able to live here. Not anymore. These days we can’t ask anything of immigrants—including that they abide by our laws.
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See, there it is, the smoking gun! You can’t suspend Habeas Corpus ever, under any . . . wait, what? You can suspend Habeas Corpus when the public safety may require it? Wow, I guess this document is a little more accurate than the blogs, huh?
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“Attainder” isn’t exactly an everyday word, so allow me to quote Justice Hugo Black’s interpretation of it from a 1946 case, U.S. v. Lovett: “Legislative acts, no matter what their form, that apply either to named individuals or to easily ascertainable members of a group in such a way as to inflict punishment on them without a judicial trial are bills of attainder prohibited by the Constitution.” Now, I’m no constitutional scholar, but I am a thinker—wouldn’t the law that Congress tried to pass targeting the bonuses of certain executives (primarily from AIG) fit that definition almost exactly?
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From “time to time” apparently means that we get to see an account of those receipts once every 250 years. Maybe they‘ve used up all the available paper to print money?
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I believe this would also include the titles of “Messiah,” “Chosen One,” “All-Powerful Potentate,” and “Savior of the Universe.”

It’s too bad they didn’t include a provision for the unfortunate “gifts” given to other heads of state. That oversight means that the 25 DVDs (that were incompatible with European standards and couldn’t be played) President Obama gave to UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown are apparently not unconstitutional.
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“Ex post facto” means “after the fact”—so the intent of this seems pretty clear, right? Hey, States, no retroactive laws! Unfortunately, the Supreme Court didn’t see it that way. In their infinite wisdom, they decided that that clause doesn’t pertain to taxes. Don’t be surprised if states take advantage of that (Connecticut and New York already tried) by attempting to retroactively increase tax rates or retroactively create new ones.
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Oops! There are a lot of things in this document that people think are mistakes that really aren’t (i.e., the word “choose” is often spelled “chuse,” but that’s how they rolled back then) . . . but this one actually is an error. It’s kind of funny that, centuries later, most of us still can’t get its vs. it’s right.
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Wait, I’m still looking for the part specifying that the Power of the President shall also extend to him serving as the CEO of GM, Chrysler, Citi, Wachovia, Bear Stearns, AIG, etc. It must come later . . . . I’ll keep looking.
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Want a chill to run down your spine? Here’s the current presidential line of succession:
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Presidential compensation started out at $25,000. The president’s current compensation is $400,000, or about what the third-string right-fielder for the Toronto Blue Jays makes. I believe the current president is also about as qualified as the third-string right-fielder for the Toronto Blue Jays.
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Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg has been running around talking about why “international law” is okay to use as precedent when deciding Supreme Court rulings. That’s “good behavior”?

In a speech given at Ohio State, Ginsburg asked: “Why shouldn’t we look to the wisdom of a judge from abroad with at least as much ease as we would read a law review article written by a professor?” Well, maybe because of the oath of office she took when she became a Supreme Court Justice?



“I, [NAME], do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will administer justice without respect to persons, and do equal right to the poor and to the rich, and that I will faithfully and impartially discharge and perform all the duties incumbent upon me as [TITLE] under the Constitution and laws of the United States. So help me God.”

Hmm, that’s interesting . . . the “Constitution and laws of the United States,” huh? No mention of Germany, France, Switzerland, Lichtenstein, or Rwanda. Weird.

Chief Justice John Roberts put it this way: “If we’re relying on a decision from a German judge about what our Constitution means, no president accountable to the people appointed that judge and no Senate accountable to the people confirmed that judge. And yet he’s playing a role in shaping the law that binds the people in this country.”

Maybe it’s just me, but I’m thinking it might be time to redefine exactly what the “good behavior” clause really means.

[image: Image]

It seems as though it is now nearly impossible to rise to the level of “treason” in this country. You can be an American citizen, from, just as an example . . . California . . . and be carrying an AK-47 on a foreign battlefield, firing at U.S. troops, and, when caught, the worst charge you’re likely to face is “jaywalking in a war zone.”

Rushing to his defense will be idiots with questions like: “What kind of childhood did he have? What drove him to do this? Did his teachers use ‘red ink’ when they marked up his test papers? Did other children call him fatso or doofus at recess? Maybe he couldn’t get a date for prom? Perhaps he had zits?”

When idiots factor in all of that, the perpetrator can’t possibly be responsible for his treasonous actions. In fact, it’s our fault. American society is to blame. Forget what the Constitution says, those men in powdered wigs had no idea how complex our culture would eventually become. The penalty for treason is no longer death, it’s government-sponsored therapy.
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We take all of this unity among states for granted because, due to the wisdom of our Founders, it’s been ingrained in our society for over 200 years—but things didn’t start out that way. New Yorkers had no tolerance for the ways of Virginians, who, in turn, were leery of people from Massachusetts, etc. But now, we’re all one big happy family. Void in Massachusetts, Vermont, New York, California, and all other states where idiotic ideology has taken root.
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This has me very concerned about the “57 states” mentioned by then-candidate Obama during his election campaign. Were those widely unknown seven states admitted by the Congress? He also mentioned that he had “one left to go,” which would make 58, plus he hadn’t visited Alaska or Hawaii yet. Are there, in fact, 60 states? If so, did Congress formally admit all ten? I DEMAND ANSWERS!
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So we decided to honor our contracts even though we were going through a time of massive change? Wow, someone should tell Congress.
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This is the article that makes many people so uneasy with the U.N. The idiots in your life probably know nothing more about the U.N. than their “Trick or Treat for UNICEF” campaign. They don’t pay attention to things like the “Convention on the Rights of the Child,” which could give some international body of “experts” control over education, or the “Law of the Sea Treaty” which could give the U.N. control over U.S. territorial waters. (Sing to the tune of the “Chicken of the Sea” jingle) . . . “Ask any mermaid you happen to see, what’s the worst treaty . . . Treaty of the Sea!” Hmm . . . maybe that doesn’t work so well in print?

Bill of Rights
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That doesn’t seem so hard to understand, does it? There’s no problem as long as Congress doesn’t make a law that tells Americans that Frisbetarianism (the belief that when you die, your soul goes up on the roof and you can’t get it back down . . . like a Frisbee) is the official state religion to which all people must belong or pass a law that prohibits us from worshipping or not worshipping.

Given that straightforward definition, why are your idiot friends always screaming, “Separation of church and state!!”? Maybe you should ask them to point out those five words to you in this document.
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They’re not there.

That phrase was actually contained in a letter written by Thomas Jefferson to the Danbury Baptists Association in 1802, fifteen years after the Constitution was written. The Danbury Baptists were a minority religious group that feared that they had no “inalienable” right granted them by the state of Connecticut to worship as they chose. Instead, they felt they were allowed to worship only as a “favor” granted to them by the state. So, they wrote to President Jefferson seeking his guidance and comfort that they could continue to worship as they would.



Jefferson responded with the exact words from the Constitution to allay their fears. He then mentioned the “establishment clause” created a “wall of separation between church and state.”

AHA, the smoking gun!! Actually, no, if you read the letter, Jefferson’s clear meaning was that religions were protected from the state, not the other way around. “The legitimate powers of government,” he told them, “reach actions only, & not opinions.”

You’ll also notice that there is no mention of constitutional protection from “being offended.” If a person is offended by a religious display on government property, a nativity scene, for example . . . tough. We are all sorry for you, but we have every confidence that you’ll get over it. If not, oh well—there’s always France.
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Here’s a loose translation: If you break into my house in the middle of the night, you’ll be shot dead. I won’t be yelling, “Do anything you want with my wife and kids, but leave me alone . . . please!” A much more academic translation, along with a loooooooong response to idiots who like to talk about our Founders’ use of grammar, can be found in our “Second Amendment” chapter.
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This one hasn’t really come up much recently, but I’m sure next time it does we’ll have plenty of activist groups trying to keep soldiers away by debating the location of the comma. In the meantime, should a soldier knock on your door and ask for a room, please call your nearby constitutional lawyer for immediate assistance.
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At this point, your idiot friend is likely screaming, “George Bush’s warrantless wiretapping program!” I don’t know of a single American citizen (who’s never had a conversation with an Osama wannabe in some musty cave in Pakistan) that is actually affected by this program . . . and neither does your idiot friend. Oh, and by the way, Barack Obama has not only defended the Bush program, he’s broadened the government’s legal argument for it.
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“Twice put in jeopardy” The Founders worded this much more eloquently than we do. We just call it “double jeopardy” or “The O.J. Clause.” Unfortunately for O.J., the Framers never mentioned anything about not being convicted for a completely unrelated crime and then having the mistaken verdict from your first trial used against you in the second.

“Witness against himself” Thus the familiar refrain, “I take the Fifth.” That doesn’t mean the person is asking for a fifth of whiskey (though many people who take the Fifth could certainly use a fifth at that point), it means that he is claiming his right to not bear witness against himself, granted to him by this clause, the Fifth Amendment.

This simple term was actually the result of much debate among the Founders. After seeing the lack of respect that the tyrannical British government had for private property, they wanted to include language to ensure that wouldn’t happen here—but they disagreed on the exact wording. Some wanted to use the term “public purpose,” or “public benefit”—a concept that would have made it much easier to seize property. (“Hey there, Joe, sorry, but we’re gonna need your land to build a new Department of Motor Vehicles.”)

“Public use” James Madison struck a compromise with the far more restrictive term “public use” and also included “just compensation” for victims of what we now call “eminent domain.” Of course, the debate among our Founders turned out to be pointless, given the recent Supreme Court decision that allowed a Connecticut city to seize private property just so they could make money by selling it to a developer. Madison must be rolling over in his grave.
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With our court system so jammed up with frivolous lawsuits (it’s only a matter of time be fore the Slanket sues the Snuggie) the right to a “speedy” trial is somewhat subjective. I would also argue that the whole “public” aspect has really been run through the shredder. I think our Founders would be quite disappointed to find out that we have high-def TVs hanging on walls broadcasting live feeds from around the world and we still have to fight to get cameras into the courtroom.
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Since our Founders could never have known the insane rate at which we’d be “coining” money, they probably also didn’t realize the effect that inflation would have on the value of a dollar. That’s a likely reason why the “twenty dollars” wasn’t indexed for inflation. But, if we’re looking for original intent, the value of $20 back in 1787 was, well, who knows because the Bureau of Labor Statistics wasn’t even created until the late 1800s. But given that $20 in 1913 would be worth $432 today, you can guess that the Founders didn’t intend every jaywalking ticket to be decided by a jury.

[image: Image]

[image: Image]

While some of our Founders, like Thomas Jefferson, insisted on a Bill of Rights, others did not want to include them in the Constitution for fear that if certain rights were specified, then the people could be denied other rights that were not specifically listed. This amendment was the agreed-upon compromise.
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This is a profound and critical amendment, widely ignored by the federal government. Everything that is not specifically spelled out here (abortion, for example) is decided by the states. Instead, the federal government has unconstitutionally overstepped its boundaries in almost every way possible. They’re so far over the line that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to ever rein them back in—but one state is trying anyway.

Montana recently passed a bill asserting that guns manufactured in Montana and sold in Montana to people who intend to keep their weapons in Montana are exempt from all federal gun regulations, including registration requirements, background check, and dealer-licensing rules. Why? Because Article I, Section 3 gives the federal government the right to regulate commerce only between states, not within them.

While this bill is specifically written to pertain to firearms, it’s really about the much larger concept of state rights. “It’s a gun bill,” said Democratic Governor Brian Schweitzer, “but it’s another way of demonstrating the sovereignty of the state of Montana.”

It’s also a sign of hope. This bill is being crafted specifically to pick a fight with the federal government—a fight that I believe is long overdue. The theory goes that once someone from Montana attempts to exercise their rights under this legislation, a federal agency will intervene. At that point a lawsuit would be filed that, since the case involves the constitutionality of a law, could make it all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court.

If that happens, and if the Supreme Court were to rule in favor of Montana (Scalia, Thomas, Alito, Roberts, Kennedy, but you better act fast), it would be a major victory for state rights, and one that could extend far beyond guns to virtually every aspect of our lives. Texas and Alaska have similar laws pending—but more states have to get on the bandwagon if this is ever to succeed as a national issue.

Even with enough Supreme Court justices seemingly open to reestablishing state rights, they’re not going to take this argument lightly. In 2005, they ruled in favor of the federal government being able to regulate marijuana grown and used in California. That means any new effort will have to navigate through the faults of California’s attempt and present a clear, cohesive, and compelling case that the federal government has needlessly overstepped its bounds. If that happens—and that’s a Montana-sized “if”—we may have finally found the kryptonite that can be used against the progressives’ relentless attack on this document.
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It took 78 years and the deaths of 618,000 people during the Civil War (including deaths due to disease), but the long effort to abolish the blight of slavery had finally ended. Article 1, Section 9 had allowed twenty years of further slave trade, a length of time that many Founders hoped would be sufficient for the South to wean itself from the horrendous practice. But even after the importation of new slaves stopped in 1808, the South was so dependent upon slavery that it was unwilling to let it go. (Sound a little like businesses relying on illegal immigration today?) Thus, it became necessary to end slavery by expanding unthinkable amounts of blood and treasure.
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Perhaps no amendment has been twisted and turned as much as this one. The “birthright citizenship” clause was originally meant to ensure that children of freed slaves would be American citizens. Of course, we don’t really have that problem anymore, so here’s the 21st-century revision:



“All persons who successfully sneak into the country will be allowed to stay indefinitely. All crimes committed by those lawbreakers (i.e., identity theft, fraud, and tax evasion) shall be ignored. These non-American Americans will be afforded free health care at emergency rooms, free education, and special in-state tuition deals at colleges, not afforded legal citizens. All children born of these lawbreakers shall immediately become citizens of the United States. Any persons attempting to thwart this revision of Section 1 will be labeled racists, hatemongers, xenophobes, and all-around bad people.”
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Does shaking hands with and accepting books from our enemies give them comfort? If so, then this section should be looked at a little more closely.
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It was President Woodrow Wilson who finally got the progressive income tax passed in this country. Of course, his rhetoric would sound nothing like that of today’s politicians, right? You decide. Here are Wilson’s words from an address he gave in 1913:

“You are here in order to enable the world to live more amply, with greater vision, with a finer spirit of hope and achievement. You are here to enrich the world . . .”

Such was the rhetoric of the new progressives in America, as they began their campaign of “social justice” and “equity” in our country, all for the “greater good.” Naturally, only the meanest, most evil one percent of wage earners would be affected by this new income tax, so 99 percent of the country didn’t need to worry . . . at least until it was expanded a couple of decades later.
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It’s interesting that this amendment was proposed just two years (and ratified six years) after the death of FDR, a president who was allegedly so beloved that he was elected to four terms. I guess we loved him so much that we wanted to make sure no one would ever stay in office that long again. Makes sense. One interesting side note: Harry Truman was specifically excluded from this amendment. He could have run for a third term but wisely chose not to.
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Younger Americans probably skip right past this amendment, but it was actually pretty important . . . and controversial. Around the turn of the twentieth century, several states, unhappy about the end of slavery, instituted poll taxes as a way of keeping African-Americans out of the voting booth. By the time 1962 came around, five states (Alabama, Arkansas, Mississippi, Virginia, and Texas) still used the taxes as a means of discrimination.

This amendment made federal poll taxes a crime (and state taxes were also outlawed under the equal-protection clause)—but it had a hard time getting out of the Senate. Southern Democrats, intent on keeping the amendment from coming up for a vote, filibustered for ten straight days. Then, according to one account, “they ran out of words.” The Senate jumped into action, but, since the wording of the amendment was stuck in the Judiciary Committee (headed by a senator from poll-tax-friendly Mississippi), they had to rely on an old political trick instead.

After the filibuster ended, Florida conservative Spessard Holland introduced a resolution to make Alexander Hamilton’s former home a national monument. Once it was approved, Holland then moved to exchange the proposed language of the Twenty-fourth Amendment with the Hamilton resolution. That passed as well and the final vote was a landslide. The amendment was ratified by the states 514 days later, though Mississippi stuck to its guns; it was the only state to outright reject it.
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Joe Biden was actually 25 years old when this amendment, precipitated by the assassination of JFK, was ratified. If they only knew then what we know now . . .
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homeless/homeless.story1.php. PAGE 155 * “Capone made millions” Eric Burns, The Spirits of America: A Social History of Alcohol, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2004), 205-6. * “DUI’s increased after smoking was banned in bars” Science Daily, “Increase in Drunk Driving Fatalities Followed Ban on Smoking in Bars,” sciencedaily.com, May 21, 2008, www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/05/080521120216.htm. * “potluck dinner illegal” Radley Balko, “Nanny-State Lawmakers Abuse Power,” foxnews.com, March 10, 2005, www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,149955,00.html. * “‘my pocket nor breaks my leg.’” Henry Stephens Randall, The Life of Thomas Jefferson, (New York: Derby & Jackson, 1858), 621. * “requiring ignition-locking breathalyzers in all cars” Jayne O’Donnell, “Will Autos Some Day Have Breathalyzers?” USA Today, April 28. 2006, www.usatoday.com/money/autos/2006-04-24-breathalyzer-usat_x.htm. PAGE 156 * “‘deal with the issue of drunk driving’” Radley Balko, “When Drunk Driving Deterrence Becomes Neo-Prohibition,” foxnews.com, October 6, 2005, www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,171383,00.html. Graph: A Toast to Success? Century Council, 2007 State of Drunk Driving Fatalities in America (Arlington, VA: Century Council, 2007), www.centurycouncil.org/files/2007%20State%20of%20Drunk%20Driving%20Fatalities%20in%20America_3.pdf. PAGE 157 * “don’t believe in the technology.” Jayne O’Donnell, “Will Autos Some Day Have Breathalyzers?” USA Today, April 28. 2006, www.usatoday.com/money/autos/2006-04-24-breathalyzer-usat_x.htm. PAGE 159 * “from repeat offenders” National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, “You Drink & Drive. You Lose: Driving Home the Facts about Repeat Offenders,” nhtsa. com, www.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/outreach/SafeSobr/ydydyl/repeatOff.html. * “60 crimes punishable by death” Regan McTarsney, “Amnesty Report Says China Leads the World in Executions,” aol.co.nz, April 15, 2008, www.aol.co.nz/sport/story/Amnesty-report-says-China-leads-the-world-in-executions/351731/index.html. * “a car that didn’t have it” Chrissie Cole, “New York Man With Anti-DUI Device Crashes Rental Car,” injuryboard.com, February 16, 2009, http://newyorkcity.injuryboard.com/automobile-accidents/new-york-man-with-antidui-device-crashes-rental-car-.aspx. * “alcohol-free breath” Gina Barton, “Drunken Driver Beats Ignition Lock: Six-Time Offender Used Balloon to Blow into Car’s Device, Police Say,” Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, October 8, 2008. PAGE 160 * “lobsters out of supermarkets” PETA, “Lobster Liberation,” lobsterlib.com, www.lobsterlib.com. PAGE 161 * “dare to bring candy to school” Associated Press, “Honor Student Suspended for Buying Skittles,” chron.com, March 13, 2008, www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/bizarre/5613051.html. PAGE 164 * “prone to feeling angry and confused” Hara Estroff Marano, “A Nation of Wimps,” Psychology Today Magazine, (November/December, 2004): 3484, www.psychologytoday.com/articles/pto-20041112-000010.html. PAGE 165 * “Actual toll: 25,000” News-Medical.net, “New Study Challenges CDC’s 400,000 Obesity Deaths Figure,” news-medical.net, April 20, 2005, www.news-medical.net/news/2005/04/20/9348.aspx. * “force-fed pounds of it” National Cancer Institute, “Artificial Sweeteners and Cancer: Questions and Answers,” cancer.gov, October 5, 2006, www.cancer.gov/cancertopics/factsheet/Risk/artificial-sweeteners. PAGE 166 * “bladder cancer in rats” John Henkel, “Sugar Substitutes: Americans Opt for Sweetness and Lite,” FDA Consumer Magazine, (November/December, 1999), http://vm.cfsan.fda.gov/~dms/fdsugar.html. * “800 diet sodas . . . a day” John Henkel, “Sugar Substitutes: Americans Opt for Sweetness and Lite,” FDA Consumer Magazine, (November/December, 1999), http://vm.cfsan.fda.gov/~dms/fdsugar.html. * “75 children a year” United States Consumer Product Safety Commission, “Consumer Product Safety Alert: Prevent Child In-Home Drowning Deaths,” cpsc.gov, www.cpsc.gov/cpscpub/pubs/drown.html. * “Repeal Day” Allen Katz, “Now Toasting: Happy Repeal Day,” The New York Times, December 5, 2008, http://themoment.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/12/05/now-toasting-happy-repeal-day. PAGE 167 * “connected to bad moonshine” Michael Klein, “Raising a Toast on the Anniversary of Prohibition,” Philadelphia Inquirer, December 5, 2008. * “4,100 died nationwide in 1925” Thomas M. Coffey, The Long Thirst: Prohibition in America, 1920-1933, (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1975), 196-8. * “including Joseph Kennedy, Sr.” Encyclopedia Britannica Online, entry entitled “Kennedy, Joseph P,” www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/314858/Joseph-P-Kennedy (accessed May 4, 2009). * “increased nearly 80 percent” Thomas M. Coffey, The Long Thirst: Prohibition in America, 1920-1933, (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1975), 196-8. PAGE 168 * “$1 billion in lost state tax revenue” Marina Walker Guevara and Kate Willson, “Big Tobacco’s New York Black Market: How America’s Top Cigarette Firms Fueled a Billion-Dollar Underground Trade,” publicintegrity.org, December 19, 2008, www.publicintegrity.org/articles/entry/1098. * “pulled in another $500 million” Marina Walker Guevara and Kate Willson, “Big Tobacco’s New York Black Market: How America’s Top Cigarette Firms Fueled a Billion-Dollar Underground Trade,” publicintegrity.org, December 19, 2008, www.publicintegrity.org/articles/entry/1098. * “rival bootleggers didn’t appreciate” Patrick Fleenor, “No: Smugglers and Thieves Await Passage,” San Diego Union-Tribune, October 12, 2006, www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20061012/
news_lz1e12fleenor.html. PAGE 169 * “never have gotten into this business” Jim O’Grady, “Neighborhood Report: New York Smoking; Shared Misery: Newsstands Feel the Tax’s Pinch Too,” New York Times, August 18, 2002, www.nytimes.com/2002/08/18/nyregion/neighborhood-report-new-york-smoking-shared-misery-newsstands-feel-tax-s-pinch.html. * “no morning traffic at all” Jim O’Grady, “Neighborhood Report: New York Smoking; Shared Misery: Newsstands Feel the Tax’s Pinch Too,” New York Times, August 18, 2002, www.nytimes.com/2002/08/18/nyregion/neighborhood-report-new-york-smoking-shared-misery-newsstands-feel-tax-s-pinch.html. * “trafficking bootleg cigarettes” Tim Whitmire, “Prosecution Rests in North Carolina Case Linking Cigarette Smuggling to HezbollahTerrorists,” Associated Press, June 14, 2002, www.highbeam.com/doc/1P1-53618974.html. * “except in Houston” Lee McGuire, “Houston Deflates Attention Getting Balloons,” KHOU 11, November 12, 2008, www.khou.com/business/stories/khou081112_jj_attention-getting-balloons.1a7a736ab.html. PAGE 170 * “wanted a smoke-free establishment” Karri Peifer and Sheri Trice, “Smoking or Non Smoking?” richmond.com, February 9, 2005, www.richmond.com/news-features/5113. * “government in their business” Karri Peifer and Sheri Trice, “Smoking or Non-Smoking?” richmond.com, February 9, 2005, www.richmond.com/news-features/5113. PAGE 171 * “$93 billion a year” Matthew Herper, “The Hidden Cost of Obesity,” forbes.com, November 24, 2006, www.forbes.com/2006/07/19/obesity-fat-costs_cx_mh_0720obesity.html. * “over their life spans than a smoker” Jan J. Barendregt, M.A. Luc Bonneux, M.D. and Paul J. van der Maas, Ph.D., “The Health Care Costs of Smoking,” New England Journal of Medicine, 337, no. 15 (1997): 1052-1057, http://content.nejm.org/cgi/content/full/337/15/1052. PAGE 172 * “because she was unbuckled” Philip Terzian, “Police and Soccer Moms,” Washington Times, December 17, 2000. * “$27 million in revenue a year” Stephen Majors, “Cash-Strapped States Mull Seatbelt Law Changes,” myway.com, February 4, 2008, http://abcnews.go.com/US/wireStory?id=6800880. PAGE 173 * “‘Click it or Ticket’ in 2008” National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, “Click It or Ticket,” nhtsa.gov, www.nhtsa.gov/portal/site/nhtsa/menuitem.
ce4a601cdfe97fc239d17110cba046a0.
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PAGE 176 * “any kind of financial crisis.” Stephen Labaton, “New Agency Proposed to Oversee Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae,” New York Times, September 11, 2003, www.nytimes.com/2003/09/11/business/new-agency-proposed-to-oversee-freddie-mac-and-fannie-mae.html. * Graph: U.S. Home Prices, Financial Wisdom, “Median Home Prices Inflation Adjusted,” newfinancialwisdom.com, September 30, 2008, www.newfinancialwisdom.com/median-home-prices-inflation-adjusted. PAGE 177 * Graph: Existing Home Prices, Vikas Bajal and Bill Marsh, “Looking for the Bottom: Three Indicators,” New York Times, March 15, 2009, www.nytimes.com/interactive/2009/03/15/weekinreview/
20090315_VIKAS_MM.html PAGE 178 * “renters actually spend, on average, about 26 percent less” Nick Timiraos, “Renters Lose Edge on Homeowners,” Wall Street Journal, February 25, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123552129423664663.html. * “an incredible 66 percent less” Nick Timiraos, “Renters Lose Edge on Homeowners,” Wall Street Journal, February 25, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123552129423664663.html. * “millions of homeowners upside down on their mortgages” Associated Press, “12% of Homeowners Behind on Mortgages,” cbsnews.com, March 5, 2009, www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/03/05/business/
main4844773.shtml. * “closing costs and other transaction fees” Rebecca Tuhus-Dubrow, “Rethinking Rent: Maybe We Should Stop Trying to Be a Nation of Homeowners,” Boston Globe, March 22, 2009, www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/
2009/03/22/rethinking_rent. * “about 2 to 4 percent per year” Rebecca Tuhus-Dubrow, “Rethinking Rent: Maybe We Should Stop Trying to Be a Nation of Homeowners,” Boston Globe, March 22, 2009, www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2009/03/22/
rethinking_rent/. * “approach 2 percent of the home’s value” Forbes.com staff, “Table: Who Pays America’s Highest Property Taxes?” forbes.com, January 23, 2009, www.forbes.com/2009/01/22/taxes-homes-property-forbeslife-cx_mw_0122realestate_table.html. * “8 percent of the area’s median salary” Forbes.com staff, “Who Pays America’s Highest Property Taxes?” forbes.com, January 23, 2009, www.forbes.com/2009/01/23/taxes-homes-property-forbeslife-cx_mw_0123realestate.html. * “about 35 times higher” National Association of Realtors, “Social Benefits of Homeownership and Stable Housing,” realtor.org, January 2006, www.realtor.org/research/research/homeownershipbenefits. * “‘you can always sell a few shares’” The Economist, “Home Ownership: Shelter, or Burden?” The Economist, April 16, 2009, www.economist.com/businessfinance/displayStory.cfm?story_id=13491933. PAGE 179 * “twice as likely to be married as renters” Denise DiPasquale and Edward L. Glaeser, “Incentives and Social Capital: Are Homeowners Better Citizens?” Journal of International Economics 50, no. 2 (2000), 497-517. * “homeowners are generally older” Grace W. Bucchianeri, “The American Dream or the American Delusion? The Private and External Benefits of Homeownership” (working paper, Wharton School of Business, University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, 2009), 9, http://real.wharton.upenn.edu/~wongg/research/The%20American%20Dream.pdf. * “going forward are very solid.” Barney Frank, interview by Bill O’Reilly, The O’Reilly Factor, Fox News, October 2, 2008, www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,432173,00.html. PAGE 180 * “shortages that artificially increase prices” Randal O’Toole, “Don’t Hobble Houston with Land Planning,” cato.org, January 19, 2008, www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9107. * “which I do not see.” “What They Said About Fan and Fred,” Wall Street Journal, October 2, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122290574391296381.html. * “no zoning restrictions at all” City of Houston, “Deed Restrictions: Frequently Asked Questions,” houstontx.gov, accessed June 23, 2009, http://www.houstontx.gov/legal/dr-faq.html. * “most affordable housing of any major city” Randal O’Toole, “Don’t Hobble Houston with Land Planning,” cato.org, January 19, 2008, www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9107. * “saved yourself 82 percent” G. Scott Thomas, “Home Affordability Rankings for Top 50 Markets,” bizjournals.com, March 10, 2008, www.bizjournals.com/specials/pages/160.html. * “better shielded from the very real collapse” Nancy Sarnoff, “Houston Home Sales, Prices Down Again,” Houston Chronicle, April 21, 2009, www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/front/6384403.html. * “driving up the price of property ownership” Randal O’Toole, “Don’t Hobble Houston with Land Planning,” cato.org, January 19, 2008, www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9107. * “without massive economic intervention” Loren Steffy, “Lack of Zoning has Paid Off for Houston,” Houston Chronicle, May 27, 2008, www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/business/steffy/5804649.html. * “twice the rate as heavily regulated states” Randal O’Toole, “Don’t Hobble Houston with Land Planning,” cato.org, January 19, 2008, www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9107. * “every other state in the country . . . combined” Arthur Laffer and Stephen Moore, “Soak the Rich, Lose the Rich,” Wall Street Journal, May 18, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124260067214828295.html. PAGE 181 * “largest population increase in the entire country” U.S. Bureau of the Census, “New Orleans Population Continues Katrina Recovery; Houston Leads in Numerical Growth,” census.gov, July 10, 2008, www.census.gov/Press-Release/www/releases/archives/population/012242.html. * “perceived happiness mostly disappears” Grace W. Bucchianeri, “The American Dream or the American Delusion? The Private and External Benefits of Homeownership” (working paper, Wharton School of Business, University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, 2009), 1, http://real.wharton.upenn.edu/~wongg/research/The%20American%20Dream.pdf. * “‘active leisure’ than their renting counterparts” Grace W. Bucchianeri, “The American Dream or the American Delusion? The Private and External Benefits of Homeownership” (working paper, Wharton School of Business, University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, 2009), 5, http://real.wharton.upenn.edu/~wongg/research/The%20American%20Dream.pdf. * “spend more time commuting” Rebecca Tuhus-Dubrow, “Rethinking Rent: Maybe We Should Stop Trying to Be a Nation of Homeowners,” Boston Globe, March 22, 2009, www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2009/03/22/
rethinking_rent/. * “towards subsidized housing.” “What They Said About Fan and Fred,” Wall Street Journal, October 2, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122290574391296381.html. PAGE 182 * “20 million Americans change jobs every year” Michael Gregory, “Is Your Dream Job a Reality?” careerbuilder.com, October 7, 2008, www.careerbuilder.com/Article/CB-885-Job-Search-Is-Your-Dream-Job-a-Reality. * “about ten times before age 40” Dawn Rosenberg McKay, “How Often Do People Change Careers?” Dawn’s Career Planning Blog at careerplanning.about.com, July 28, 2006, http://careerplanning.about.com/b/2006/07/28/how-often-do-people-change-careers.htm. * “average person now moves about 12 times” U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Geographical Mobility/Migration: Calculating Migration Expectancy,” census.gov, October 21, 2008, www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/migrate/cal-mig-exp.html. * “same unemployment rate as the rest of the country” U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey,” bls.gov, May 6, 2009, www.bls.gov/cps/cps_htgm.htm. PAGE 183 * “when the country had 120 million fewer people” Sam Roberts, “Slump Creates Lack of Mobility for Americans,” New York Times, April 22, 2009, www.nytimes.com/2009/04/23/us/23census.html. PAGE 184 * “Switzerland had the lowest rate in both” Rebecca Tuhus-Dubrow, “Rethinking Rent: Maybe We Should Stop Trying to Be a Nation of Homeowners,” Boston Globe, March 22, 2009, www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/
x2009/03/22/rethinking_rent. * “where they live rather than what they do best” Rebecca Tuhus-Dubrow, “Rethinking Rent: Maybe We Should Stop Trying to Be a Nation of Homeowners,” Boston Globe, March 22, 2009, www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/
2009/03/22/rethinking_rent. * “than, in fact, exists.”“What They Said About Fan and Fred,” Wall Street Journal, October 2, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122290574391296381.html. PAGE 185 * Graph: U.S. Home Ownership “Table 5. Homeownership Rates for the United States: 1968 to 2008,” U.S. Census Bureau, www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/qtr208/q208tab5.html. PAGE 186 * “‘pay more for those homes’” Steven Slivinski, “House Bias: The Economic Consequences of Subsidizing Homeownership,” Region Focus, Fall 2008, www.richmondfed.org/publications/research/region_focus/2008/
fall/pdf/cover_story.pdf. * “12 pounds heavier than those who rent.” Grace W. Bucchianeri, “The American Dream or the American Delusion? The Private and External Benefits of Homeownership” (paper, Wharton School of Business, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 2003), http://real.wharton.upenn.edu/~wongg/research/The%20American%20Dream.pdf. PAGE 187 * “billions of tax dollars disappear” Nick Timiraos, “Mortgage Deduction Looks Less Sacred,” Wall Street Journal, February 27, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123569898005989291.html. * “the number of gardens” Steven Slivinski, “House Bias: The Economic Consequences of Subsidizing Homeownership,” Region Focus, Fall 2008, www.richmondfed.org/publications/research/region_focus/
2008/fall/pdf/cover_story.pdf. * “‘buy mulch and leave it at that’” Steven Slivinski, “House Bias: The Economic Consequences of Subsidizing Homeownership,” Region Focus, Fall 2008, www.richmondfed.org/publications/research/region_
focus/2008/fall/pdf/cover_story.pdf. * “full 65 percent of American homeowners” Grace W. Bucchianeri, “The American Dream or the American Delusion? The Private and External Benefits of Homeownership” (working paper, Wharton School of Business, University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, 2009), 2, http://real.wharton.upenn.edu/~wongg/research/The%20American%20Dream.pdf.
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PAGE 190 * “‘success of our voluntary tax system’” Charles B. Rangel, “The AMT Must Go: Stop the Middle-Class Tax Raid,” Wall Street Journal, October 30, 2007, www.opinionjournal.com/editorial/?id=110010800. * “39.9 percent of the country’s total income tax” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, “Table 5,” in SOI Tax Stats: Individual Statistical Tables by Tax Rate and Income Percentile, March 27, 2009, www.irs.gov/taxstats/indtaxstats/article/0,,id=133521,00.html. * “paid 71 percent of the tab” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, “Table 5,” in SOI Tax Stats: Individual Statistical Tables by Tax Rate and Income Percentile, March 27, 2009, www.irs.gov/taxstats/indtaxstats/article/0,,id=133521,00.html. * “less than three percent of the income taxes” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, “Table 5,” in SOI Tax Stats: Individual Statistical Tables by Tax Rate and Income Percentile, March 27, 2009, www.irs.gov/taxstats/indtaxstats/article/0,,id=133521,00.html. PAGE 191 * Chart: Who Pays the Taxes? Congressional Budget Office, Historical Effective Tax Rates, 1979to 2005: Supplement with Additional Data on Sources of Income and High-Income Households (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Congress, 2008), www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/98xx/doc9884/12-23-EffectiveTaxRates_Letter.pdf. “who makes just $60,000 a year” Tom Bawden, “Buffett Blasts System that Lets Him Pay Less Tax than Secretary,” London Times, June 28, 2007, www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/money/tax/article1996735.ece. * “the richest man in the world” CNN, “Buffett Named World’s Richest Man,” cnn.com, March 6, 2008, http://edition.cnn.com/2008/WORLD/europe/03/06/money.forbes. * “effective federal tax burden is 31.5 percent” Congressional Budget Office, Historical Effective Tax Rates, 1979to 2005: Supplement with Additional Data on Sources of Income and High-Income Households (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Congress, 2008), www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/98xx/doc9884/12-23-EffectiveTaxRates_Letter.pdf. * “‘disproportionate share of federal taxes’” Congressional Budget Office, Historical Effective Tax Rates, 1979to 2005: Supplement with Additional Data on Sources of Income and High-Income Households (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Congress, 2008), www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/98xx/doc9884/12-23-EffectiveTaxRates_Letter.pdf. PAGE 192 * “bottom twenty percent only pay 0.4 percent” Tax Policy Center, “Table T07-0294: Distribution of Federal Taxes Under Pre-EGTRRA Individual Income and Estate Tax Law, By Cash Income Percentiles, 2007,” taxpolicycenter.org, August 24, 2007, http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/numbers/displayatab.cfm?Docid=1655. * Chart: Distribution of All Federal Taxes by Income Tax Policy Center, “Table T07-0294: Distribution of Federal Taxes Under Pre-EGTRRA Individual Income and Estate Tax Law, By Cash Income Percentiles, 2007,” taxpolicycenter.org, August 24, 2007, www.taxpolicycenter.org/numbers/displayatab.cfm?Docid=1655. PAGE 193 * “65 percent reductions in median income” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Income Mobility in the U.S. From 1996-2005 (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Treasury, 2007), www.treas.gov/offices/tax-policy/library/incomemobilitystudy03-08revise.pdf. * “still in that group a decade later” “65 percent reductions in median income” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Income Mobility in the U.S. From 1996-2005 (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Treasury, 2007), www.treas.gov/offices/tax-policy/library/incomemobilitystudy03-08revise.pdf. “‘higher income group by 2005’” “65 percent reductions in median income” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Income Mobility in the U.S. From 1996-2005 (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Treasury, 2007), www.treas.gov/offices/tax-policy/library/incomemobilitystudy03-08revise.pdf. * “only 32 of them are still there today” John Tamny, “The Forbes 400 as a Lesson in Economics,” realclearpolitics.com, September 28, 2007, www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/09/the_forbes_
400_as_a_lesson_in.html. PAGE 194 * “average of 233 percent by 2006” “65 percent reductions in median income” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Income Mobility in the U.S. From 1996-2005 (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Treasury, 2007), www.treas.gov/offices/tax-policy/library/incomemobilitystudy03-08revise.pdf. * “higher increases in income” Congressional Budget Office, Changes in the Economic Resources of Low-Income Households with Children (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Congress, 2007), www.cbo.gov/doc.cfm?index=8113. * “second study by the Treasury Department” “65 percent reductions in median income” U.S. Department of the Treasury, Income Mobility in the U.S. From 1996-2005 (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Treasury, 2007), www.treas.gov/offices/tax-policy/library/incomemobilitystudy03-08revise.pdf. * Chart: The Poor Get Richer . . . U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Income Mobility in the U.S. from 1996-2005,” treas.gov, November 13, 2007, www.treas.gov/offices/tax-policy/library/incomemobilitystudy03-08revise.pdf. PAGE 195 * “‘George Bush doesn’t care about black people’” The Associated Press, “Kanye West Rips Bush at Telethon,” Reuters, May 26, 2009, www.reuters.com/article/entertainmentNews/
idUSTRE54P5L820090526. * “‘proud non-reader of books’” Mark Egan, “’Proud Non-Reader’ Kayne West Turns Author,” foxnews.com, September 5, 2005, www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,168387,00.html. * Chart: Real Median Income Growth U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Table P-5B: Regions of Black People by Median Income and Sex: 1953-2007” and “Table P-5W: Regions of White People by Median Income and Sex: 1953-2007” in Historical Income Data (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008), www.census.gov/hhes/www/income/histinc/p05B.html and www.census.gov/hhes/www/income/histinc/p05W.html. PAGE 196 * “impact 45-55 percent of all small business income” “The 2% Illusion: Take Everything They Earn and It Still Won’t Be Enough,” Wall Street Journal, February 27, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123561551065378405.html. * “‘a bunch of corrupt politicians’” Huffington Post, “Rush Limbaugh To New York: Drop Dead,” huffingtonpost.com, March 30, 2009, www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/03/30/rush-limbaugh-tonew-york_n_181005.html. * “‘thought about the taxes earlier’” David M. Halbfinger, “Paterson Bids Rush Limbaugh Farewell,” City Room blog at nytimes. com, April 2, 2009, http://cityroom.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/04/02/paterson-bids-rush-limbaugh-farewell/. * “forcing agencies to produce ‘Doomsday Budgets’” Glenn Blain, “Gov. Paterson to MTA: Go Ahead with Doomsday Budget,” New York Daily News, March 23, 2009, www.nydailynews.com/ny_local/2009/03/23/2009-03-23_
gov_paterson_to_mta_go_ahead_with_doomsd.html. * “guy who makes $54 million a year” Forbes, “The 2009 Celebrity 100: #23 Rush Limbaugh,” forbes.com, June 3, 2009, www.forbes.com/lists/2009/53/celebrity-09_Rush-Limbaugh_YNXQ.html. * “audited him for twelve straight years” Neil Cavuto, “Rush Limbaugh Speaks Out on ‘Millionaires’ Tax,’” Your World With Neil Cavuto on Fox News, April 9, 2009, www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,513695,00.html. PAGE 197 * “a 66 percent increase in just eight years” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 1,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “over this period was 22 percent” Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, “Consumer Price Index, 1913-,” minneapolisfed.org, accessed June 9, 2009, www.minneapolisfed.org/community_education/
teacher/calc/hist1913.cfm. * “transportation spending was up 43 percent” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 3.2,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “Health care spending was up 46 percent” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 3.2,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “Department of Education budget was up more than 85 percent” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 4.1,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “Welfare spending was up 60 percent” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 3.2,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “four, five, or six times the rate of inflation” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 3.1” and “Table 3.2,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “increase in government spending of 48 percent” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Table 4.1,” in FY 2010 President’s Budget: Historical Tables (Washington, D.C.: White House, 2009), www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Historicals. * “30 times the rate of inflation” Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, “Consumer Price Index, 1913-,” minneapolisfed.org, accessed June 9, 2009, www.minneapolisfed.org/community_education/teacher/
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CHAPTER 12: THE U.S. CONSTITUTION
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