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Go For the Heart
How Republicans Can Win

By David Horowitz

After voters re-elected an administration that
added 5 trillion dollars to the nation’s debt, left 23
million Americans unemployed, surrendered Iraq
to America’s enemy Iran, and enabled the Muslim
Brotherhood to gain control of the largest country
in the Middle East, the one lesson Republicans
should agree on is that elections are driven by
emotions, not reason. Moreover, when it comes to
mobilizing emotions, Democrats beat Republicans
hands down.

Worse, Republicans appear unable to learn from
their losses. Year after year, Democrats accuse Re-
publicans of the same imaginary crimes — waging
wars on women, not caring about minorities, and
inflicting pain on working Americans to benefit the
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wealthy. And year after year, Republicans have no
effective responses to neutralize these attacks. Or
to take the battle to the enemy’s camp.

In the 2012 election, Democrats attacked Re-
publicans as defenders of the wealthy who are not
paying their “fair share.” Republicans responded
by deploring “class warfare rhetoric,” which does
not answer the charge that Republicans are defend-
ing the wealthy and are uncaring. There are plenty
of answers to these libels but Republicans don’t
have them.

“Caring” is not one among many issues in an
election. It is the central one. Since most policy is-
sues are complicated, voters want to know above
everything else just whom they can trust to sort out
the complexities and represent them. Before voters
cast their ballots for policies or values they want a
candidate or party that cares about them.

How crucial is this concern? In the 2012 elec-
tion, 70% of Asian Americans cast their ballots for
Obama, even though Asians share Republican val-
ues, are family oriented, entrepreneurial, and tradi-
tional. Asian Americans voted for Obama because
they were persuaded that he cared for minorities
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— for them, and Romney didn’t.

The Republican response to the Democrats’ at-
tack (that’s “class warfare rhetoric”) doesn’t work
because it’s an abstraction. “Class warfare rheto-
ric” has no human face; it’s about a political style.
Criticizing the wealthy for “not paying their fair
share” is a direct attack on an easily identified tar-
get, which is why so many wealthy taxpayers —
including entertainment figures who are normally
Democrats —were outraged by the slander. More
importantly, the Democrats’ attack on the rich is an
emotional appeal to those who are not rich. It tells
them that someone cares about them.

Using the term “class warfare” is a polite way
of discussing a problem, a habit Republicans seem
unable to break. It avoids finger pointing — naming
an adversary and holding him accountable. Elec-
tions are adversarial. They are about defeating op-
ponents. Elections are necessarily about “us” and
“them.” Democrats are as adept at framing “them,”
as Republicans are not. Democrats know how to
incite envy and resentment, distrust and fear, and
to direct these volatile emotions towards their Re-
publican opponents. Meanwhile, Republicans are
busy complaining about the style of the Demo-
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crats’ argument.

Republicans are defending the rich at your
expense.

Democrats are employing class warfare
rhetoric.

Which argument is going to grab voters more
effectively? Which is going to make voters believe
the candidate cares about them?

An exit poll conducted by CNN asked, “What
is the most important candidate quality to your
vote?” Among the four choices were, “Strong
Leader,” “Shares Your Values,” “Has A Vision for
the Future,” and “Cares about People.”

Romney won the first three by more than 54%.
But he lost “Cares About People” by 81-18%.
That says it all.

The margin Romney lost by wasn’t insurmount-

able. He had the advantage of a good election year
for Republicans. Every activist on the right thought

4



the fate of the country hung in the balance. By con-
trast, Democrats went into the campaign having
disappointed a significant segment of their political
base. They continued wars they had promised to
terminate; and they presided over an economy with
high unemployment among key constituencies—
women, Hispanics and African Americans. Yet
they were able to marshal enough fear and anger
towards the Republican rich who were outsourc-
ing jobs and allegedly not paying their fair share to
energize their base and produce a win.

Behind the failures of Republican campaigns
lies an attitude that is administrative rather than
combative. It focuses on policies rather than poli-
tics. It is more comfortable with budgets and pie
charts than with the flesh and blood victims of their
opponents’ policies. When Republicans do mention
victims they are frequently small business owners
and other “job creators” — people who in the eyes
of most Americans are rich.

To counter the Democrat attacks on them as
defenders of the comfortable and afflicters of the
weak, Republicans really have only one answer:
This is a misunderstanding. Look at the facts.
We’re not that bad. On the infrequent occasions
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when they actually take the battle to their accus-
ers, Republicans will say: Thats divisive. Its class
warfare.

Even if voters were able to “look at the facts,”
these are not exactly inspiring responses. They
are defensive, and they are whiny, and also com-
plicated. Of course elections are divisive — that is
their nature. One side gets to win and the other side
loses. But even more troublesome is the fact that
responses like this require additional information
and lengthy explanations to make sense. Appeals
to reason are buried in the raucous noise that is
electoral politics. Sorting out the truth would be
a daunting task, even if voters were left alone to
make up their minds.

But voters are not left alone. They are barraged
by thousands of TV and electronic media messag-
es, which confront them with contradicting data
and malicious distortions. These deceptions are
not inadvertent. They are the work of the profes-
sionals who run political campaigns and who are
hired because they are experts in disinformation
and misrepresenting the facts. In the world outside
politics this is called lying; in politics it’s called
spin, and to one extent or another everybody does
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it. But Democrats do it far better and far more ag-
gressively than their Republican targets.

Democrats Are Different

There is a reason for this, and it affects every-
thing that goes on in political campaigns. Repub-
licans and Democrats are not similar people who
make opposite judgments about common problems
and their solutions—spending is good, tax hikes are
bad. Republicans and Democrats approach politics
with fundamentally different visions of what poli-
tics is about. These visions color not only the way
each side thinks about questions of policy, but how
they enter the arena to face their opponents.

The Democratic Party is no longer the party
of John F. Kennedy, whose politics were identi-
cal to Ronald Reagan’s (militant anti-Communist,
military hawk, for a capital gains tax cut and a bal-
anced budget). It is not even the party of Hubert
Humphrey, who supported the Vietnam War — a
war that every contemporary Democratic legislator
and operative opposes in retrospect, and many, like
John Kerry and Bill and Hillary Clinton, opposed
at the time. The Democratic Party has been moving

7



steadily to the left since the McGovern campaign
of 1972. It is now a party led by socialists and pro-
gressives who are convinced that their policies are
paving the way to a “better world.”

This vision of moral and social progress has
profound consequences for the way Democrats
conduct their political battles. Unlike Republicans,
Democrats are not in politics just to fix government
and solve problems. They are secular missionar-
ies who want to “change society.” Their goal is a
new order of society— “social justice.” They think
of themselves as social redeemers, people who are
going to change the world. It is the belief in a re-
demptive future that accounts for their passion, and
their furious personal assaults on those who stand
in their way. When he was president, Bill Clinton
once told Dick Morris he had “to understand that
Bob Dole” — a moderate Republican — “is evil.” It
is the same missionary zeal that allows Democrats
to justify a campaign ad accusing a decent man like
Mitt Romney of causing the death of a female can-
cer victim.

Republicans see Democrats as mistaken. Dem-
ocrats see Republicans— whatever their individual
intentions and behaviors—as enemies of the just
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and the good. Republicans have no parallel belief
that drives them and their agendas, and no similar
cause to despise and hate their opponents.

If Democrats’ priority was fixing government
problems would they have failed to produce a
budget for four straight years? If Democrats were
pragmatic politicians, when they came to power in
the face of a national crisis like the 2008 financial
collapse, their first step would have been to seek
bi-partisan support to fix the most pressing prob-
lems: jobs and reviving the economy. This is ex-
actly what Obama promised during the campaign
and is one of the reasons why he was elected. But
this was just a campaign promise and is not what
he did. He spent his first two years in office push-
ing a massive new entitlement program. If Obama
and the Democrats were interested in addressing
the immediate economic crisis they would not have
used their monopoly of power to pursue a trillion
dollar new social program opposed by half the na-
tion and by every Republican in Congress.

The reason the Democrats made Obamacare
their priority is because they are social missionar-
ies whose goal is to “fundamentally transform” the
United States of America, as Obama warned five
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days before the 2008 election. Creating a massive
new government program that would absorb one-
sixth of the economy and make every American
dependent on government for their healthcare was
the true order of their business. This was a program
they saw as a major stepping-stone on the way to
the fundamental transformation of American soci-
ety. That’s the way progressives think and Repub-
licans had better start understanding just what that
means.

Progressives are not in politics to tinker with
the existing system, although they understand that
tinkering and fixing problems along the way gets
votes. They are in politics to achieve “social jus-
tice” — to transform the system and the way Ameri-
cans live.

Why do progressives not see that the future
they are promoting — with its socialist “solutions”—
has already failed elsewhere, and particularly in
Europe? Because in their eyes the future is an idea
that hasn’t been tried. If socialism has failed in Eu-
rope it’s because they weren’t in charge to imple-
ment it and there wasn’t enough money to fund it.

It is the very grandeur of the progressive ambi-
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tion that makes its believers so zealous in pursuing
it. Through government programs they are going
to make everyone equal and take care of everyone
in need. They are going to establish social equality
and create social justice. It is an intoxicating view
and it explains why and how they are different
from conservatives. It doesn’t matter to them that
the massive entitlements they have created—so-
cial security and Medicare—are already bankrupt.
That can be taken care of by making more wealthy
people pay more of their fair share. In their hearts,
progressives believe that if they can secure enough
money and accumulate enough power they can
create a future where everyone is taken care of and
everyone is equal. Everything Democrats do and
every campaign they conduct is about mobilizing
their political armies to bring about this glorious
future, about advancing its agendas one program
and one candidate at a time. No Republican in his
right mind thinks like this.

The vision of the glorious future puts urgency
into their crusades and encourages them to hate
their opponents. A Republican like Mitt Romney
may be a decent person, but he stands in the way
of their impossible dreams. Therefore, he is hate-
ful. The very grandeur of the dream — guaranteed

11



health care for everyone, guaranteed housing for
everyone, guaranteed incomes for everyone — is so
inspiring it motivates them to seek the promised
land by any means necessary. If this requires ly-
ing, voter fraud, or demonizing their opponents as
racist, selfish and uncaring, so be it. The beautiful
ends justify the not-so-beautiful means.

When Democrats demand free contraceptives
and claim that their opponents are conducting a
war on women, Republicans shake their heads in
disbelief. How could any sane person believe that?
The Republicans are missing the point. The issue
for progressives is never the issue. The issue is
always the transformation of society that they are
hoping to achieve. As Sandra Fluke herself put it,
the issue of providing free contraceptives is not just
about contraceptives, it’s about the whole range of
changes that will liberate women (the more gov-
ernment provides for them, the freer they become)
and that Republicans oppose.

Progressives’ hatred for conservatives is thus
not a reaction to a particular issue, or a particular
slip of the tongue. It is a hatred for what conserva-
tives are. Conservatives are people who believe
in limited government. By its very nature, lim-
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ited government means the death of progressive
dreams. In progressive eyes, conservatives and Re-
publicans actually are anti-woman, anti-minority,
and anti-poor. Republicans oppose the very idea
that government should function as a social savior.
Republicans are reactionary and hateful because
they stand in the way of a society that can and
should care for every man, woman and child from
cradle to grave.

Republicans take a view of politics that is fun-
damentally different. Republicans do not aspire to
change the world. They want to repair systems that
are broken. They are not missionaries, and they are
not selling a land of dreams. Such practical agen-
das do not inspire them to despise their opponents
or regard them as evil. Republicans think of their
opponents as mistaken about how to fix particu-
lar problems. Because Republicans are mindful of
the past, they are uncertain about the future, and
therefore wary of impossible dreams. They hope
for a future better than the present but they are
mindful that things could be even worse. Many
problems are intractable and will not go away. Be-
cause this is their attitude, conservative emotions
can never be as inflamed as their progressive op-
ponents’. Their instinct is to come up with practical
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plans and explain how specific problems might be
solved. That is why they reach for facts and argu-
ments, and spend a lot of time explaining things
to voters. But voters have already been told not to
trust their arguments because they are the argu-
ments of enemies of women, children, minorities
and the middle class.

The only way to confront the emotional cam-
paign that Democrats wage in every election is
through an equally emotional campaign that puts
the aggressors on the defensive; that attacks them
in the same moral language, identifying them as
the bad guys, the oppressors of women, children,
minorities and the middle class, that takes away
Jfrom them the moral high ground which they now
occupy. You can’t confront an emotionally based
moral argument with an intellectual analysis. Yet
this is basically and almost exclusively what Re-
publicans do.

A Winning Strategy for Republicans
1. Put the aggressors on the defensive.

2. Put their victims -- women, minorities,
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the poor and working Americans -- in
front of every argument and every policy
in the same way they do.

3. Start the campaign now (because the
Democrats already have).

The Weapons of Politics Are Hope and
Fear

The weapons of political campaigns are im-
ages and sound bites designed to inspire the emo-
tions of fear and hope. Obama won the presidency
in 2008 on a campaign of hope; he won re-election
in 2012 on a campaign of fear.

Hope works, but fear is a much stronger and
more compelling emotion. In a political campaign,
it is directed at one’s political opponent. Democrats
exploit this emotion to the hilt; Republicans often
seem too polite to even use it.

The other emotion, hope, is not only weaker, it

is at odds with conservatives’ basic pessimism, and
their skepticism about political solutions. Unlike
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progressives, conservatives don’t expect cosmic
results from political programs — saving the planet,
creating a just world. Consequently, for Republi-
cans, hope is less effective as a political appeal.

Republicans seem to think the way to in-
spire hope is by offering voters practical solutions,
such as Paul Ryan’s plan to balance the budget.
Paul Ryan is a smart conservative and the Ryan
Plan is probably a good one. But with control only
of the House, Republicans had no chance of imple-
menting it when they voted on it. Worse, in the real
world of political combat, facing an unscrupulous
opposition, a plan offered by a party with no means
of implementing it is a self-inflicted wound. You
can’t put the plan into effect to show that it works,
and no one besides policy wonks is going to even
begin to understand it. All the plan does is provide
the spinners with multiple targets to shoot at —
something they will do by distorting the specifics
and ignoring the plan itself. For virtually all vot-
ers, the plan will be so complicated and its details
so obscure that it will remain invisible. Only those
who already trust its designers will be persuaded
that this is a reason to vote for them.

Hope in politics is an appeal to the heart,
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not the head; to emotions, not reason. Since it is
an appeal to emotion, it is normally based on large
quantities of hot air. In the 2008 election, hope was
the first black man running for president. It was
Obama making an empty promise: “There is not a
liberal America and a conservative America. There
is a United States of America. There is not a black
America and a white America, a Latino America,
an Asian America, There is a United States of
America. No blue states or red states but the United
States.” All Obama had to do to inspire hope was
to be black, speak standard English and make this
gesture — dishonest and empty as it turned out to be
— that promised to unite Americans and move the
country past its racial divisions.

The Campaign Narrative

The two emotions that drive politics —hope
and fear—are tied together by a narrative that un-
derlies all American political contests. This narra-
tive is the story of the underdog and his triumph
over odds. Both Democrats and Republicans shape
the narratives of their election campaigns using
this story, but do it in dramatically different ways.
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When Republicans use the underdog narrative
it is mainly as a story of opportunity, of Americans
rising from humble origins. This was a principal
theme of the Republican presidential convention
in 2012 and of keynote speeches by Ann Romney,
Governor Christie, Marco Rubio, Susana Martinez
and Condoleeza Rice. It was an appeal to voters
to protect and/or restore the values and the institu-
tions that provide such opportunities.

This is a good story of hope, and was effec-
tive in the hands of speakers like Rice. But it is
not very strong on promoting fear, or in directing
that fear towards political opponents in a way that
maximizes its emotional impact. Insofar as there
is any negative side to the Republican narrative, it
is policies rather than a human actor that stands in
the way of opportunity. Higher taxes and too much
regulation—too much government —will stifle op-
portunity for Americans who are on the way up.
Here is how Obama dismissed the Republican ar-
gument in his acceptance speech at the Democrats’
convention: “All [Republicans] have to offer is the
same prescription they’ve had for the last thirty
years: Have a surplus? Try a tax cut. Deficit too
high? Try another. Feel a cold coming on? Take
two tax cuts, roll back some regulations, and call
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us in the morning

The Republican narrative is an abstraction. It’s
about policies and prescriptions, over which rea-
sonable people can disagree: How much oppor-
tunity will a three or four percent higher tax rate
—the rate that prevailed in the prosperous Clinton
years—stifle opportunity?

The entire argument remains intellectual until
Democrats enter it, and then it becomes emotional.
Democrats present themselves as champions of the
powerless, the American underdogs. Their counter-
argument is that government is required to provide
opportunity for those who lack it — whatever the tax
rate. In the Democrats’ narrative the private sector
doesn’t provide enough opportunity for those left
behind, and government programs are necessary to
fill in the gap. Democrats want to help people who
need help. That is a powerful emotional appeal to
all Americans,even Republicans. The Republican
argument looks selfish by contrast: Republicans
are for helping themselves (don’t raise taxes on the
rich)y—or helping people who can help themselves
—people who can take advantage of opportunities
without government help. Unless you understand
how the economic system actually works, that’s a
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tough position to sympathize with.

When Democrats tell their underdog story it
is not an abstraction but a powerful, polarizing,
emotionally charged attack on their Republican
adversaries. In the Democratic narrative, Republi-
cans are cast as oppressors. They are the enemies
of hope, and in particular, the hopes of America’s
underdogs for equality, a fair share, and a helping
hand when they need it. While Republicans set
their narrative in a land of peace, Democrats place
it on the frontlines of a nation at war.

Here is a dispatch from the Democratic con-
vention, September 2012:

CHARLOTTE, North Carolina (Reuters)
- Two dozen Democratic women from the
U.S. House of Representatives brought
the charge that Republicans are waging
a “war on women” to the party’s conven-
tion stage on Tuesday with sharp denun-
ciations of Republicans on healthcare,
equal pay and domestic violence. Led
by Nancy Pelosi of California, the only
woman to serve as speaker of the U.S.
House, the women pressed the party’s
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argument that the Democrats will protect
women’s interests against what they de-
scribed as Republican attacks.

This staged declaration of war was led by House
Speaker Nancy Pelosi. Its purpose was to jump
start the campaign’s central narrative: Republicans
are waging “war” on women, minorities and the
middle class. The Democrats’ narrative centered
on how these victim groups were oppressed—or
in the case of minorities suppressed—by evil Re-
publicans seeking to turn back the historical clock,
denying the powerless and those in need of their
shot at the American dream. This is a powerful
emotional message.

But there is nothing new about this Democratic
strategy. Here is a call to arms from the 1996 Dem-
ocratic convention: “We need to work as we have
never done before between now and November 5th
to take the Congress back from ... the Republicans,
because ladies and gentlemen, brothers and sisters,
the Republicans are the real threat. They are the
real threat to our women. They are the real threat to
our children. They are the real threat to clean wa-
ter, clean air and the rich landscape of America.”
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Republicans are the enemies of women, chil-
dren and the environment! The speaker of this
anathema was New York governor and presidential
prospect Mario Cuomo. This declaration of war
was made 16 years ago. Republicans have been the
target of this kind of attack through at least four
presidential elections. Yet they haven’t begun to
answer it, and in particular, respond to it in kind.
To this day, no Republican speaks like that about
Democrats, and certainly no Republican who is a
national figure and party leader.

The 2012 Democratic Convention was all about
the victims of Republican policies, and about cast-
ing Republicans as their victimizers. Democrats
had been in power four years, but at the 2012 Re-
publican convention, there was almost no mention
of the victims of Democrat policies.

At an election post-mortem, Romney’s deputy
campaign manager analyzed the defeat this way:
“The bottom line is that the Obama campaign [had]
a candidate that was very hard to lay a glove on be-
cause [he] was somebody that the American peo-
ple, by and large, had decided that they just liked.”
This is classic excuse making. That’s what cam-
paigns are supposed to do: make the other candi-
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date unlikeable. The Obama campaign devoted it-
self to doing just that to the Republican candidate.
They defamed a decent, hard-working American
as a dishonest, untrustworthy predator. It was the
failure of the Romney campaign to lay a glove on
Obama that was the reason he was still liked.

Obama’s campaign manager was at the same
conference. His team did not have the view that
their candidate was so likeable Romney couldn’t
lay a glove on him. Quite the opposite. Their view
was that “they would lose the election if it was a
referendum on the president.” They chose a strat-
egy of diverting attention from their candidate by
attacking Romney as a member of the wealthy un-
caring class who fired people mercilessly, shipped
jobs overseas and was too rich to care about other
people.!

! Politico, Campaign Officials Dissect the Election, James Hohm-
ann, December 8, 2012
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Taking A Page From the Democrats’
War Plans

Throughout the Republican campaign, there
was a lot of talk about “job creators.” There were
a lot of defenses of “job creators,” whom Demo-
crats quickly redefined as rich people who don’t
pay their fair share. That’s the problem with play-
ing a “prevent defense.” Most Americans see job
creators — employers — as rich people. If you’re de-
fending the top dogs, you’re losing. If you’re fight-
ing for the underdogs, you have to go on the attack.
What about job destroyers? What about Democrats
who are killing the jobs of ordinary Americans—
not just failing to create them—which is an anti-
septic, bloodless way of putting it?

Democrats, who understand the psychology
of the underdog, accused the Republicans of just
that — destroying jobs. They targeted Mitt Romney
with a $300 million ad buy as the nation’s number
one job destroyer victimizing working Americans.
Job destroyer was a description ill-suited to a man
whose business was reviving bankrupt companies.
But it was—or should have been—a perfect fit
for his Democratic opponent. How many jobs did
America lose under Obama’s anti-business reign?
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How many unemployed did Obama create among
African Americans, Latinos, women? The official
unemployment rate in Detroit after 50 years of
Democratic rule and four years of Obama stimu-
lus was 19% but actually 45% were unemployed.
Thirty-five percent of Detroit’s citizens are on food
stamps. Democrats destroy jobs and make people
poor. Why wasn’t there a $300 million Republican
campaign saying this?

Why are Republicans so reluctant to name the
victims of Democrat policies, particularly the vic-
tims among America’s minority communities and
working classes? Why don’t Republicans identify
Democrats as a threat to those communities as
Cuomo declared Republicans a threat to women?
How can you win a war when the other side is us-
ing bazookas and your side is using fly swatters?

Defending the victims of job destroyers is mor-
ally and emotionally stronger than defending rich
“job creators.” It creates sympathy and arouses
anger. It inspires concerns about justice. It’s how
the Democrats’ recruit and energize their troops.
It’s the way—the only way—Republicans can
neutralize the Democrats’ attacks on them as
defenders of the rich, and return their fire: by
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framing them as the enemies of working Ameri-
cans and the middle class.

During Obama’s four years in office, African
Americans — middle-class African Americans —
lost half their net worth as a result of the collapse
of the housing market. That’s one hundred billion
dollars in personal assets that disappeared from the
pockets of African Americans because of a 25-year
Democratic campaign to remove loan requirements
for homebuyers. Yet in 2012, Republicans were too
polite to mention this!

The fingerprints of Barack Obama, Jimmy
Carter, Bill Clinton and Barney Frank were all over
the subprime mortgage crisis. The campaign to re-
move loan requirements for African American and
other minority borrowers started with Jimmy Cart-
er’s Community Reinvestment Act. It snookered
thousands of poor black and Hispanic Americans
into buying homes they couldn’t afford, which they
then lost. How traumatic is the loss of one’s home?
By securitizing the failed mortgages, Democratic
bundlers on Wall Street who had poured $100 mil-
lion into the 2008 Obama campaign made tens
of millions off the misery of those who lost their
homes. In other words, with the help of Clinton,
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Frank and Obama, Wall Street Democrats made
massive profits off the backs of poor black and His-
panic Americans. But Republicans were too polite
to mention it. Here was a missed opportunity to
neutralize Democrat attacks on Republicans as the
party of the rich and exploiters of the poor. It was
an opportunity to drive a giant wedge through the
Democratic base.

The bottom line is this: If Republicans want to
persuade minorities they care about them, they
have to stand up for them; they have to defend
them; and they have to show them that Demo-
crats are playing them for suckers, exploiting
them, oppressing them, and profiting from their
suffering.

Large populations of the African American and
Hispanic poor are concentrated in America’s inner
cities — Detroit, Chicago, Philadelphia, St. Louis,
Harlem, South Central Los Angeles. In these inner
cities the unemployment rates are off the charts,
the school systems so corrupt and ineffective that
half the children drop out before they graduate and
half those who do are functionally illiterate. They
will never get a decent job or a shot at the Ameri-
can dream.
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In these inner cities, every city council and
every school board and every school district are
100% controlled by Democrats and have been for
more than 70 years. Everything that is wrong with
the inner cities and their schools that policy can
affect, Democrats are responsible for. Democrats
have their boot heels on the necks of millions of
poor African American and Hispanic children and
are crushing the life out of them every year. But
Republicans are too polite to mention it.

In the middle of the 2012 campaign, a teach-
ers union strike shut down the schools in Chicago,
Obama’s home town. The issue was not pay but
the union’s refusal to allow teacher rewards to be
connected to teacher performance. African Ameri-
can and Hispanic children were the true victims of
the determination to protect bad teachers and not
to reward good ones. Yet Republicans ignored the
strike, and never put a face on its victims.

At the Republican convention, one keynote
speaker referred to the teachers unions and the is-
sue of teacher rewards and union obstruction. This
was Governor Chris Christie, probably the most
aggressive and articulate Republican warrior. But
here is how Christie framed the Democrat/union
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atrocity:

“We believe that the majority of teach-

ers in America know our system must
be reformed to put students first so that
America can compete.... We [Repub-
licans] believe that we should honor
and reward the good ones while do-
ing what’s best for our nation’s future
— demanding accountability, higher
standards and the best teacher in every
classroom.

“They believe the educational establish-
ment will always put themselves ahead
of children. That self-interest trumps
common sense. They believe in pit-
ting unions against teachers, educators
against parents, and lobbyists against
children. They believe in teacher’s
unions.”

And that’s all he said. The issues are there —
accountability, standards and rewards for teacher
performance. The policy is there. But the moral
outrage is missing. The victims are missing and
the culprits aren’t named. It’s not the “educational
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establishment” that’s ruining the lives and block-
ing the opportunities of African American and His-
panic children. It’s the Democrats — they are the
educational establishment in every failing public
school district. The Democrat teachers unions and
the Democrat Party that supports them are destroy-
ing the lives of African American and Hispanic
students whose parents are too poor to put them in
private schools — the same private schools where
Democrat legislators and union leaders send their
own children.

Democrats will fight to the death to prevent
poor parents from getting vouchers to provide their
children with the same education that well-heeled
Democratic legislators provide for theirs. This is a
moral atrocity. This is an issue to get angry about
and mobilize constituencies over. This is an issue
that could drive a Gibraltar-size wedge through the
Democratic base. But Republicans are too polite to
do that.

This is merely the most obvious atrocity that
Democrats are committing against America’s im-
poverished minorities. Subverting family structures
through a misconceived welfare system, encourag-
ing food stamp dependency, providing incentives
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to bring into this world massive numbers of chil-
dren who have no prospect of a decent life just to
earn a welfare dollar. These are the corrupt fruits
of Democratic welfare policies which are spiral-
ing out of control. Republicans criticize these pro-
grams as “wasteful.” They need to start attacking
them as destructive, as attacks on the human be-
ings who are ensnared by them.

The way for Republicans to show they care
about minorities is to defend them against their op-
pressors and exploiters, which in every major inner
city in America without exception are Democrats.
Democrats run the welfare and public education
systems; they have created the policies that ruin the
lives of the recipients of their handouts. It’s time
that Republicans started to hold Democrats to ac-
count; to put them on the defensive and take away
the moral high ground, which they now occupy il-
legitimately. Government welfare is not just waste-
ful; it is destructive. The public school system in
America’s inner cities is not merely ineffective; it
is racist and criminal.

Democrats regard politics as a war conducted
by other means. Their agenda is not to seek com-
promise over practical solutions to complex prob-
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lems. It is to achieve power to dictate the funda-
mental transformation of American society into a
socialist-redistributionist state. Democrats regard
Republicans as enemies standing in the way of
social justice and social progress. Every issue for
them is a means to a greater end, which first-of-
all is power, and beyond that the transformation of
American society into a socialist-redistributionist
state.

Because Democrats regard politics as war
conducted by other means, they seek to demon-
ize and destroy their opponents as the enemies of
progress, of social justice and minority rights. Re-
publicans can only counter these attacks by turning
the Democrats’ guns around -- by exposing them
as the enforcers of injustice, particularly to minori-
ties and the poor, the exploiters of society’s vulner-
able and the reactionary proponents of policies that
have proven bankrupt and destructive all over the
world.
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Go For the Heart Inc. is a private non-profit cor-
poration dedicated to defending the principles of a
free society and to training conservative activists,
strategists, legislators and candidates in the art of

political war.
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