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Introduction
Every time government gets bigger, someone is getting 
rich.

Keep this in mind, and you’ll better understand all aspects of 
Washington today.

If you want to predict when Republicans will abandon their 
expressed belief in free markets, watch for when big busi-
ness leans heaviest on them.

The odd dynamics of today’s Republican Party make sense 
when you understand the two competing pulls on GOP poli-
ticians are a Tea Party base pulling right and a business lobby 
pulling left.

Also, any assessment of Barack Obama’s record is deficient 
unless it confronts corporatism in his policy and K Street’s 
cozy place in his administration.

The collusion of big business and big government has been 
the primary theme of my columns at the Washington Exam-
iner since the Bush administration—and I’ve never lacked 
good material.

The 2007 energy bill was loaded with goodies for green en-
ergy. The 2008 bailouts brought corporatism to a new level. 
When Obama tapped Rahm Emanuel as White House chief 
of staff, I knew my next four years would be busy.

Before he was even sworn in, Obama broke his transparency 
pledges and made a mockery of his “lobbying ban”—and this 
would become a pattern.
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Obama’s first legislative accomplishment was the stimulus—
which triggered a lobbyist feeding frenzy and had the back-
ing of the Chamber of Commerce. ObamaCare was the fruit 
of a tawdry tryst involving the White House, the Democratic 
fundraising apparatus, and the drug lobby.

Electoral politics of the past few years also make more sense 
when viewed through what my editor, Stephen G. Smith, 
calls “a Carneysian lens.”

The Tea Party was largely a reaction to the corporatism of 
Obama and the GOP. Obama’s 2012 economic platform was 
an embrace of corporate-government partnership, under the 
name of “New Economic Patriotism.” And Mitt Romney’s 
tone-deafness was in not seeing that the game is rigged in 
America today, against the regular guy and in favor of the 
politically connected.

The following collection of columns explores these themes: 
corporatism, cronyism, and the revolving door.

I cover Obama more than Republicans, for good reason. 
First, he’s the president, and has much more power than 
Republicans. Second, I try to make up for the liberal-leaning 
mainstream media’s insufficient scrutiny of Obama—espe-
cially during his first term.

Original reporting drives many of these columns, but I don’t 
hide my opinions. I believe the free-market is the best an-
ti-poverty program ever, and I believe it’s wrong to constrain 
anyone’s freedom without very good cause. At the same 
time, I approach my coverage of the economy with an al-
most innate distrust of the powerful—whether in business or 
government.

As you read these columns, I think you’ll begin to see Wash-
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ington the way I see it. This collection may not turn you into 
a full-fledged libertarian populist, but it will at least give you 
a healthy dose of skepticism.

Timothy P. Carney 
Senior Political Correspondent 
Washington Examiner
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The mysterious death of the 
chicken-fat car
Publication date: May 20, 2009

As President Barack Obama unfurls his fuel-economy stan-
dards and Congress takes up global warming regulations, it’s 
useful to remember that what emerges from environmental 
policymaking is not necessarily what’s best for the planet, 
but instead what’s best for special interests.

Consider the epic and somewhat bizarre struggle over clean 
fuels that ended last week. As usual, special interests were 
central to the drama. But the antagonists seemed right out 
of a Monty Python send-up of Washington politics: An oil 
company, hoping to profit from making trucks run on chick-
en fat, was thwarted by the soap industry’s lobby.

The chicken-fat story is a cautionary tale about how environ-
mental policy actually gets made.

It began in 2005, when President George W. Bush signed 
an energy bill including a $1-per-gallon tax credit for “re-
newable diesel” fuel created through “thermal depolymer-
ization.” Writer Rina Palta reported in the liberal American 
Prospect that Rep. Roy Blunt, R-Mo., wrote the measure 
“to benefit a floundering company in his home district that 
produces boiler fuel from turkey offal, which did not qualify 
chemically as ‘biodiesel.’”

At the time, Congress was eagerly providing subsidies to 
turn plants and animals into fuel, so it didn’t seem far-
fetched to boost the cause of fowl entrails. But unintended 
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consequences soon arrived, proving once again that the big-
gest companies usually find a way to profit from government 
intervention.

In April 2007, the Internal Revenue Service ruled that 
Blunt’s tax credit had broader applications. Within two 
weeks, ConocoPhillips and Tyson Foods saw that the IRS had 
opened the door for a joint venture to melt chicken, cow, and 
pig fat into diesel fuel. Conoco Chief Executive Officer James 
Mulva was honest about his unusual undertaking: “It’s not 
profitable without the $1-per-gallon tax credit,” he said at a 
news conference.

But this renewable fuel had enemies. First, Democrats didn’t 
like any subsidy that helped an oil company like Conoco. 
(Blunt, for his part, said he never wanted to help oil compa-
nies, and that the law should be changed.)

Second, business lobbyists were also working to kill the 
subsidy for chicken fat. The obvious opponents were chick-
en fat’s competitors—the companies that turn vegetables 
into diesel fuel. The National Biodiesel Board, which spends 
nearly $1 million a year on lobbying, pushed hard to ensure 
the $1-per-gallon subsidy for clean diesel didn’t also apply to 
the Conoco-Tyson operation.

But the issue of “renewable biodiesel” also turned up on the 
lobbying filings of the Dial Corp. and the Soap and Detergent 
Association. Just as ethanol subsidies have driven up the 
price of food, it turned out that fat-to-fuel subsidies boosted 
the cost of manufacturing soap, which is also made of animal 
fat. So Dial and the Soap and Detergent Association, dis-
pleased that Tyson now had somewhere else to peddle its fat, 
also lobbied to kill the chicken-fat diesel subsidy.
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While their own interests were obvious, the soap and bio-
diesel lobbies argued that chicken-fat diesel was not good for 
the environment. But the Environmental Protection Agency 
ruled this month that “biodiesel or renewable diesel made 
from animal fat or used cooking oil results in an 80 percent 
reduction from carbon emissions versus petroleum diesel,” 
according to Darling International, a company that deals in 
animal-fat diesel. Darling added in its first-quarter 2009 re-
port, “That is the highest level of carbon reduction available 
from any commercially ready fuel.”

Both sides claimed to be aiding the environment. Both 
had profits at stake. The soap side just had better lobbyists 
than the chicken side. When Congress rushed the massive 
Wall Street bailout to passage last fall, it extended many 
special-interest tax breaks, but it specifically killed the 
$1-per-gallon break for animal-product diesel, leaving chick-
en-fat diesel with a subsidy of only 50 cents per gallon. Big 
soap and big biodiesel had defeated big oil and big chicken.

Last week, Conoco and Tyson announced they were axing 
their joint venture, at least until the $1-per-gallon credit 
returns.

Maybe Congress can take a lesson from the chicken-fat story: 
Stopping the oceans’ rise or cleaning the air are lofty con-
cepts, but behind closed doors, environmental policy is often 
driven by less ambitious motivations.
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Congress gives your money to 
T. Boone Pickens
Publication date: July 10, 2009

T. Boone Pickens, like any good businessman, can read 
changing economic conditions. Though he spent the 1980s 
as a “corporate raider” and oilman, in this age of Barack 
Obama and Henry Waxman, he has shifted his focus to 
lobbyists, feel-good green messages and technology that de-
pends on government subsidies.

The result: Taxpayers will now be subsidizing T. Boone Pick-
ens, a billionaire—and Republicans and Democrats in Con-
gress tell you it’s for your own good.

This week, three senators proposed special tax credits that 
will subsidize Pickens’ latest business venture, which he calls 
“the Pickens Plan.” Like his previous undertakings, Pickens 
has started his plan as a way to get richer. Unlike his previ-
ous undertakings, the Pickens Plan is completely dependent 
on government subsidies—and this has ingratiated him to 
politicians and media.

The Pickens Plan, in short, is this: We should get more elec-
tricity from windmills and power our cars with natural gas. 
Pickens happens to be a major investor in windmills and 
natural-gas cars. Both of these energy sources are heavily 
subsidized, but not enough for Pickens to profit from them, 
apparently.

This week, Sens. Robert Menendez, D-N.J., Orrin Hatch, 
R-Utah, and Harry Reid, D-Nev., at Pickens’ urging, spon-
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sored a bill to double the huge subsidies natural-gas cars 
already receive, and to provide a $100,000 tax credit for the 
construction of a natural-gas filling station.

Menendez, Hatch and Reid introduced this bill eight days 
after the largest natural-gas truck-fueling station in the world 
was opened. The builder: Clean Energy Fuels Corp., found-
ed and partly owned by Pickens. Pickens’ company is the 
leading builder of natural-gas fueling stations, and thus the 
leading beneficiary of this subsidy.

The House version of the bill included $30 million per year 
to fund research into natural-gas cars—even more of your 
money that could line Pickens’ pockets.

So while our government is running a trillion-dollar deficit, 
which will lead to tax increases and inflation that make us 
and our children poorer, Congress is thinking of creating 
subsidies and a private tax cut for a man on Forbes maga-
zine’s list of the world’s richest people.

Pickens’ Clean Energy Fuels is also a leader in transporting 
natural gas. Plus, he has invested in the V-Vehicle Co., build-
ing a natural-gas-powered car.

And it’s not as if natural-gas-powered cars aren’t already sub-
sidized. The 2005 energy bill created special tax credits for 
natural-gas-powered cars. There is also already a $30,000 tax 
credit for the construction of natural-gas fueling stations—a 
credit Menendez and Hatch would more than triple.

Why are natural-gas cars so subsidized? Because they are so 
unprofitable. Honda’s methane-powered Civic costs nearly 
$10,000 more than a regular Civic (unless you go to a dealer 
who’s stuck with these cars after betting on gasoline prices 
to continue to rise) and doesn’t come close to paying for 



15

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2009

itself in fuel savings.

If natural gas stays inexpensive and oil climbs again, the 
market could drive business to natural-gas cars. In fear that 
might not happen soon enough, though, Pickens was on Cap-
itol Hill this week lobbying for subsidies.

Pickens has long nurtured ties with government (he began 
lobbying for natural-gas subsidies back in 1992), but his 
Pickens Plan differs starkly from the way he did business 
back in the 1980s. He used to make money through com-
merce and the power of the market. Now he makes money 
through subsidy and the power of the government—and for 
this he was abused.

Perversely, his recent shift—from selling stuff (such as oil) 
that people want to buy, to selling stuff (like gas cars and 
wind power) that people buy only when it’s subsidized or 
mandated—has elevated Pickens’ reputation from greedy 
capitalist to world-saver.

Pickens was one of the bad guys in the 1992 book “Den of 
Thieves,” where he was derided as a “corporate raider” and 
named by one reviewer as one of “the main players behind 
why the 1980s were characterized as the ‘decade of greed.’” 
The offense back then—in addition to selling oil—was his 
penchant for “hostile takeovers.”

“Hostile takeovers” is an inaccurate term for what Pickens 
used to do. The management didn’t like them, sure, but the 
transactions in question consisted of shareholders volun-
tarily giving their stock to Pickens in exchange for Pickens’ 
money.

Pickens’ new bid actually is hostile. I don’t want to fund his 
windmills or methane cars. But if I refuse, the Internal Rev-



16

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2009

enue Service will come after me. But instead of “greed,” it’s 
dubbed as “green.”
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How a congressman brings 
business to K Street
Publication date: September 2, 2009

Now that Disney has bought Marvel comics, it is reaching 
out for another partner: the federal government. Next week 
Congress may pass the Travel Promotion Act, derided by its 
critics as bailout for the tourism industry.

But the real lesson of this government expansion is about K 
Street’s growth into all sectors of the economy.

The Travel Promotion Act would create a new government 
agency and a new quasi-government agency charged with 
luring foreigners to see America, funded by a tax on every 
foreigner who visits America.

Skeptical Capitol Hill staffers call the bill a “bailout for Harry 
Reid.” Reid, in re-election trouble, may be hoping govern-
ment advertising for the Las Vegas Strip might win him some 
votes and campaign cash from grateful casinos.

But the legislation championed by hotels, airlines and oth-
er giants in the travel industry is modest in some ways: Its 
price tag is only $200 million per year. And rather than a 
tale of corporate America’s clout in Washington, it’s a tale of 
K Street and Capitol Hill luring corporate America into the 
Beltway swamp.

Consider the bill’s conception: In 2005 Rep. Bill Delahunt, a 
Democrat who represents Cape Cod, addressed the Wash-
ington Summit of the Travel Business Roundtable, and urged 
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it to lobby more. Fed News reported, “The Congressman 
called on the industry to wage a more aggressive, bipartisan 
campaign.”

It’s not every day that a lawmaker issues a clarion call for 
more lobbying, so the industry obliged with enthusiasm. The 
Travel Business Roundtable registered as a lobbying organi-
zation in 2006, changed its name to the Discover America 
Partnership and hired Steven Schwadron, Delahunt’s long-
time chief of staff, as its K Street lobbyist. Nobody can say 
Delahunt doesn’t take care of his employees.

Delahunt this year sponsored HR 2935, the Travel Promo-
tion Act, which creates a Corporation for Travel Promotion, 
funded through voluntary contributions from tourism busi-
nesses, plus a $10 tax on every foreigner entering the United 
States.

This tax has received some push-back from European dip-
lomats. Ambassadors from the European Commission, Swe-
den and the Czech Republic wrote to U.S. officials, “Taxing 
foreign travelers to promote tourism seems peculiar.”

While this looks like a bailout for the tourism industry, it 
seems to be paid for by the tourism industry, and it could 
discourage as many visitors as it brings in. Maybe the real 
beneficiaries are not Disney and Vegas as much as their 
lobbyists.

The Washington Post’s Jeffrey Birnbaum covered the indus-
try’s lobbying push in 2008. The Discover America Partner-
ship hired former health maintenance organization lobbyist 
Geoffrey Freeman to assemble a lobbying army. Freeman got 
major hotels and theme parks to pony up good cash for his 
effort.
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The partnership started shelling out $20,000 a month for the 
advice of former Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge. 
Freeman hired polling firms, research firms and public re-
lations firms. The industry brought on new K Street firms, 
including Schwadron’s.

The U.S. Travel Association multiplied its lobbying spending 
tenfold from $75,000 in 2005 to nearly a million dollars in 
the last 12 months. The problem, they said, was burdensome 
visa processes and unnecessary and intimidating security 
measures that gave the impression that foreigners were un-
welcome in the United States.

The lobbying response was typical of government and K 
Street. When government creates a problem, lobbyists are 
reluctant to tell Washington to back off. Instead of trying 
to minimize government’s deleterious effect, politicians 
and lobbyists work together to create a new government 
program.

Considering the ego of politicians, a lobbyist has more suc-
cess asking “can you help us out?” as opposed to “can you 
please just get out of the way?” Hence the vicious circle of 
Big Government: One government program causes a prob-
lem, and another comes in to solve it.

Also, getting government out of the way might obviate the 
need for more lobbyists. Once you’re on the government 
teat, though, you’d better keep up your K Street army.

Sen. Jim DeMint, who is concerned that the bill could back-
fire internationally, is waging a lonely war against the mea-
sure. His staff asks why the businesses can’t do their own 
travel promotion. But because the bill claims to impose no 
costs on the taxpayer, it’s sure to pass.
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We always assume that corporations use K Street to influ-
ence Congress. But as this episode shows, congressmen also 
welcome the attention of lobbyists.
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Mattel exempted from toy 
safety law it helped write
Publication date: September 4, 2009

If you’re looking for a sure bet, find a New York Times edito-
rial praising some new federal regulation, and wager that this 
new law will yield harmful unintended consequences while 
protecting the biggest businesses in the affected industry.

This week’s case in point is the Consumer Product Safety 
Improvement Act. It was praised by the Times editorial page 
in 2008 as an “important bill” for “dramatically improv[ing] 
the way government protects consumers.”

The law has since proved to be a scourge on small business, 
independent craftsmen and secondhand stores, but also a 
boon to toy giant Mattel, whose leaded toys sparked the scare 
and whose lobbying push shaped the law.

Under CPSIA, every manufacturer of children’s products, 
whether a toy truck, a pacifier, a picture book or a kid-sized 
stool, must submit its products to independent tests for lead 
and other chemicals before selling them. Well, all manufac-
turers except for Mattel, the largest toy maker in America.

Recently, the Consumer Product Safety Commission voted 
unanimously to grant Mattel an exemption from the CPSIA’s 
third-party testing requirement. The law provided for such 
exemptions if a company can demonstrate it has its own test-
ing facilities that meet a certain standard.

Mattel in 2007 and 2008 lobbied for this provision and lob-
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bied for the overall bill, prompting the usual cries of “wow, 
even industry is on board!” Of course, Mattel was already 
completing its own in-house testing operation as a reaction 
to the bad publicity and litigation resulting from a handful of 
recalls of its toys containing unsafe levels of lead.

In light of the company’s poor practices, the market and the 
courts forced Mattel to ramp up testing of its products. Then 
Mattel lobbied to force the same burdens on every compet-
itor, even the man hand carving toddler-sized chairs in his 
backyard workshop.

When regulation turns into a boon for the biggest businesses 
in an industry being regulated—which is often—commenta-
tors decry the “capture” of the regulatory body. Indeed, Mat-
tel is much more likely to get the ear of toy-safety bureau-
crats than is the independent artisan. But these regulations 
are often “captured” before they are even passed into law.

Remember, Mattel lobbied for this bill, and the Toy Industry 
Association said, “We were early proponents of adopting 
mandatory laws to require toy testing.” Hasbro, the sec-
ond-biggest toy maker behind Mattel, hired lobbyists for the 
first time in its history in order to back the CPSIA.

The regulation—even without the exemption for Mattel—
imposes crushing burdens on smaller manufacturers and 
moderate burdens on the biggest manufacturers. If you have 
to test a sample from each “product line,” but your “product 
line” is about 50 hand-sewn baby dolls, you might just close 
up shop. For Mattel, it’s just a new expense.

Liberal Huffington Post writer Harry Moroz says libertarians 
are playing “gotcha” by finding a lesson in this Mattel exemp-
tion from a Mattel-supported law inspired by Mattel mis-
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deeds. “The goal is better regulation, not less,” Moroz wrote.

But CPSIA was celebrated by the New York Times as just 
that sort of “better” regulation. And where can he point to 
this “better” regulation—that doesn’t crush smaller business-
es and prop up the biggest players—existing in real life?

Philip Morris was the champion of the tobacco regulation 
President Obama signed into law this spring. Kellogg is an 
enthusiastic supporter of the food safety regulation currently 
working across Capitol Hill, just as the big meatpackers sup-
ported the meat inspections Teddy Roosevelt retired.

The post-Enron Sarbanes-Oxley accounting regulations 
clearly didn’t make our corporations’ finances transparent, 
and they drove some publicly held businesses to sell out to 
private equity firms.

The late Teddy Kennedy helped kill airline regulation be-
cause it protected the incumbent carriers and smothered 
competition. In that instance, Kennedy favored less regula-
tion, not “better regulation.”

The toy-safety story can also inform the current health care 
debate and the global warming debate. Obama touts both 
policy pushes as ways to tame the excesses and abuses of big 
business—and in both cases Big Business is on board. Expect 
higher costs, fewer choices and more corporate profits.

We only get to be surprised so many times by Big Business 
turning Big Government to its own advantage. After the 
16-year-old boy crashes our car three times, we’re morally 
culpable when we hand him the keys again.

Congress should see the CPSIA as the calamity it is and issue 
a recall of this misguided law.
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Dole, a health sector lobbyist, 
gets the statesman treatment
Publication date: October 9, 2009

In August, a Republican majority leader-turned-lobbyist took 
to the public with his health care message, and he was derid-
ed as a paid shill.

In October, a different Republican majority lead-
er-turned-lobbyist went public with his health care message, 
and he was hailed as a bipartisan statesman.

The difference? The former—Dick Armey of Texas—was 
opposing President Obama’s push for new health care man-
dates, regulations, taxes and spending programs. The latter—
Bob Dole of Kansas—supported this “reform.”

But here’s another difference that makes the disparate treat-
ment that much more undeserved: Armey’s much-maligned 
opposition to health care “reform” put him at odds with the 
pro-”reform” interests of his big-business clients and his lob-
bying firm. Dole’s much-lauded support of “reform” serves 
the interests of his corporate clients.

Dole made news in Kansas City on Wednesday by calling on 
his party to back Democratic health care reform bills cur-
rently before Congress, calling health care reform “one of 
the most important measures members of Congress will vote 
on in their lifetimes.”

The New York Times, the Associated Press, Salon, the Chi-
cago Tribune and the Kansas City Star reported Dole’s com-
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ments, but all omitted a seemingly relevant fact: Dole is a 
registered lobbyist with clients who stand to profit from the 
current Senate reform bill.

Dole is a lobbyist at the downtown firm Alston & Bird, where 
his clients include the National Association for Home Care 
and Hospice. The association pays Alston & Bird $30,000 per 
month to lobby Congress and the administration on “issues 
in health reform relating to home health & hospice,” accord-
ing to Alston & Bird’s second-quarter 2009 lobbying report.

In September, Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max 
Baucus, D-Mont., amended his reform bill to expand Med-
icaid funding for home health care and to include hospice 
care—care for the dying—under Medicaid, as well. This ac-
celerates the flow of taxpayer money to Dole’s clients. Now 
Dole is rallying the public behind this “important measure” 
and winning praise for his “bipartisanship.”

The liberal media have trumpeted this lobbyist’s endorse-
ment without reporting his clear financial stake in the leg-
islation. To Team Obama and its allies in the press, Dole’s 
backing is a sign of the overwhelming importance of their 
mandates, regulations, spending and taxes.

A liberal Huffington Post blogger wrote, “The level of Re-
publican obstructionism and failed leadership has reached 
the point where even one of the Senate’s greatest obstruc-
tionists [Dole] is calling on his party to do better.”

Dole’s firm has other health sector clients who would profit 
from Democrats’ health care legislation. Alston & Bird cli-
ents Humana and HealthSouth are insurers that would ben-
efit from the legislation’s mandate that everyone buy health 
insurance, as well as from increased subsidies for private 
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insurance.

The American Hospital Association and the Tennessee Hos-
pital Association, Alston & Bird clients, also get increased 
access to taxpayer money through this bill. Dole is not reg-
istered to represent these clients, but that doesn’t mean he 
can’t do these clients’ bidding in the public and in the media.

Armey, meanwhile, was assailed as a scheming lobbyist 
when he—as head of the free-market activist group Freedom-
Works—rallied the public this summer against Obama’s plan. 
For instance, the Times’ Frank Rich wrote, “One group facil-
itating the screamers is FreedomWorks, which is run by the 
former congressman Dick Armey, now a lobbyist at the DLA 
Piper law firm. Medicines Company, a global pharmaceutical 
business, has paid DLA Piper more than $6 million in lobby-
ing fees in the five years Armey has worked there.”

But Armey’s anti-Obamacare agitation upset DLA Piper’s 
clients enough that he was driven out of the firm for it. DLA 
Piper stated, “The firm has not, on its own behalf, or on the 
behalf of any client, directly or indirectly opposed any of the 
pending health care reform bills. On the contrary, DLA Piper 
represents clients who support enactment of effective health 
care reform this year.”

And Armey’s drug industry client stated, “The Medicines 
Company has not opposed any of the pending health care 
reform bills, and has not in any way supported any efforts to 
disrupt open debate about health care reform.”

So Armey lost his million-dollar job for opposing 
Obamacare. Dole gets a hefty paycheck for supporting it.

Dole on Wednesday accused Republican leadership of knee-
jerk obstructionism and pleaded with his party to be more 
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“open for business.” There’s no doubt Dole is open for busi-
ness. And Dole shows us that these days, big government is a 
growth industry.
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Pro-Obamacare Republicans 
in the pay of the health 
industry
Publication date: October 14, 2009

As the White House dismissed the insurance lobby’s cri-
tiques of the Senate health care bill as self-serving corporate 
disinformation, President Obama used his weekly radio 
address to laud four former Republican officials for sup-
porting the push for “reform.” But Obama failed to mention 
that these pro-”reform” Republicans—whom he lauded for 
“ris[ing] above the politics of the moment”—are all in the 
pay of the health care industry and could personally profit 
from “reform.”

Former Republican Health and Human Services Secretaries 
Louis Sullivan and Tommy Thompson, along with former 
Senate Majority Leaders Bill Frist (a doctor) and Bob Dole, 
received plaudits in the president’s weekly radio address for 
exhibiting “the spirit of national purpose” and for under-
standing “that health insurance reform isn’t a Democratic 
issue or a Republican issue, but an American issue that de-
mands a solution.”

Media outlets dutifully carried the Democratic story line: 
Four important Republicans are backing Obama, but GOP 
lawmakers remain in lockstep for partisan political readings.

Obama, along with ABC News, the New York Times, The 
Washington Post, the Associated Press and nearly everyone 
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who reported on the GOP support for Obamacare, left out 
the salient detail that these pro-”reform” Republicans are 
lobbyists, consultants and directors for the drug companies, 
hospitals and other health care corporations that stand to 
profit from Obama’s reform.

Thompson, the former Republican governor of Wisconsin, 
served four years as President George W. Bush’s HHS chief. 
Now Thompson is a health care consultant at the lobbying 
firm Akin Gump, whose clients include insurer Aetna, many 
drug makers, device makers and hospitals.

Pharmaceutical companies and hospitals are sure to see 
profits improve from a bill like the current Senate measure. 
Health insurers like Aetna are walking a fine line between 
disaster (a government option for health insurance) and a 
corporate dream come true (the individual mandate). It’s na-
ive to imagine Thompson doesn’t have his clients’ interests 
in mind in endorsing Obamacare.

Sullivan was George H.W. Bush’s HHS secretary in the 
1990s. In 2008, Sullivan made $220,000 as a director of four 
health care companies, including the biotech firm Biosante 
Pharmaceuticals, where he was chairman of the board, ac-
cording to Forbes. His total 2008 compensation from these 
companies (with options and other non-cash compensation) 
was more than $1 million. He has recently served as a direc-
tor at Bristol-Myers Squibb and Cigna.

These companies all stand to profit from “reform” legisla-
tion that would mandate health insurance, subsidize private 
insurance and provide more drug subsidies. They are paying 
Sullivan, and Sullivan is supporting “reform” legislation.

Sullivan leveraged his public service into a private fortune 
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helping big drug makers and insurance companies boost 
their profits. He is precisely the sort of revolving-door cor-
porate consultant whom candidate Obama accused of cor-
rupting the political system. But now he is on Obama’s side, 
so Sullivan is a “distinguished leader” exhibiting “the spirit 
of national purpose,” in Obama’s words.

Frist is a partner in a private investment firm that bets on 
health care companies—and on regulation. The firm’s Web 
site reads: “With deep expertise in the healthcare reimburse-
ment and regulatory environments, the Cressey & Com-
pany team has invested in almost every for-profit niche of 
healthcare.”

So Frist gets rich by helping pick the health care companies 
that will get rich. Now he’s backing Obamacare—and win-
ning praise for it.

And Dole, as this column discussed last Friday, is a health 
care lobbyist for the downtown firm Alston & Bird, which 
represents drug makers and insurers. The media have some-
thing of a blackout on his conflicts of interest, instead using 
him to cudgel the current GOP leadership for lacking this 
sort of “bipartisanship.”

All of these pro-”reform” Republicans would say their sup-
port for Obamacare was not related to their financial inter-
ests. But the White House has declared the profit motive 
sufficient to discredit criticism of “reform.” White House 
aide Linda Douglass (the woman who called in August for 
citizens to report “fishy” e-mails about proposed health care 
regulations) dismissed a recent critical report by health 
insurers as “distorted” and “dishonest,” stating: “It comes on 
the eve of a vote that will reduce the industry’s profits.”
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But Obama has been holding out as heroes these four Repub-
licans supporting a plan that will likely enhance their per-
sonal profits. Maybe ulterior motives only matter if you’re 
opposing the White House.
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Big tax-prep companies 
welcome IRS regulation
Publication date: January 8, 2010

The Internal Revenue Service has proposed new regula-
tions on paid tax preparers, and the biggest companies in 
this business have quickly responded—roundly endorsing 
the new regulations, whose primary effect may be to kill off 
their smaller competitors. H&R Block’s recent chief execu-
tive officer, appointed deputy commissioner of the IRS by 
President Obama, participated in crafting these new regula-
tions, which benefit his company.

The proposed rules would require all paid tax preparers to 
register with the IRS, pay fees, pass government tests and 
fulfill continuing education requirements.

H&R Block’s top lobbyist, Kathryn Fulton, told Bloomberg, 
“We welcome the move.” The other big tax-prep companies 
also back it, Bloomberg reports.

“We support this IRS initiative to improve and increase 
compliance standards, requirements and expectations for 
the individual income tax return preparer community,” said 
Sheila Cort of Jackson Hewitt. And Liberty Tax Service “cre-
ated testing requirements for its preparers in anticipation 
of the IRS action,” and thus will see no new costs from the 
regulations.

So the regulations add to the cost of doing business, but the 
big guys can afford these higher costs, and, in fact, are al-
ready paying to comply. If these added efforts are valuable to 
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consumers, then H&R Block and Jackson Hewitt should just 
publicize how careful and thorough they are in training their 
preparers.

But maybe the market doesn’t value H&R Block’s efforts so 
much. What to do then?

Well, you lobby Washington to regulate your lower-cost 
competitors out of business.

UBS, a major investment banker, issued an analysis this week 
describing how good the rules would be for H&R Block:

“The new regulations should help Block by: 1) reducing 
fraudulent preparers (that generate oversize refunds dishon-
estly), 2) add barriers to entry (or continuation) for small 
preparers, 3) provide revenue as Block may sell their con-
tinuing education and competency tests to others, and 4) 
perhaps boost paid prepared share.”

This is yet another example to dispel the media myth—en-
dorsed by politicians—that regulation is about curbing the 
excess of big business. As with Obama’s tobacco regulations, 
Teddy Roosevelt’s meat inspections and George W. Bush’s 
toy-safety laws, big business is the supporter and the benefi-
ciary of big-government regulation.

In such cases, regulation supporters typically respond by 
either denigrating the small businesses who would suffer, 
or by counting their loss as a necessary evil of protecting 
the consumer. And there are unscrupulous, fly-by-night tax 
preparers out there. But taxpayers have plenty of access to 
trained, tested, registered and regulated tax preparers.

All that accreditation brings with it is some confidence, and 
a price. Is the confidence worth the price? While the market 
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could answer that question, it’s just easier if you let the gov-
ernment settle the matter.

Of course, however accredited or unaccredited a tax prepar-
er is, he could still be sued or prosecuted for incompetence 
and fraud. So this regulation isn’t primarily about rooting out 
bogus claims, it’s about shutting down smaller operations.

Also at play is the confidence game. Ryan Ellis, an enrolled 
agent who has in the past worked as an unenrolled agent and 
also as an H&R Block preparer, points to IRS figures that 
suggest a recent trend in which paid preparers have not been 
gaining market share.

IRS regulation would add a government stamp of approval to 
these shops, helping them bring in new clients. UBS posits, 
“It is possible that regulation may boost public’s perception 
of the value provided by paid preparers.”

It’s not hard to see the big tax preparers’ fingerprints on 
these rules.

In June, the IRS commissioner called for a full review of the 
paid tax-preparer industry. On July 1, H&R Block hired the 
Podesta Group, a lobbying firm co-founded by John Podesta 
who was Barack Obama’s presidential transition director.

It’s also noteworthy that a former H&R Block executive is 
currently a top Obama appointee at the IRS. Mark Ernst was 
H&R Block’s CEO until 2007, when he resigned amid inves-
tor uproar over the company’s losses in the subprime mort-
gage business. In early 2009, Obama tapped him as deputy 
commissioner of the IRS.

This is how Washington regulation works. Government im-
poses costs on businesses, big businesses welcome the costs, 
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and small businesses crumble. This drives up costs for con-
sumers and profits for the well-connected.
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Obama export plan imports 
corporatism
Publication date: March 12, 2010

“Germany is the model.”

General Electric Chief Executive Officer Jeff Immelt, open-
ing for President Obama at the annual conference of the 
federal export-subsidy agency, phrased Obama’s industrial 
policy in terms that were not quite as focus-grouped as the 
president’s.

Immelt was at the Export-Import Bank’s conference rallying 
the troops behind Obama’s National Export Initiative, aimed 
at doubling U.S. exports in five years. Immelt praised Germa-
ny and Japan’s policies of “government and business working 
as a pack.”

The GE CEO lamented that “for so long, we’ve said, ‘It just 
doesn’t matter. Let whatever happens happen.’”

But in Germany, Immelt pointed out, Chancellor Angela 
Merkel huddles with corporate leaders and says, “Let’s kick 
some rear.” The Germans exhibit stronger “public will” and 
national “vision,” Immelt says. “The companies roam as a 
pack. They stick together. And the government supports the 
companies to be exporters.”

France and Japan are also better at economic team play. And 
Immelt flashed an envious smile when he said, “China pays 
all the bills.” “What you see in China,” Immelt added, “is an 
incredible unanimity of purpose from top to bottom.”
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It’s not hard to translate Immelt, who is much blunter than 
the president. The economics Immelt derides—“let whatev-
er happens happen”—is also known as the free enterprise 
system. The economics Immelt advocates—“government 
and business working as a pack”—is also known as corporate 
socialism, or corporatism.

President Obama is too savvy, and much too scripted, to use 
the same words as Immelt. But he has the same vision.

While a CEO speaking to a crowd of global producers, sellers 
and lenders can get approving nods for scolding us to get in 
line with France, Germany and China, the president, who is 
always speaking to the whole electorate, knows American 
voters don’t go for that we-need-to-be-more-like-Europe 
talk. So Obama has taken that same idea and packaged it 
in a way that appeals to—rather than denies—American 
exceptionalism.

“If we stand on the sidelines,” the president said Thursday, 
“while they [China and Germany] go after those custom-
ers, we’ll lose out on the chance to create the good jobs our 
workers need right here at home. That’s why standing on the 
sidelines is not what we intend to do. ... We need to up our 
game.”

By “up our game,” Obama largely means increase govern-
ment subsidies for exporters—greater taxpayer funding for 
export promotion programs, new “public-private partner-
ships” and more aggressive government advocacy.

This requires us to “summon a sense of national purpose,” 
and “come together in common cause,” the president said.

Such inspirational Hope-Change talk is Obama’s forte, but in 
the context of commerce, “national purpose” and “common 
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cause,” like Immelt’s talk of “unanimity” and companies and 
governments acting as “a pack,” is a departure from Amer-
ica’s traditions. Competition, not cooperation, has made us 
the most prosperous economy in the world.

And, contrary to popular myth, business-government coop-
eration tends to favor the most wealthy while keeping the 
small guy down. Look at Obama’s venue Thursday—the Ex-
port-Import Bank. Ex-Im last year dedicated 64 percent of its 
loans and long-term guarantees just to subsidize Boeing sales. 
Speaking of Boeing, Obama announced this week that Boe-
ing’s CEO, Jim McNerney, will chair the President’s Export 
Council.

The Obama administration and the staff at the Export-Im-
port Bank are trying to shift more resources toward small 
business. But speakers at the Ex-Im conference highlighted 
the obstacles, including regulatory red tape and the maze of 
bureaucracy.

Obama can reduce some obstacles, but this much will nev-
er change: Government subsidies disproportionately go 
to those with the best lobbyists and the strongest political 
connections.

So let’s look at Germany. The biggest German companies to-
day—Allianz, Deutsche Bank, Daimler, Siemens, Volkswagen, 
Krupp—were the biggest companies 90 years ago. The Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor ranks Germany 49th of 57 coun-
tries on the score of nascent entrepreneurship. The United 
States outpaces all of Europe except for Norway and Iceland.

Low entrepreneurship means security for the powers that 
be. It’s a poor model for prosperity—unless you’re General 
Electric.
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Once a government pet, BP 
now a capitalist tool
Publication date: June 9, 2010

As BP’s Deepwater Horizon oil rig was sinking on April 22, 
Sen. John Kerry, D-Mass., was on the phone with allies in 
his push for climate legislation, telling them he would soon 
roll out the Senate climate bill with the support of the utility 
industry and three oil companies—including BP, according to 
the Washington Post.

Kerry never got to have his photo op with BP chief execu-
tive Tony Hayward and other regulation-friendly corporate 
chieftains. Within days, Republican co-sponsor Lindsey Gra-
ham, R-S.C., repudiated the bill following a spat about immi-
gration, and Democrats went back to the drawing board.

But the Kerry-BP alliance for an energy bill that included a 
cap-and-trade scheme for greenhouse gases pokes a hole in a 
favorite claim of President Obama and his allies in the me-
dia—that BP’s lobbyists have fought fiercely to be left alone. 
Lobbying records show that BP is no free-market crusader, 
but instead a close friend of big government whenever it 
serves the company’s bottom line.

While BP has resisted some government interventions, it has 
lobbied for tax hikes, greenhouse gas restraints, the stimulus 
bill, the Wall Street bailout, and subsidies for oil pipelines, 
solar panels, natural gas and biofuels.

Now that BP’s oil rig has caused the biggest environmental 
disaster in American history, the Left is pulling the same 
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bogus trick it did with Enron and AIG: Whenever a compa-
ny earns universal ire, declare it the poster boy for the free 
market.

As Democrats fight to advance climate change policies, they 
are resorting to the misleading tactics they used in their 
health care and finance efforts: posing as the scourges of 
the special interests and tarring “reform” opponents as the 
stooges of big business. Expect BP to be public enemy No. 1 
in the climate debate.

There’s a problem: BP was a founding member of the U.S. 
Climate Action Partnership (USCAP), a lobby dedicated to 
passing a cap-and-trade bill. As the nation’s largest producer 
of natural gas, BP saw many ways to profit from climate leg-
islation, notably by persuading Congress to provide subsidies 
to coal-fired power plants that switched to gas.

In February, BP quit USCAP without giving much of a reason 
beyond saying the company could lobby more effectively on 
its own than in a coalition that is increasingly dominated by 
power companies. They made out particularly well in the 
House’s climate bill, while natural gas producers suffered.

But two months later, BP signed off on Kerry’s Senate cli-
mate bill, which was hardly a capitalist concoction. One 
provision BP explicitly backed, according to Congressional 
Quarterly and other media reports: a higher gas tax. The 
money would be earmarked for building more highways, 
thus inducing more driving and more gasoline consumption.

Elsewhere in the green arena, BP has lobbied for and profited 
from subsidies for biofuels and solar energy, two products 
that cannot break even without government support. Lob-
bying records show the company backing solar subsidies 
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including federal funding for solar research. The U.S. Ex-
port-Import Bank, a federal agency, is currently financing a 
BP solar energy project in Argentina.

Ex-Im has also put up taxpayer cash to finance construction 
of the 1,094-mile Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline carrying oil 
from the Caspian Sea to Ceyhan, Turkey—again, profiting BP.

Lobbying records also show BP lobbying on Obama’s stimu-
lus bill and Bush’s Wall Street bailout. You can guess the oil 
giant wasn’t in league with the Cato Institute or Ron Paul on 
those.

BP has more Democratic lobbyists than Republicans. It 
employs the Podesta Group, co-founded by John Podesta, 
Obama’s transition director and confidant. Other BP troops 
on K Street include Michael Berman, a former top aide to 
Vice President Walter Mondale; Steven Champlin, former 
executive director of the House Democratic Caucus; and 
Matthew LaRocco, who worked in Bill Clinton’s Interior De-
partment and whose father was a Democratic congressman. 
Former Republican staffers, such as Reagan alumnus Ken 
Duberstein, also lobby for BP, but there’s no truth to Demo-
cratic portrayals of the oil company as an arm of the GOP.

Two patterns have emerged during Obama’s presidency: 1) 
Big business increasingly seeks profits through more gov-
ernment, and 2) Obama nonetheless paints opponents of his 
intervention as industry shills. BP is just the latest example 
of this tawdry sleight of hand.
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The Republican divide: K 
Street vs. Tea Partiers
Publication date: August 23, 2010

Bob Dole, once the standard-bearer of the Republican Party, 
parlayed his political clout into personal wealth, and now 
he’s putting that wealth to work against a conservative Re-
publican Senate candidate in a general election. Dole, now a 
lobbyist at Alston Bird, contributed $1,000 on Aug. 11 to the 
independent Senate campaign of Charlie Crist, who left the 
GOP in April.

Dole’s may be an extreme case—because he’s actually back-
ing a non-Republican—but it epitomizes the fundamental 
split within the Republican Party.

The current GOP fault line is not exactly conservatives vs. 
moderates or new guard vs. old guard. For 2010, the rivalry 
is the Tea Party wing against the K Street wing. To tell which 
kind of Republican a candidate is, see how the Democrats 
attack him: If he’s branded a shill for Wall Street, he’s from 
the K Street wing. If he’s labeled an extremist outside the 
mainstream, he’s a Tea Partier.

More tellingly, study their campaign contributions. K Street 
Republicans’ coffers are filled by the political action commit-
tees of defense contractors, drug companies, lobbying firms, 
and Wall Street banks. A Tea Party Republican is funded 
by the Club for Growth or the Senate Conservatives Fund, 
which is run by the Republican leadership’s least-favorite 
colleague, Jim DeMint.
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In Colorado’s Senate primary last week, the Tea Party 
trumped K Street as Weld County District Attorney Ken 
Buck upset former Lt. Gov. Jane Norton. Norton, herself 
a former lobbyist who tried to run from that background, 
raised $293,000 from PACs. Buck got only $2,500 in PAC 
cash.

Buck got zero support from Republican lawmakers’ PACs 
while 15 GOP incumbents funded Norton, including leaders 
Mitch McConnell, Lamar Alexander, John Thune and Kay 
Bailey Hutchison. Two senators who have cashed out to K 
Street—Mel Martinez and Trent Lott—also put their money 
behind Norton.

Kentucky shows an even starker contrast. Before the May 
18 Senate primary, secretary of state and McConnell ac-
olyte Trey Grayson had raised a half million dollars from 
PACs—20 times the PAC haul of upstart Rand Paul. Paul got 
a check from outgoing curmudgeon Sen. Jim Bunning, but 
18 Republican senators bankrolled Grayson’s campaign, plus 
the Republican Mainstreet Partnership and three top House 
Republicans.

Grayson pocketed political action committee cash from busi-
nesses that have sided more with Obama than with Republi-
cans, such as $10,000 from drug maker Pfizer—a key cham-
pion of Obamacare. Other Grayson funders are a rogues’ 
gallery of subsidy sucklers and regulatory robber barons: 
bailout bandits like the American Bankers Association and 
the Managed Funds Association; Obamacare backers like the 
American Hospital Association and a dozen drug companies; 
ethanol baron Archer Daniels Midland; cap-and-trade profi-
teers like Duke Energy; and government contractors like the 
Chubb Corp. and Northrop Grumman.
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A K Street lobbyist who had represented AIG during the 
bailouts hosted a fundraiser for Grayson, and at least a dozen 
lobbying firms and industry groups backed him with cash. 
And of course, Trent Lott was a Grayson donor.

Lott is the captain of the K Street team. He told a reporter 
last month his thoughts on the Tea Partiers: “We don’t need 
a lot of Jim DeMint disciples. As soon as they get here, we 
need to co-opt them.”

Lott’s proposed co-opting is not primarily ideological—Nor-
ton and Grayson, and their inside-the-Beltway patrons are 
all fairly conservative. The main distinction between Team 
Lott and Team DeMint might have less to do with policy 
platforms and more to do with a politician’s attitude toward 
the Washington nexus of power and money. Nevada’s Shar-
ron Angle is anti-bailout and anti-subsidy. Paul could try to 
shrink defense spending and ethanol subsidies. In Florida, 
Republican Marco Rubio isn’t a game player like Dole’s bud-
dy Crist is.

To the K Street wing, the Tea Party types are like the guy 
who’s playing too hard in a co-ed softball game—he’s sliding 
headfirst and barking orders at the cutoff man while you’re 
trying to chum it up with the boys and then maybe go home 
with the other team’s cute second baseman after the game.

You can see today, by their improved personal financial 
situations, what Lott and Dole were trying to accomplish in 
Washington. You can also guess which current Republicans 
will join them on K Street in a few years—and play ball with 
them in the meantime.

But Tea Partiers and DeMint disciples will come to Wash-
ington with an aversion to K Street. Now that Lott and Dole 
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have sided so clearly against them, maybe K Street will have 
a harder time trying to co-opt them.



47

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2011

2011



48

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2011

Meet the lobbyist who turns 
‘green’ into greenbacks
Publication date: March 7, 2011

Environmental policy is not driven by tree-hugging activists, 
earnest liberal bloggers, or ecologically minded citizens.

Instead, it flows from the lobbyists and executives of 
well-connected multinational corporations and built-for-sub-
sidy startups that see profit in the loan guarantees, handouts, 
mandates, and tax credits Congress creates in the name of 
saving the planet.

K Street is the epicenter of this green-industrial complex, 
and ground zero might be the firm founded by Democratic 
revolving-door earmark lobbyist Steve McBee.

McBee, a former top staffer for Sen. Maria Cantwell, 
D-Wash., and powerful House Appropriations Committee 
member Rep. Norm Dicks, D-Wash., reportedly wrote key 
provisions in the stimulus bill to open the spigot of green 
corporate welfare. Also, he has hired up the Capitol Hill staff 
at the center of big environmental legislative pushes like cap 
and trade.

Exploring corporate lobbyists’ central role in Obama’s “green 
energy” push provides us two important lessons. First, it 
reveals as hypocritical the Democratic attack that opponents 
of cap and trade and other green policies are simply shills for 
big business.

Second, it ought to heighten our skepticism that these 
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“green” policies are really crafted with an eye to helping the 
environment—they are more likely skewed toward the bot-
tom line of lobbied-up Big Business.

McBee’s clients include SolarCity and the Green Tech Ac-
tion Fund as well as electric-car maker Better Place Inc., 
waste-to-power company Ze-gen, and solar-power developer 
BrightSource Energy. But the big guys—Boeing, JP Morgan, 
and Google—also hire McBee to lobby for green-energy 
subsidies.

Electric car company Tesla signed on with McBee days after 
Obama’s election, and soon won a $465 million loan guaran-
tee to aid in building a new all-electric car.

With McBee’s former boss being a senior Democrat on the 
House Appropriations Committee, McBee Strategic used to 
be an earmark factory. After Obama’s election, though, Mc-
Bee pivoted to green energy and saw revenues soar in 2009.

“I attribute it to the bets we’ve made on clean energy and 
energy,” he told Roll Call.

Late last year McBee hired Kathleen Frangione, described 
by Politico as “Sen. John Kerry’s top climate staffer.” You see 
the play: advance green legislation, then lobby for the com-
panies trying to make money off that legislation.

The case of one McBee solar-panel client, Solyndra, helps 
illustrate how the green-energy game is as perilous for tax-
payers as it is lucrative for lobbyists.

The 2005 energy bill created a new Department of Energy 
loan guarantee program for renewable energy facilities. In 
order to protect taxpayers, the 2005 law required from the 
beneficiary a sort of “down payment,” to cover the risk of 
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default.

But the 2009 stimulus bill removed that requirement, allow-
ing DOE to give out loan guarantees without the “down pay-
ment.” Energy lobbyists on Capitol Hill say that this provi-
sion, which opened the spigot on the DOE loans, was written 
by Steve McBee.

“We definitely were pretty involved in that,” said Ryan 
Hubbard, a McBee spokesman, referring generally to the 
stimulus’ green subsidies. When I asked specifically if McBee 
helped lower the bar for loan guarantees, Hubbard said he 
would check, but then didn’t get back with an answer.

The very first company to take advantage of the newer rules 
was Solyndra, a California company that received a $535 
million loan guarantee to build a second factory to make its 
cylinder-shaped solar panels.

Obama, Vice President Biden, and Energy Secretary Steven 
Chu all have visited Solyndra’s main plant, saying the loan 
guarantee would generate 1,000 new jobs. Obama declared 
last May, “The foundation of economic growth will always be 
companies like Solyndra.”

But soon things turned south for Solyndra, and rather than 
adding 1,000 new jobs at its new plant in California, Solyn-
dra decided to close its old plant (also in the Golden State), 
and downsize its labor force.

One problem: Solyndra spends much more per watt than 
other solar panel makers—and don’t even compare the com-
panys costs with those of coal-fired plants, which don’t need 
direct government subsidies to get by.

House Republicans are investigating whether anything im-
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proper occurred in DOE’s award of the grant to Solyndra. My 
colleague David Freddoso last year chalked the company’s 
subsidy successes up to lobbying.

On Jan. 30, 2009, 10 days into Obama’s presidency and in the 
midst of the stimulus debate, Solyndra hired McBee Strategic 
as a lobbyist on “Implementation of Department of Energy 
Loan Guarantee Programs,” according to McBee’s lobbying 
filing.

It looks like McBee lobbied to loosen the rules on subsidies, 
then got his clients the first subsidy.

Just because McBee and clients get rich off of green regula-
tion doesnt mean they’re bad. But it’s important to remem-
ber that the people shaping these laws aren’t just in it for the 
polar bears.
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Time for free-market 
populism from the GOP
Publication date: July 11, 2011

President Obama, ignoring his own calls to leave rhetoric at 
the door, has relied on populist demagoguery throughout the 
debt-ceiling negotiations. But given the President’s record of 
bailouts, his dedication to corporate-welfare handouts, and 
his calendar filled with $35,800-a-plate fundraisers, Republi-
cans ought to take the populist cudgel from Obama and use it 
against Democrats.

Obama reached the height of misleading populist bombast 
at the Twitter town hall last week when he accused Repub-
licans of using the debt ceiling “as a gun against the heads of 
the American people to extract tax breaks for corporate jet 
owners, or oil and gas companies that are making billions of 
dollars because the price of gasoline has gone up so high.”

Obama’s statement, like much of what he says on taxes, is 
misleading in many ways. He makes it sound like Republi-
cans are trying to create special targeted tax breaks, while 
Republicans actually are—for better or worse—fighting off 
Obama-proposed special targeted tax increases that, in many 
cases, amount to pure discrimination against politically un-
popular companies.

But discrimination against profitable and politically unpop-
ular companies is what populist demagoguery is all about. 
Republicans feel handcuffed: Who wants to defend Big Oil, 
even if the facts are on your side?
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Instead of trying to defend themselves against Obama’s 
misleading populism, Republicans ought to return fire with 
some sincere populism in this debt battle.

Populism may seem out of place coming from the GOP—
with its reputation as the party of Big Business, its leaders 
traipsing around golf courses (John Boehner), joking about 
being unemployed (Mitt Romney), and sipping $300 bottles 
of wine (Paul Ryan)—but Obama’s record of crony capital-
ism makes him a ripe target for attack.

Obama delivered the game-winning RBI for the Wall Street 
bailout in 2008, and rewarded the bailouts authors, Ben Ber-
nanke and Tim Geithner, with renomination and a promo-
tion, respectively.

The president’s signature legislative accomplishment, the 
2010 health care law, was championed by the drugmakers, 
the biggest single-industry lobby in Washington and one of 
the most profitable industries in America.

Obama in 2008 shattered fundraising records—including the 
biggest-ever hauls from Wall Street, the defense industry, 
drug companies, tech companies, HMOs, and more—and 
he’ll likely repeat that feat this time around.

So, on debt talks, if Obama can focus on tiny quirks in the 
tax code—such as five-year depreciation for corporate jets 
as opposed to seven-year depreciation for commercial jets—
why don’t Republicans declare war on corporate welfare, 
putting the president in the position of defending his Re-
verse-Robin Hood policies? Obama wants to soak the rich 
by raising their taxes? Why not soak big business by taking 
away their taxpayer-funded goodies?

Start with the handouts—such as billions in direct grants, in 
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the name of green energy, to big, well-connected companies 
like Florida Power & Light. Then there are the green energy 
loan guarantees, also enriching revolving-door lobbyists and 
Big Business.

Along the same lines, Republicans could block this year’s 
reauthorization of the Export-Import Bank, a corporate-wel-
fare agency that Obama has been steadily expanding. A 
majority of all of Ex-Im’s loans and long-term guarantees 
subsidize Boeing sales. Banks love this agency, too, because it 
provides private profit and socialized risk.

Imagine Republicans running to protect taxpayers and re-
duce the debt by abolishing Ex-Im, while Obama stands with 
Boeing, GE and Halliburton in preserving this Fannie Mae 
for manufacturers.

Speaking of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, Republicans 
should try to end those sinkholes. Let Obama, the Realtor 
lobby and the banks stick up for corporate welfare. Ending 
ethanol support would be another no-brainer.

But it’s not just handouts Republicans should target. Many 
regulations serve as gifts to Big Business and theft from 
small businesses and consumers. The individual mandate in 
health insurance is the most obvious example, but the Mat-
tel-backed Consumer Product Safety Improvement Act—a 
death sentence to small toymakers—is one of many other 
regulatory robberies that a populism-fueled GOP would 
target.

Republicans could reshape the debt debate by showing that 
Big Government is often a way of protecting Big Business 
from competition and transferring wealth from ordinary tax-
payers to whoever has the best lobbyist. But the GOP track 
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record suggests this won’t happen.

During the health care debate, Republicans mostly attacked 
the public option and Medicare cuts the provisions that Big 
Business most opposed. It was the same story during finan-
cial regulation: Republicans trained most of their fire on 
killing a bank tax.

Obama’s populism is all talk. Republicans could respond with 
actual attacks on corporate welfare—that is, unless Obama is 
right about their motivations.
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Americans shouldn’t be 
cheerleaders for General 
Electric
Publication date: October 17, 2011

General Electric CEO Jeff Immelt—who is also the chairman 
of President Obama’s Jobs Council—thinks all Americans 
ought to be cheerleaders for his multinational industrial 
conglomerate.

“I want you to root for me,” Immelt said on 60 Minutes last 
weekend. “Everybody in Germany roots for Siemens. Every-
body in Japan roots for Toshiba. Everybody in China roots 
for China South Rail. I want you to say: Win, GE.” (Disclo-
sure: I am a paid contributor to MSNBC, part of NBC Univer-
sal, which is owned 49 percent by GE.)

Americans from Left to Right derided this notion. Liberal 
New York Times columnist Paul Krugman, in his typical 
acerbic style, called Immelt “rich and clueless,” while con-
servative website Newsbusters called Immelt’s argument 
“stunning.” The reaction confirmed half of Immelt’s point: 
Americans don’t really do economic nationalism. We don’t 
see Boeing as the U.S. Olympic Jumbo Jet team or General 
Motors as carrying the stars and stripes into the world auto-
making championships.

Immelt has long lamented this stubborn individualism of the 
U.S. economy, compared with the more cooperative Asian 
and European economies. At last year’s annual conference of 
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the Export-Import Bank of the United States—a federal agen-
cy that subsidizes U.S. exporters like GE and Boeing—Im-
melt had a rather dour description of the free market in the 
United States: “For so long, we’ve said, ‘It just doesn’t matter. 
Let whatever happens happen.’”

“Germany is the model,” Immelt has said, because it has 
more “public will” and national “vision.” He explained: “The 
companies roam as a pack. They stick together. And the 
government supports the companies to be exporters.” He en-
viously described China’s “incredible unanimity of purpose 
from top to bottom.”

Again, Americans bristle at the suggestion that we should all 
march under the GE flag. But Immelt isn’t some lone wolf 
here: He’s basically articulating Obamanomics.

Immelt’s fondness for government-business cooperation 
and his belief in a robust national industrial policy were well 
known when Obama tapped him to head the Jobs Coun-
cil. The council’s findings included a “National Investment 
Initiative.” Liberal Washington Post blogger Ezra Klein de-
scribed it well, saying the initiative “might as well be called 
‘winning the future.’”

“Winning the future” is President Obama’s hokey phrase for 
a national industrial policy. “We need to outinnovate, outed-
ucate and outbuild the rest of the world,” Obama said in his 
2011 State of the Union. This use of “we” invokes Immelt’s 
notion of U.S.A. Inc., in which all Americans are sharehold-
ers. Nowhere does Obama use this “Go, Team!” talk more 
than in “green energy,” where GE, with its “ecomagination” 
initiative, is a huge player.

After House Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman 



58

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2011

Cliff Stearns, R-Fla., said “we can’t compete with China to 
make solar panels and wind turbines” regarding China’s 
obscene solar subsidies, Obama shot back with jingoistic 
fervor. Administration-friendly liberal activist group Center 
for American Progress called Stearns’ assessment “defeat-
ism” and “un-American in every respect.” Obama brought up 
the comment in a press conference and got all tough: “I don’t 
buy that. I’m not going to surrender to other countries the 
technological leads. ... I’m not going to cave to the competi-
tion when they are heavily subsidizing all these industries.”

Obama doesn’t mean he’s going to challenge Chinese sub-
sidies in the World Trade Organization, or pressure the 
Chinese to let the free market operate. Obama is letting the 
world know he’s not about to let some Communists outsub-
sidize him.

At the same time, however, the Obama campaign pretends 
to be running against Big Business. But we know from histo-
ry—from the last century as well as the past two and a half 
years—that businesses do not benefit equally when the pub-
lic and private sectors start cooperating.

Libertarian-leaning blogger Megan McArdle of the Atlan-
tic studied the alternative energy loan guarantees provided 
under the same umbrella program that gave half a billion 
to failed solar company Solyndra, and found: “most of the 
money has gone to enormous companies that should have 
no trouble accessing capital. ... The bulk of these funds are 
not going to rectify some gap in the capital markets. they’re 
straight subsidies to huge corporations.”

How do you think Immelt’s GE would fare, relative to small-
er players, if we were more like China and Germany? Here’s 
one clue: GE spends more on lobbying the federal govern-
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ment than any other corporation.

Immelt may not be able to get America to root for his com-
pany. But maybe he can get America’s political class to help 
GE win.
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Gingrich made big bucks 
pushing corporate welfare
Publication date: November 17, 2011

Newt Gingrich spent the last decade being paid by big busi-
ness to convince conservatives to support big-government 
policies that would profit his clients.

Gingrich’s consulting firm racked up $1.6 million in fees 
from the government-sponsored enterprise Freddie Mac, we 
learned this week from Bloomberg News. Gingrich’s job was 
to help Freddie Mac win over conservatives to this mar-
ket-distorting, bubble-fueling, housing-subsidizing entity, 
which is now officially owned by the federal government.

We also know that Growth Energy, an ethanol lobby, paid 
$312,500 to the Gingrich Group in 2009, according to the 
group’s tax filing. Growth Energy lobbies to preserve many 
ethanol subsidies and create new ones. Gingrich has con-
sistently supported ethanol subsidies, despite his professed 
allegiance to the free market.

But there may be much more to Gingrich’s advocacy work 
than has been reported so far. For instance, a former employ-
ee of the nation’s biggest drug lobby told me Gingrich was 
being paid by the drug industry during the 2003 debate over 
the Medicare prescription drug benefit.

While the Bush White House and the Republican congres-
sional leadership supported a bill creating a new entitlement 
for all seniors, Washington conservatives mostly opposed 
the bill. Gingrich went around Washington at the time 
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plumping for the bill to free-market groups and activists.

In the height of the debate, one conservative opponent of 
the bill told me, Newt was calling around selling the bill as a 
great conservative measure even though it was a new federal 
entitlement.

Bob Moffitt of the Heritage Foundation, another veteran of 
the Medicare drug battle, tells me that early in the debate 
Gingrich favored a Medicare drug benefit only for the poor. 
The drug lobby, however, had settled on backing a drug 
benefit for everyone on Medicare. Gingrich soon changed his 
tune, and began pushing the universal benefit.

The Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America 
is one of the largest lobbying organizations in the country, 
and it was a leading advocate of Bush’s Medicare drug bill, 
which provides billions of dollars in subsidies for seniors to 
buy drugs, while prohibiting Medicare from negotiating for 
lower drug prices.

PhRMA support for the bill was key to winning over many 
Republicans, and right after the bill passed, PhRMA hired 
one of the bill’s authors, House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee Chairman Billy Tauzin, to be the group’s president.

A source who worked for PhRMA at the time told me that 
Gingrich was being paid by someone in the drug industry—
either PhRMA, some other industry group or a specific drug 
company—as a consultant during the debate over the drug 
benefit. My source double-checked this with a former PhR-
MA colleague, who had the same recollection. The Ging-
rich Group operates the Center for Health Transformation, 
through which Gingrich publicizes his health care policy 
proposals.



62

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2011

He received a monthly retainer, the former PhRMA employ-
ee recalls, saying Gingrich’s price was at the high end.

The Gingrich campaign did not respond to multiple phone 
calls and emails on the matter. When I called PhRMA, a 
spokesman told me he wasn’t around at the time, and that he 
wouldn’t help look into whether Gingrich had been paid by 
PhRMA. A spokeswoman for Gingrich’s CHT said she would 
not discuss specific contracts, but that the group has had a 
variety of clients throughout the years, including health care 
companies, hospitals and drug companies.

In Congress, Gingrich was famously harsh toward moderate 
Republicans. He once attacked the more compromise-orient-
ed Sen. Bob Dole, R-Kan., as the tax collector for the welfare 
state. But with clients ranging from subsidy-suckling ethanol 
producers to government-created backstops for Realtors and 
banks, Gingrich cashed in by becoming the house conserva-
tive of the corporate welfare state.

When Gingrich went on The Laura Ingraham Show to de-
fend his work for Freddie Mac, the topic turned to the re-
volving door, which Gingrich has so lucratively mastered. 
Speaking of one of his favorite targets, House Financial Ser-
vices Committee Chairman Barney Frank, D-Mass., Gingrich 
said, “If Barney wants to retire tomorrow morning and get 
a really big contract with someone, more power to him. It’s 
called free enterprise.”

This cavalier attitude toward the monetization of public ser-
vice will likely irritate conservatives who fume at the crony-
ism and corporatism of the Obama administration, but they 
will be more disturbed by Gingrich’s abuse of the phrase 
“free enterprise.”
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After all, when Gingrich retired in the middle of his term in 
1999 and got huge contracts, he was being paid to promote 
the opposite of free enterprise: subsidies, entitlements and 
central planning. Republicans won’t rally behind another 
politician who confuses free enterprise with getting rich.
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Huntsman takes on 
‘socialism’ of big-bank 
bailouts
Publication date: December 01, 2011

Conservatives are beginning to realize that the big banks are 
no friends of free markets, and presidential candidate Jon 
Huntsman is among the first Republicans to try to do some-
thing about it.

To date, Huntsman, a cosmopolitan Ivy Leaguer who served 
as President Obama’s ambassador to Beijing, was most note-
worthy as the favorite Republican candidate of the liberal 
elites, but his latest proposal gives off a whiff of free-market 
populism.

“What we have now is socialism,” Huntsman told me 
Wednesday. “Capitalism without failure isn’t capitalism. 
That’s what we have now in the banking system.” Huntsman 
has proposed to protect taxpayers from future bailouts by, in 
effect, breaking up the banks that are too big to fail.

The biggest banks were the prime culprits in our 2008 finan-
cial panic. They borrowed cheaply, in part because senior 
creditors expected a bailout, and they pushed risk-assess-
ment to the side while making huge leveraged bets using 
bailouts as a backstop. George Mason economics professor 
Tyler Cowen says, the banks “bet against unlikely events” 
like a massive downturn in housing. As long as housing 
didn’t collapse spectacularly, they profited. When it did, gov-
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ernment suspended the free market and bailed everyone out.

So, in today’s bailout economy, big banks make money not 
necessarily by providing liquidity to the most economical-
ly promising sectors, but often by structuring their bets so 
that there’s profit on one side and bailouts on the other. The 
more they do this, the bigger they get. The bigger they get, 
the less willing politicians are to let them fail, which lets 
them borrow even more cheaply, meaning they make their 
bets on even more leverage, making more creditors and in-
surers dependent on the big banks’ continued health.

Big banks are both the consequence and the cause of big 
government. But so far, it’s mostly been liberals who have 
spoken about breaking them up or reining them in. During 
the 2010 debate over the Dodd-Frank financial regulation 
bill, Democratic Sens. Ted Kaufman and Sherrod Brown pro-
posed a bill to cap the size of banks. Only three Republicans 
voted Aye, and the proposal failed 61-33.

“My whole basis on this,” Kaufman, now retired from Con-
gress, told me this week, “is the free market argument: How 
can you compete with this?” The banks’ government-inflated 
size drowns out free-market forces.

Kauffman says Republicans wouldn’t back him because they 
had made a decision to oppose everything. But one driving 
factor was a Republican misperception that it was anti-capi-
talist to begrudge banks their size. “What [Brown-Kaufman] 
says is,” then-Sen. Judd Gregg objected at the time, “if you’re 
successful you’re going to break them up.”

Gregg was redefining “successful” to mean “propped up by 
an implicit bailout.” Gregg, it seems relevant to note, now 
works for Goldman Sachs.
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The Federal Reserve and the Obama administration don’t 
mind the size of the big banks. In fact, they find their enor-
mity helpful. Bloomberg News reports that Obama admin-
istration officials, during the debate over Brown-Kaufman, 
bought into the big bank lobbyists’ arguments that the bank-
ing leviathans provide great economies of scale and stability. 
Also, if you’re a central banker or a politician with cen-
tral-planning dreams, industry consolidation makes things 
easier for you.

(Consolidating the industry is exactly what Washington has 
done with its string of bailouts and regulations. The six big-
gest banks now control 63 percent of the financial sector’s 
assets, up from 50 percent before the bailouts.)

Huntsman rejects the Obama-Gregg position. “There is no 
evidence that institutions of this size add sufficient value to 
offset the systemic risks they pose,” his website states. Schol-
arly work actually suggests that the only advantage the big 
banks gain after a certain size is political advantage.

Cries to “leave the banks alone” are instances of misplaced 
laissez faire. Given the FDIC, the Fed, and implicit bail-
outs, banks are already operating on the taxpayer dime—so 
to some extent, the taxpayer has the right to call the tune. 
Huntsman would impose a fee on banks above a certain size. 
Proceeds would not go to a bailout fund, but they would 
make room for broad-based tax cuts.

Huntsman’s plan to take on the big banks is part of a broader 
goal he has of “wiping clean corporate welfare and subsi-
dies.” A few other Republican candidates have shot barbs at 
the banks, mostly Ron Paul, but also Rick Perry.

But front-runners Mitt Romney and Newt Gingrich general-
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ly defend big businesses even when their profits stem from 
government intervention. Romney has already raised $4 mil-
lion from the securities and investment industry, according 
to the Center for Responsive Politics.

Huntsman lags badly in the polls, and he’ll never match the 
front-runners in fundraising. But his conservative distrust of 
the banks is spreading.



68

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2012

2012
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GOP, Dems squirm over bill to 
end energy subsidies
Publication date: March 26, 2012

Do Republican leaders really want tax reform and believe 
that the government should stop picking winners and losers? 
Did President Obama mean it when he promised, in his State 
of the Union address, “no more handouts”? Do congressional 
Democrats really oppose corporate welfare?

The next few weeks will tell, as Congress debates tax legisla-
tion and a proposal by a handful of conservative lawmakers 
to end energy subsidies—for both oil and renewable ener-
gy—that take the form of tax credits.

Freshmen Rep. Mike Pompeo of Kansas has proposed the 
loftily titled “Energy Freedom and Economic Prosperity 
Act,” while the Senate’s Tea Party heroes, Jim DeMint (S.C.) 
and Mike Lee (Utah), have introduced the companion bill in 
the upper chamber.

The bill, which Pompeo hopes to insert into legislation ex-
tending the payroll tax credit, would take a huge bite out of 
energy subsidies by eliminating tax credits for everything 
from solar panels and wind turbines to oil drilling and nucle-
ar power generation. At the same time, the measure would 
cut tax rates.

This hits the sweet spot of the GOP’s stated policy goals, but 
that doesn’t mean the Republican-controlled House will pass 
it. Some influential lobbies are opposing it, as you would 
expect from any bill that kills subsidies.
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Last year, the ethanol lobby made the strategic decision to 
let their traditional tax credit (the Volumetric Ethanol Excise 
Tax Credit, or VEETC) expire while fighting to protect and 
expand other tax credits, such as those for building alterna-
tive-fuel infrastructure. Pompeo’s bill would kill these tax 
credits.

Despite their odes to free markets, Republicans have tradi-
tionally sided with the ethanol industry, whose top lobbyists 
include former GOP Rep. Jim Nussle.

But Pompeo says the biggest resistance to his bill is the wind 
industry, fighting to defend its “Production Tax Credit.” This 
credit has regularly won temporary renewals, and will expire 
at the end of 2012 if Congress doesnt extend it. Pompeo’s 
bill would officially kill the tax credit.

The bill doesn’t single out green energy, though. It also 
would kill two oil subsidies: the enhanced oil recovery tax 
credit and the marginal well tax credit. Both of these cred-
its subsidize the extraction of oil that would otherwise cost 
more than the value of the oil. With oil prices so high, these 
credits are basically inoperative today, because even the dif-
ficult-to-reach oil pays for itself at $100 a barrel.

As a result, Big Oil isn’t opposing Pompeo’s bill. A lower 
corporate rate would save the Exxons of the world more 
money than these two tax credits. It’s the smaller producers 
who value these credits. The Independent Petroleum Associ-
ation of America didn’t directly answer my queries about the 
bill, but did generally express support for the tax credits that 
Pompeo would kill.

Of course, there are plenty of other tax provisions that Dem-
ocrats classify as “oil subsidies” that the Energy Freedom bill 
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doesn’t touch. For instance, the bill doesn’t address the tax 
provision that saves the oil industry the most money: the do-
mestic production tax credit. This subsidy applies to all sorts 
of industries manufacturing, coal mining, forestry and more. 
Pompeo told me he wanted to limit himself to industry-spe-
cific credits, not all credits that the energy industry enjoys.

While not hitting every tax credit, Pompeo’s bill is one of 
the more ambitious efforts at tax reform currently on the 
table. It takes a huge step toward a level playing field in the 
energy industry, and lowers rates.

“This is the model,” Americans for Tax Reform President 
Grover Norquist told me Friday. It gets rid of the hodge-
podge of distorting credits that steer money away from pro-
ductive energy investments and toward politically favored 
activities, and it also lowers everyone’s rates. Neutral, low 
taxes, conservatives have long argued, are the formula for 
prosperity and economic growth, not to mention fairness.

But for some business lobbies, Pompeo’s bill is no good. 
“This bill is not fundamental tax reform,” Chamber of Com-
merce lobbyist Bruce Josten told me in an email, “and as a re-
sult, is punitive to every kind of energy company out there.”

In other words, the chamber won’t go for tax rate reductions 
and credit elimination unless it covers all industries.

And Democrats, despite their rhetorical attacks against “cor-
porate welfare,” believe deeply in energy tax credits. When 
I asked the office of Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee Chairman and Finance Committee member Jeff 
Bingaman about the Pompeo bill, they directed me to a re-
cent op-ed he wrote, defending renewable-energy subsidies 
as job creators.
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Tax lobbyists—and some of their clients—thrive off the same 
tax code complexity that distorts the economy. The fight 
over energy tax credits will show whether these special in-
terests still control the debate.
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In Supreme Court case, 
Obamacare has industry 
allies
Publication date: March 26, 2012

Lawyers from the health insurance and hospital indus-
tries have petitioned the Supreme Court to save President 
Obama’s health care law from a constitutional challenge by 
26 states and a small-business group, while other big-busi-
ness lobbies have stayed neutral.

Corporate America’s stance on the Obamacare case before 
the high court this week will surprise those who followed 
Obama’s narrative or most news coverage of the law, which 
was supposedly a broadside to the special interests. But back 
then, health-sector lobbies either supported the bill or at 
least supported its core provisions. Today, industry briefs 
before the court show the same lack of “special-interest” 
opposition.

Blue Cross Blue Shield of Massachusetts filed an amicus brief 
with the court in support of Obama’s Department of Health 
and Human Services. The insurer writes that it played a 
central role in crafting Mitt Romney’s Massachusetts health 
care law that served as the prototype of Obamacare, and that 
it “remains firmly committed to the 2006 health care reform 
and the individual mandate, and believes that the closely 
related reforms enacted by Congress in 2010 will further 
advance important economic and social goals.”
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On the question of constitutionality, Blue Cross Blue Shield 
of Massachusetts argues that the individual mandate “is a 
valid exercise of the Commerce Power because Congress 
had a rational basis for concluding that, in the aggregate, the 
practice of self-insuring for the cost of health care substan-
tially affects interstate commerce.”

In other words, a health insurance company thinks that 
people insuring themselves by saving, instead of by paying 
insurance premiums, is the sort of thing Congress should be 
regulating—indeed, banning.

Blue Cross’s court filing, like that of the nation’s largest 
health insurance lobby (America’s Health Insurance Plans, 
or AHIP), primarily argues that the court cannot “sever” the 
mandate from the law’s regulations on insurers. If the court 
struck down only the mandate, insurers would still be re-
quired to cover everyone, but without the funds that would 
come from forcing everyone to buy insurance.

Romney and Obamacare defenders say the mandate was 
primarily about preventing “free riders”—people using emer-
gency room care they cant afford—but the insurers’ court 
briefs admit it was largely about “improving risk selection by 
bringing healthier people into the risk pool,” as Blue Cross 
put it. That is, the mandate was intended to force healthy 
people to subsidize the health care of less healthy people, 
but with corporations, instead of the government, as the 
middleman.

Like AHIP, most industry groups have avoided taking sides 
on the central question—is Obamacare’s individual mandate 
constitutional—and focused on the same severability issues. 
The Chamber of Commerce’s brief is all about severability, 
too.
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Neera Tanden, who helped craft the law as an Obama aide, 
told Bloomberg News that “large businesses, if anything, 
have been supportive of the bill and are silent on the law-
suit.” Bloomberg also quoted Steve Wojcik, top lobbyist at 
the National Business Group on Health, saying, “Our view at 
this point is it’s the law of the land.”

Only two business lobbying groups filed briefs taking sides 
on the question of Obamacare’s constitutionality: The 
small-business lobby is against Obamacare, while the hospi-
tal lobby is for it.

The National Federation of Independent Business is the lead 
plaintiff on one of the cases being heard this week. It argues 
that the law as a whole will crush small businesses under reg-
ulatory burden and health care costs.

The American Hospital Association is a $20 million-a-year 
lobby (the third-biggest lobbying organization in terms of 
spending since 1998, according to data from the Center for 
Responsive Politics). The AHA has filed briefs in support of 
the law, and its amicus brief before the Supreme Court ar-
gues that “the court should uphold the individual mandate.”

The health care law provides new taxpayer subsidies to 
hospitals, and the individual mandate could reduce the “un-
compensated care” hospitals now provide for the uninsured. 
Plus, more universal and subsidized health coverage could 
allow hospitals to raise prices.

It makes perfect sense that a health insurer like Blue Cross 
would defend a law requiring people to buy health insurance. 
It makes perfect sense that a hospital lobby would support a 
law that brings more money into hospitals.

It makes no sense, however, that given industry’s stance, 
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Obama still gets away with pretending the law’s opponents 
are shills for industry.
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K Street and Tea Party again 
fight for soul of GOP
Publication date: April 19, 2012

Big business and the Tea Party are at swords’ points once 
again, with GOP Senate primaries for the second straight 
election becoming proxy battles in the war over the soul of 
the Republican Party.

Conservative insurgents pose serious threats this year to 
establishment Republicans in at least three open-seat Senate 
races. In every case, political action committees and lobby-
ists have hugely favored the establishment pick with contri-
butions. One reason: The GOP establishment rallies industry 
donors behind the Republican seen as stronger in November. 
A deeper reason: The revolving-door clique of K Street and 
Capitol Hill operatives needs Republicans elected to the up-
per chamber who are likely to play ball.

“We don’t need a lot of Jim DeMint disciples,” former Senate 
Majority Leader Trent Lott said last election cycle. “As soon 
as they get here, we need to co-opt them.” Lott is now a mil-
lionaire corporate lobbyist whose clients include bailout ben-
eficiaries like Goldman Sachs and Citigroup, subsidy sucklers 
like General Electric and for-profit colleges, and government 
contractors like Raytheon. He likes Republicans who don’t 
take their limited-government talk so darn seriously—team 
players who won’t rock the boat, in part because they are 
eyeing K Street jobs after retirement.

Where does South Carolina Sen. Jim DeMint fit in? His 
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Senate Conservatives Fund in 2010 helped insurgent conser-
vatives beat establishment Republicans in Florida, Kentucky, 
Nevada, Colorado and Pennsylvania. Also bringing money 
to the Tea Party wing is the Club for Growth, which figured 
in all those races and also helped overthrow notorious Utah 
porker Sen. Bob Bennett in favor of conservative stalwart 
Mike Lee. Lee, Pat Toomey, Marco Rubio and Rand Paul ar-
en’t exactly “disciples” of DeMint, but they are decidedly not 
the products of K Street.

Trent Lott vs. Jim DeMint. K Street vs. the Tea Party. The 
Chamber of Commerce vs. the Club for Growth. The battle 
lines are the same this year.

Tommy Thompson, former Wisconsin governor and health 
and human services secretary, is the establishment pick for 
the open Senate seat in the Badger State. Former Rep. Mark 
Neumann—who was kicked off the House Appropriations 
Committee back in the 1990s for daring to vote against a 
GOP appropriations bill—is the insurgent, supported by out-
side expenditures from the Club for Growth and DeMint’s 
SCF.

Neumann’s campaign has received exactly one PAC contri-
bution this cycle: $2,500 from the Family Research Council 
PAC. Thompson has 16 times as much in PAC money, in-
cluding $5,000 of in-kind contributions from Lotts lobbying 
firm, BGR. That money covered catering for the November 3 
fundraiser the lobbying firm hosted for Thompson. Around 
that date, Thompson pocketed checks from lobbyists Charlie 
Black (whose firm’s clients include Chrysler and Google), 
Wayne Berman (whose clients include Pfizer and Kaplan), 
and many other senior GOP lobbyists.

Thompson’s donor lists are replete with medical and bio-



79

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2012

tech lobbyists and PACs such as the Biotech Industry Orga-
nization, Eli Lilly and Novartis. Thompson is right at home 
with those K Street lobbyists and medical-sector companies. 
After leaving HHS, he cashed out to K Street lobbying gi-
ant Akin Gump, where he focused on health care. Although 
Thompson never fully endorsed Obamacare, he did issue a 
statement praising the Senate Finance Committee bill, which 
formed the template for the final bill that benefitted the drug 
and biotech industries.

In Texas, Lt. Gov. David Dewhurst has raised $364,310 from 
PACs, according to his latest filing—more than five times 
the PAC haul by conservative insurgent Ted Cruz. Dewhurst 
donors include lobbying firms like K&L Gates and Green-
berg Traurig, government contractors like Halliburton, 
Obamacare supporters like Pfizer, cap-and-trade support-
ers like Chesapeake Energy and bailout beneficiaries like 
Citigroup.

In Nebraska, the GOP establishment, K Street and busi-
ness PACs are backing Attorney General Jon Bruning, while 
DeMint and the Club for Growth are behind State Treasur-
er Don Stenberg. Bruning leads Stenberg in PAC donations 
$221,000 to $26,000—more than 8-to-1. Bruning’s PAC 
backers include Citigroup, Pfizer, ethanol giant POET, K St. 
lobbying firm McGuireWoods and tobacco-regulation cham-
pion Altria.

FreedomWorks, a free-market group led by former House 
Majority Leader Dick Armey, is another prominent player on 
the Tea Party side, with independent expenditures backing 
Cruz and Stenberg.

Much of the Left and the media may see no difference be-
tween libertarians and Tea Partiers on one hand, and K 
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Street and the business lobby on the other. But the revolv-
ing-door players know the difference, and they’re willing to 
spend big to put their people in power.
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GOP joins Obama in 
embracing crony capitalism
Publication date: May 10, 2012

Here’s the state of Republican economic policy today: A $35 
billion federal loan-guarantee program for wind and solar 
companies is scandalous “crony capitalism” that must be 
shut down and investigated.

But a $100 billion federal loan guarantee program mostly 
benefiting Boeing and Caterpillar should be expanded by 40 
percent.

The bad subsidies, according to Republican teaching, are 
President Obama’s green energy initiatives, like the stimu-
lus-created loan guarantee program that funded failed solar 
panel maker Solyndra.

The good subsidies, for Republicans, come from a federal 
agency called the Export-Import Bank, whose loans and loan 
guarantees subsidize U.S. exporters, with two-thirds of the 
loan guarantee dollars backing Boeing sales.

On Wednesday, a large majority of Republican congressmen 
voted to reauthorize Ex-Im (whose current charter expires 
later this month) and increase to $140 billion the legal limit 
on taxpayer exposure from Ex-Im financing. Currently, tax-
payers are exposed to nearly $100 billion in Ex-Im loans and 
loan guarantees.

By supporting Ex-Im, instead of trying to kill it, Republi-
cans aren’t merely calling into question the concept of free 
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enterprise, they are passing up the chance to make Presi-
dent Obama’s corporate welfare a central theme of the 2012 
election.

The stage had been set, economically and politically, for 
the GOP to wage a free-market populist campaign against 
Obama.

Here are the relevant economics: U.S. corporations are 
sitting on record cash stockpiles and corporate profits are 
climbing. Meanwhile, median wages are stagnant. In other 
words, Big Business is getting rich, while regular Americans 
are getting poor.

This explains the political dynamic: Americans increasingly 
feel the game is rigged, and that Washington is serving the 
special interests instead of the public interest.

Obama is campaigning hard on his economic policy of “win-
ning the future,” through government cooperation with 
manufacturers and subsidies for green energy.

Obama’s closeness to subsidized industrial giants General 
Electric and Boeing (the CEOs of both of these companies 
are top advisers) and his ties to solar and wind companies 
(the top investor in Solyndra was an Obama campaign bun-
dler) undermines Obama’s anti-special-interest rhetoric and 
highlights how government intervention ends up benefiting 
the biggest and most connected companies.

Republicans have hinted that they will run against the col-
lusion of Big Business and Big Government. Romney, after 
winning the Pennsylvania primary last month, pledged, 
through restoring free markets, to “stop the unfairness 
of politicians giving taxpayer money to their friends’ 
businesses.”
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Congressional Republicans have launched investigations into 
the Solyndra deal. “Crony capitalism” has become a common 
phrase on the GOP campaign trail.

So Ex-Im, a naked example of corporate welfare mostly 
benefiting one giant corporation, presented a great opportu-
nity for a Republican fight. As President Obama campaigned 
hard for reauthorization of Ex-Im, free-market institutions in 
Washington called for abolition.

The Club for Growth announced it would include the reau-
thorization vote on its scorecard. The Heritage Foundation 
followed suit. The Wall Street Journal editorial page has 
twice opined against reauthorization. The Cato Institute 
wants it abolished.

Majority Leader Eric Cantor inserted a measure into the bill 
telling the treasury secretary to begin pressing other coun-
tries to end their export subsidies as part of multilateral dis-
armament. Cantor presented this provision as “reform” that 
would eventually result in Ex-Im’s abolition.

Conservatives didn’t buy it. The Wall Street Journal still 
inveighed against the bill, while Heritage and the Club for 
Growth maintained their opposition. After the Cantor deal, 
Citizens Against Government Waste this week joined the 
abolish-Ex-Im army.

So the Right is mostly agreed: Government shouldn’t be run-
ning a subsidy bank.

But the business lobby is almost unanimously agreed in the 
opposite direction. The Chamber of Commerce, National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, Business Roundtable, American 
Petroleum Institute and most big businesses have lobbied 
to reauthorize the agency and raise the lending cap to $140 
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billion.

On Wednesday, House Republicans sided with their business 
base over their conservative base—147 House Republicans, 
including the entire leadership, voted for reauthorization, 
compared with 93 nays.

This represents progress, compared with past reauthoriza-
tion votes. In the 1990s, fewer than 40 Republicans voted to 
abolish. In 2002, 50 Republicans, or 23 percent, voted no on 
reauthorization. This year’s 93 nays represent 38 percent of 
the House GOP caucus. Notably, Paul Ryan voted against Ex-
Im, and freshman Rep. Mike Pompeo, who has Boeing manu-
facturing in his district, also voted nay.

So, in the wake of the 2008 bailouts and Obama’s corporat-
ism, the Republican rank and file are steadily moving against 
corporatism. But the GOP leadership still isn’t ready to wage 
war on corporate welfare—which leaves one less line of at-
tack on Obama.
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Emails show Obama fake-
fighting the drug industry
Publication date: June 4, 2012

If President Obama can’t win a second term, at least he has a 
promising career as a professional wrestler.

Obamacare emails made public last week show that Obama is 
skilled at publicly pretending to fight a supposed bad guy—
the drug lobby, in this case—while ensuring neither side 
actually gets hurt, both sides get paid, and everyone can be 
chums afterward.

Throughout his campaign and while pushing his health care 
law, Obama regularly spoke as if he were sticking it to the 
drug industry. But these were phantom punches. Sometimes, 
the emails show, the drug lobbyists didn’t even blink an eye.

“If the drugmakers pay their fair share,” Obama said in a 
weekly radio address in June 2009, “we can cut government 
spending on prescription drugs.”

A CBS News report at the time took this as a threat to the 
industry, citing the fact sheet the White House published 
alongside the radio address suggested cutting federal pay-
ments for drugs purchased by Medicare patients who are 
poor enough to qualify for Medicaid (so-called dual-eligibles, 
or “duals”).

But top PhRMA lobbyist Bryant Hall, a former Democratic 
Senate staffer, had an advance copy of the script and emailed 
his colleagues the night before Obama’s address aired. “Back-
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ground is that the Pres’s words are harmless,” Hall wrote. 
“He knows personally about our deal and is pushing no 
agenda.”

Hall assured his colleagues, “The reference to Duals does 
NOT mean that they want to do the duals policy .... Again—
this was a face save, not a real option.”

Ken Johnson, PhRMA spokesman, replied, “Good to know 
the backroom politics.”

Over the following weeks, the emails show, drug lobbyists, 
White House officials and aides to Sen. Max Baucus ham-
mered out a deal that formed the backbone of Obamacare. 
The final bill would subsidize prescription drugs, force states 
to include drug coverage in Medicaid, and expand private 
insurance coverage of drugs. Also, the White House pledged 
to oppose policies that Obama had promised on the cam-
paign trail: allowing reimportation of prescription drugs 
and empowering Medicare to negotiate for lower prices on 
the drugs Medicare is paying for. In return, drug companies 
would offer a discount to some senior citizens, and would 
spend millions of dollars on ads supporting the bill and the 
lawmakers who backed it.

But after the deal was complete, in late July, Obama publicly 
delivered a play-fight piledriver to the drug lobby. “I under-
stand that some will try to delay action until the special in-
terests can kill it,” Obama said in the Rose Garden on July 21. 
The president warned that his opponents “would maintain a 
system that works for the insurance and the drug companies, 
while becoming increasingly unaffordable for families and 
for businesses.”

After that speech, Republican Pfizer lobbyist Anthony Prin-
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cipi, a former Bush Cabinet member, wrote in annoyance 
to PhRMA lobbyists and other top drug lobbyists. “We’re 
trying to kill it?” he asked sarcastically. “I guess we didn’t 
give enough in contributions and media ads supporting hcr 
[health care reform]. Perhaps no amount would suffice.” 
(The pharmaceutical industry gave $1.2 million to Obama 
in the 2008 election, according to the Center for Responsive 
Politics, the most it had ever given to a candidate, and more 
than triple its contribution to John McCain.)

Hall wrote back: “Billy [Tauzin, president of PhRMA] and I 
were at the WH today. We raised this issue with Jim Messi-
na.” Messina was deputy chief of staff and one of the drug 
industry’s main points of contact. “Jim said that he went into 
the Oval [Office] and talked to the President.” Messina re-
portedly asked Obama, “Why was this in the sppech?” [sic.] 
Hall writes that “Obama said, ‘I was wondering the same.’ 
Attributed to young speechwriter.”

Hall also wrote that White House Chief of Staff Rahm Eman-
uel called the harsh words “an error.”

Real tension did flare up throughout the dealmaking process, 
the emails show. But in the end, Obama got his bill, and the 
drug lobby certainly got its bill—“we got a good deal,” Hall 
wrote in one email. Hall is now a big Democratic donor, hav-
ing given more than $20,000 to Democratic candidates this 
election, including $500 to Priorities USA, which is Obama’s 
super-PAC. Sally Susman, Pfizers vice president for policy 
who was on many of the dealmaking emails, is now a volun-
teer Obama fundraiser, having raised more than $500,000 for 
Obama’s re-election campaign, which Messina is managing.

Between Obama and Big Pharma, it seems, it’s all in the 
family.
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Hatch’s Solyndra: Government 
picks another loser
Publication date: June 14, 2012

Utah Sen. Orrin Hatch did so many favors for Raser Tech-
nologies, a green technology company in his state, that the 
company named its geothermal power plant “The Hatch 
Plant.” His role turned out eerily reminiscent of President 
Obama’s support for the failed solar-panel maker Solyndra. 
The Hatch Plant is now shuttered, and Raser Technologies 
has gone bankrupt.

Hatch’s Solyndra hurts Republicans in general because it 
highlights the hypocrisy of GOP attacks on Obama’s “pick-
ing winners and losers” and “crony capitalism.” But Raser’s 
collapse also hurts Hatch specifically as he faces a primary 
challenge from conservative Dan Liljenquist, a former state 
senator.

Here’s the timeline of the Hatch-Raser relationship:

In 2004, Hatch met for the first time with Raser officials, 
who “asked him to back tax incentives for hybrid vehicles,” 
according to a USA Today report. Hatch then lobbied Bush’s 
Energy Department on Rasers behalf.

The next year, Hatch proposed the CLEAR Act, providing 
new tax credits for hybrid and alternative-fuel cars. Hatch 
would later note that “Raser, a world leader in efficient A/C 
induction electric motors, has been a strong supporter of the 
CLEAR Act.”



89

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2012

Hatch also paved the way in 2005 for Raser to get a tax credit 
for its power plant. Hatch was the sole sponsor of a bill to 
extend an alternative-energy tax credit from five years to 10 
years for geothermal plants. Hatch called this bill “my pro-
posal to improve the treatment of geothermal power plants.”

He successfully inserted both his CLEAR Act and his geo-
thermal provision both of which benefitted Raser into the 
2005 energy bill.

After that, Hatch started trying to send earmarks Raser’s 
way. USA Today reported that Hatch “requested seven ear-
marks for more than $20 million from 2006 to 2008 to help 
fund research and development projects for the automotive 
wing of the company.” None of these earmarks was passed 
into law.

In May 2008, Raser began building on its first power plant, 
which would use the heat buried deep within the Earth to 
create steam to spin turbines—so-called geothermal energy. 
Hatch was present at the groundbreaking, shovel in hand.

“If we are interested in slowing carbon emissions significant-
ly,” Hatch declared at the groundbreaking, “we must increase 
our green sources of base power. Today, Raser Technologies 
is doing just that.”

At the groundbreaking, Hatch also announced a new pro-
posal to help Raser. “Raser has also been supportive of my 
recent legislation S. 1617, or the Freedom Act,” Hatch ex-
plained, noting that the bill would create “strong tax incen-
tives for plug-in electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles and for 
the U.S. manufacture of these vehicles and their technology.”

If that has a whiff of Obamanomics, it’s no wonder—Sen. 
Barack Obama was Hatch’s original co-sponsor on the Free-
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dom Act.

Raser was already in bad financial shape when the Hatch 
Plant opened in 2008 (“Raser Technologies: All Talk, No 
Profits” was the headline at one investment website at the 
time). The plant struggled, unable to extract enough heat 
from the ground to produce the power it had promised.

Obama’s stimulus kept Raser afloat for a while. In February 
2010, the Treasury Department awarded Raser a $33 mil-
lion grant to pay off some debt on the Hatch Plant. It wasn’t 
enough. In April 2011, Raser filed for bankruptcy, and the 
Hatch Plant is now shuttered.

The Hatch-Raser story has clear parallels to the 
Obama-Solyndra story, and even has Obama fingerprints on 
it twice. Given the GOP focus on Solyndra as a symptom of 
Obama’s flawed business-government entanglement, Raser 
puts Hatch in an uncomfortable place. How can he attack 
Obama for Solyndra—as he has—given his own record of try-
ing to subsidize a green energy firm that has gone bankrupt?

“He supported Raser,” Hatch spokesman Matt Harakal told 
me, “because they were a Utah company, not because of any 
specific focus on renewable energy. ... His focus is getting 
Utah companies out in front of the world.”

So is parochialism a better excuse than environmentalism for 
government meddling in the economy? Will Republican pri-
mary voters in Utah, who threw out prodigious porker Bob 
Bennett in 2010 in favor of Tea Party conservative Mike Lee, 
buy this distinction?

I asked Senator Lee this week about Hatch’s subsidies for 
Raser. Lee didn’t explicitly talk about Raser or Hatch, but he 
said, “I’m uncomfortable with government saying who’s go-
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ing to succeed and who’s going to fail. That’s kind of what we 
do when we hand out earmarks to one business over anoth-
er. And it doesn’t end well.”

The Hatch-Raser relationship didn’t end well for Raser or for 
taxpayers. How will it end for Hatch?
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Building the free-market case 
against big business
Publication date: July 10, 2012

The most dangerous enemies of capitalism today are capital-
ists. This is becoming clearer every day to people committed 
to free markets.

The conservative and libertarian grassroots came to deep-
ly distrust big business after the Wall Street bailouts and 
Obama’s stimulus and health care bills, both of which had 
big-business backing. Tea Party ire focused on subsidy-suck-
ling businesses as much as at big-spending politicians.

Beltway conservatives have also joined in the fight against 
corporatism. Last spring, the Club for Growth, Freedom-
Works and the lobbying arm of the Heritage Foundation 
all lined up against the Chamber of Commerce and pressed 
GOP congressmen to vote to kill the Export-Import Bank, 
which nonetheless was reauthorized by an overwhelming 
margin.

Republican politicians, despite being lobbied hard by their 
big-business donors and K Street advisers, are nevertheless 
moving slowly away from corporate welfare and toward 
free-market populism. House Budget Committee Chairman 
Paul Ryan wrote an Op-Ed in Forbes in 2009 titled “Down 
with Big Business” (a headline he borrowed from a 1979 
Wall Street Journal Op-Ed).

And now academia’s free-market players are getting in on 
the game, beginning to rebuild the intellectual infrastructure 
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to argue against corporatism. George Mason University’s 
Mercatus Center this week is kicking off a series of papers on 
cronyism and business-government collusion.

“The Pathology of Privilege: The Economic Consequences of 
Government Favoritism,” written by Mercatus senior re-
search fellow Matt Mitchell, is the first installment.

“Privilege” is a good word to encompass all the unfair ad-
vantages government can give favored businesses. Mitchell’s 
paper, drawing on the scholarly work of Milton Friedman, 
James Buchanan, Gordon Tullock, Joseph Schumpeter, Man-
cur Olson, George Stigler, Luigi Gonzales and many others, 
outlines various types of privilege and lays out the evidence 
that these policies hurt the economy while benefiting the 
privileged.

Politically favored businesses of course benefit from direct 
subsidies (think agribusiness) and government loan guaran-
tees (think Solyndra and Boeing), but Mitchell makes the im-
portant point that regulation itself creates a privileged class.

Regulation often acts directly or indirectly as a barrier to en-
try. The conservative and libertarian media have document-
ed this anecdotally—Philip Morris supported and is benefit-
ing from Obama’s tobacco regulation, for instance, because 
the rules allow it to lock in its dominant market share. Mitch-
ell assembles scholarly work broadly showing regulation’s 
anti-competitive and pro-big-business effects.

These critiques of regulation come not only from Milton 
Friedman, but also from the Left. For instance, liberal ac-
tivists Ralph Nader and Mark Green wrote in the Yale Law 
Journal that the “regulatory system undermines competition 
and entrenches monopoly at the public’s expense.” Mitch-
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ell in this section also cites Alan Krueger, who now heads 
Obama’s Council of Economic Advisers.

In the Obama era, as Democrats and the media try to paint 
deregulation as some sort of dangerous sop to big business, 
Mitchell’s notion of “regulatory privilege” is a crucial tool 
for dismantling the old narrative that regulation protects the 
public. Mitchell uses a colorful image to make his case: Bruce 
Yandle’s “bootleggers and Baptists.”

Illegal booze smugglers, Yandle wrote, “support Sunday clos-
ing laws that shut down all the local bars and liquor stores. 
Baptists support the same laws and lobby vigorously for 
them. Both parties gain. ...”

Locally, for instance, the Restaurant Association of Metro-
politan Washington is lobbying for strict rules on food truck 
parking, in the name of “the needs of the public” for side-
walk space and parking places. Of course, brick-and-mor-
tar restaurants benefit from any regulation that makes life 
harder for their rolling competitors who can’t afford to lease 
a downtown storefront.

The research Mitchell brings together helps show why gov-
ernment-granted privilege is so important to big business 
and so costly to the rest of society. In one key finding, he 
highlights research indicating that free markets, with fewer 
barriers to entry and fewer bailouts to prop up failed gi-
ants, make it harder for dominant businesses to maintain 
dominance.

Mitchell cites a 2008 study in the Journal of Financial Eco-
nomics that found “big business turnover ... correlates with 
smaller government, common law, less bank-dependence, 
stronger shareholder rights, and greater openness [to trade].”
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Further, in Mitchell’s words, “those nations with more turn-
over among their top firms tended to experience faster per 
capita economic growth, greater productivity growth, and 
faster capital growth.”

Big business wants safety, but big-business safety hurts the 
rest of the economy.

Disdain for bailouts and corporate welfare has resided pri-
marily in the populist corners of the Left and Right. But the 
scholarly case against systemic privilege is strong and grow-
ing, too. The subsidy sucklers, bailout barons and regulatory 
freeloaders may soon face a challenge on a broad political 
front.
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Amazon joins Walmart in push 
for online sales tax
Publication date: August 2, 2012

Congressmen in both parties want you to pay more taxes on 
your online purchases, and once again, big business is lobby-
ing for bigger government, which would hurt Mom and Pop.

Online sales taxes have been a battlefield for lobbying titans 
for years, pitting Walmart and the rest of the brick-and-mor-
tar retail lobby against Amazon and other online retailers. 
But now Amazon has changed its business model and also 
its lobbying position, joining the rest of the retail giants in 
calling on Congress to aid states in collecting sales tax from 
online sales.

Here’s the background:

There is no federal sales tax. Almost all states charge sales 
taxes, and many counties, cities and towns do, too. The U.S. 
Supreme Court ruled in Quill v. North Dakota in 1992 that 
states could not collect sales taxes from a business that had 
no physical presence in the state.

So if a Virginian orders a book online from a bookseller in 
Ohio, neither state can collect a sales tax. Virginia can’t force 
an Ohio business to calculate, collect and pay sales taxes for 
every state, county and town where it may have customers. 
Ohio, in turn, cannot collect sales taxes on a sale to Virginia.

Technically, the Virginia buyer in this case is supposed to 
pay “use tax” to the Virginia government. But almost no tax-
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payers even know about the “use tax,” and state governments 
haven’t really tried to collect it. As a result, online sales are 
basically tax-free as long as the seller and the buyer are in 
different states.

That’s one reason Amazon set up shop in Washington State, 
as opposed to California—that allows Amazon to sell its 
goods tax-free to the 98 percent of the U.S. population that 
lives outside the Evergreen State.

As Amazon grew from an Internet bookstore to a domi-
nant online shopping mall, its brick and mortar competitors 
found this tax advantage intolerable. For years, lobbyists 
from Walmart and the rest of the industry have been push-
ing Congress to pass a bill effectively overturning Quill’s 
requirement that a state can collect sales taxes only from 
in-state business.

Walmart, for instance, has employed Republican operative 
Charlie Black as a lobbyist on the issue, according to dis-
closure forms filed by Black’s lobbying firm, Prime Policy 
Group. Black was an aide to presidents Ronald Reagan and 
George H. W. Bush plus a campaign adviser to George W. 
Bush and John McCain.

Jonathan Mantz was a top Democratic fundraiser for years, 
and he served as deputy executive director of the Democrat-
ic Senatorial Campaign Committee. Today he is a lobbyist 
at BGR Group, where he lobbies the senators for whom he 
raised money. This year, Mantz has lobbied on online sales-
tax legislation for the Retail Industry Leaders Association, 
according to RILA’s lobbying forms. RILA’s members include 
Kmart, Costco, Home Depot, Sam’s Club, Target and Ikea.

The bipartisan lobbying effort has yielded fruit this year in 
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the “Marketplace Fairness Act.” Under this bill, if you buy 
something online, you pay a sales tax. Retailers, meanwhile, 
will have to collect sales taxes for every state where they 
have customers, even if the retailer has no physical presence 
there.

This is often how tax legislation gets passed: powerful inter-
ests hire revolving-door lobbyists to push for taxes on their 
clients’ competitors. For over a decade, such online sales-tax 
bills have faltered in Congress, largely because they had a 
powerful opponent in Amazon.

But this year, Amazon switched teams, joining Walmart 
on the pro-tax side—not out of some newfound concern 
for “marketplace fairness,” but because Amazon’s business 
model is changing in such a way that now Amazon stands to 
benefit from this tax.

In order to provide faster shipping, Amazon is building ware-
houses throughout the country. These warehouses constitute 
a “physical presence,” which requires them to collect sales 
taxes, in any event. So, if Amazon is going to have to collect 
sales taxes under the existing “physical presence” doctrine, 
it may as well try to expand online sales taxes to whack its 
smaller competitors who don’t have a 50-state network of 
giant warehouses.

The rest of the online retail industry remains on the anti-tax 
side. NetChoice, a coalition including other online retailers 
like eBay and Overstock.com, is fighting the “Marketplace 
Fairness” bill.

These are the typical battle lines in Washington: big business 
for big government, and smaller business for smaller govern-
ment. And the bigs typically win.
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‘Dirty Harry’ Reid’s donors 
feel lucky every day
Publication date: August 9, 2012

Harry Reid’s recent charge against Mitt Romney is surpris-
ingly dirty politics for a Senate majority leader, but in fact 
he’s been “Dirty Harry” for years.

Rarely do a lawmaker’s policies track so closely with the 
financial interests of his donors. Whether it’s shaping 
Obamacare to the drug lobby’s wishes in exchange for cam-
paign support, leveraging the entire casino lobby for his 
re-election or cutting deals with a lobbyist developer since 
indicted over illegal campaign contributions, Reid often finds 
a way to turn his political power into personal gain.

Reid shepherded through the Senate a health care bill in 
2009 largely written by the drug lobby, as recently published 
memos show. The Pharmaceutical Research and Manu-
facturers of America, the nation’s largest single-industry 
lobby, applauded the bill’s passage in December 2009, for 
good reason: The “reform” created brand-new subsidies and 
mandates driving more money toward prescription drugs, 
and it gave biotech drugs lengthy government-protected 
monopolies.

These specifics had been agreed upon in a July 2009 White 
House meeting with drug lobbyists. Over the next two 
weeks, drug industry PACs gave $23,000 to Reid.

That fall, Reid personally fought for one of Big Pharma’s 
prized perks: He delayed a vote that would have allowed 
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the reimportation of cheaper drugs from Canada and other 
foreign countries. After the Obama White House whipped 
enough votes in Pharma’s favor, Reid finally allowed the 
amendment to come to the floor, and Pharma won, blocking 
reimportation. After Reid’s Senate passed the bill, Reid got 
PAC checks from PhRMA, Eli Lilly, Pfizer and the Biotech-
nology Industry Organization.

In 2010, as agreed in the 2009 White House deals, the drug 
lobby ran ads in Nevada supporting Reid’s re-election.

Many of Reid’s bundlers at the time were drug lobbyists. 
William S. Singer, for instance, raised $21,975 for Reid in 
2010, after Pfizer paid Singer $80,000 to lobby the Senate 
on health care legislation in late 2009, according to lobbying 
disclosure forms.

If this all seems like standard D.C. special-interest politics, 
then take a look at any of Reid’s sketchy land deals. Here’s 
one: From 2002 through 2006, Reid pushed many policies to 
help one of his loyal donors, lobbyist-turned-developer Har-
vey Whittemore, build a huge resort and development north 
of Las Vegas.

Reid crafted a measure moving a federal “power corridor”—
an area reserved for power lines and off-limits to develop-
ment—away from the area where Whittemore wanted to 
build his houses and golf courses, and onto federal land set 
aside for “wilderness study.” Federal bureaucrats objected 
to Reid’s measure, particularly because it wouldn’t require 
Whittemore to pay anything for the move, which would 
enrich him. (Eventually, Reid gave way on that detail, and 
Whittemore paid $10.4 million.)

Whittemore, of course, was pouring cash into Reid’s cam-
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paign coffers through all of this. A final lagniappe was re-
ported by the L.A. Times in 2006: “Whittemore also helped 
advance the legal careers of two of Reid’s four sons. One of 
the two, Leif Reid, who is Whittemore’s personal lawyer, has 
represented the developer throughout the Coyote Springs 
project, including in negotiations with federal officials.”

Today, Whittemore awaits trial in the U.S. District Court in 
the District of Nevada on four charges related to $150,000 
in allegedly illegal campaign contributions to Reid. Federal 
prosecutors charge that Whittemore circumvented individu-
al contribution limits by reimbursing friends and family who 
contributed to Reid’s 2010 re-election. Reid says he knew 
nothing of alleged conduit scheme, and federal prosecutors 
haven’t pointed any fingers at Reid.

Whittemore is far from the only special interest throwing 
money at Reid in the last election cycle. Reid, according to 
data from the Center for Responsive Politics, was the top re-
cipient of contributions from lobbyists, lawyers and casinos.

Reid’s favors for casinos have been blatant. MGM Resorts 
and Caesars gave $300,000 and $75,000, respectively, to 
Reid’s super-PAC in 2010. Just after the election, Reid stuck 
a provision in the lame-duck tax deal that would have legal-
ized online gambling, but only for well-established casinos, 
freezing out potential competitors to the giants funding 
Reid’s election (the provision died, and Reid is still pushing 
it). It’s this sort of cronyism that spurred top Harrah’s lob-
byist Marybel Batjer to write in an email the week before the 
election that “waking up to a defeat of Harry Reid Nov 3 will 
be devastating for our industry’s future.”

As long as Nevada voters keep re-electing him, they deserve 
Harry Reid. As long as Beltway Democrats keep Reid in a po-
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sition of leadership, they can’t speak about good government 
with any credibility.
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Tommy Thompson, corporate-
welfare lobbyist
Publication date: August 12, 2012

Wisconsin is this week’s battleground in the war between K 
Street and the Tea Party for the soul of the Republican Party, 
and revolving-door corporate-welfare lobbyist Newt Ging-
rich’s endorsement last week of Tommy Thompson provided 
the perfect symbol of the clash.

Thompson is the favorite of Beltway GOP leaders in the 
primary for the open Senate seat. Thompson is funded by K 
Street lobbying firms, beltway-based business PACs, and his 
own wealth, earned on K Street.

The Tea Party candidate is former congressman Mark Neu-
mann, funded by the Club for Growth and Jim DeMint’s Sen-
ate Conservatives Fund. Hedge-fund millionaire Mark Hovde 
is also running to Thompson’s right, while Assembly Speaker 
Jeff Fitzgerald takes up the rear.

Gingrich stumped for Thompson last week, and the media 
took it as an attempt to help Thompson with the party’s 
base. But Gingrich and Thompson make the perfect pair pre-
cisely because they both made millions dragging their party 
away from its conservative principles.

After Gingrich resigned as Speaker of the House in January 
1999, he quickly went to work as a consultant and lobbyist 
for companies intimately tied up with government. Gingrich 
worked for mortgage-bubble inflator Freddie Mac, which 
conservatives were trying to curb. Newt reported to Freddie 



104

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2012

Mac’s lobbyist-in-chief, Craig Thomas. Newt also worked 
for the ethanol lobby as late as 2011, defending ethanol 
subsidies.

Gingrich made big money on health care, where he also ad-
vocated big government benefitting his big business clients. 
In 2003 while being paid by the drug industry, Gingrich lob-
bied congressional Republicans to expand Medicare to cover 
prescription drugs.

Gingrich endorsed the basic framework of Obamacare’s 
insurance regulations in May 2009, calling for a “must car-
ry” rule (an individual mandate) paired with a “must issue” 
rule requiring insurers to cover all comers. Drug makers 
and health insurers—Gingrich’s clients—supported these 
provisions.

Thompson’s private sector career was also about helping big 
business clients and supporting big government. As George 
W. Bush’s Secretary of Health and Human Services, Thomp-
son helped the Medicare prescription-drug entitlement 
across the finish line. Then he monetized that experience, 
going to work for companies benefitting from this expansion 
of government.

Thompson right away became chairman of the board of gov-
ernment contractor Logistics Health Inc., (“a partner to the 
United States Government,” in the company’s words,) whose 
clients included HHS’s Centers for Disease Control.

Thompson also came to K Street, joining top-shelf lobbying 
firm Akin Gump in order to “[focus] on developing solutions 
for clients in the health care industry, as well as for compa-
nies doing business in the public sector,” according to his 
online bio.
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The Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel reported that Thompson’s 
clients included the drug lobby. In 2009, Thompson pub-
licly applauded Obama’s healthcare bill that the drug lobby 
supported. He praised the Senate Finance Committee bill as 
“an important step toward achieving the goal of health care 
reform this year.”

Democrats and the media lauded Thompson as a rare reason-
able Republican, showing “a spirit of national purpose,” in 
Obama’s words, omitting that he was talking his own book. 
The man is now worth $13 million, having earned almost all 
of that since cashing out of the Bush administration.

Thompson repeatedly got away with shilling for his clients 
under the banner of former HHS secretary. In a 2011 ABC-
News.com interview on anthrax, Thompson said Congress 
needs to “support the second-generation vaccine.” He twice 
name-checked his client PharmAthene as a maker of such 
a vaccine, never disclosing the company was paying him. 
“I think they’re doing an excellent job,” Thompson said of 
PharmAthene in this interview. “I think our country needs 
to get behind them.”

To fully understand the importance of Gingrich’s endorse-
ment of Thompson, though, you need to revisit when Ging-
rich and Neumann clashed back in 1995, in the heady days of 
the Republican Revolution.

Neumann was upset that year when President Clinton sent 
U.S. bombers and troops to Bosnia without congressional 
authorization. In retaliation, Neumann, the only freshman 
member of the Appropriations Committee, voted against 
the defense appropriations on the floor. Bucking a commit-
tee-approved spending bill was impermissible dissent. As 
punishment, Gingrich and Appropriations Chairman Bob 
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Livingston stripped Neumann of his appropriations subcom-
mittee slot.

So, Neumann had dared abide by the professed principles of 
the GOP insurgency in defiance of party leadership, and Gin-
grich smacked him down. Today, Gingrich is again opposing 
Neumann in favor of his fellow corporate-welfare lobbyist 
Tommy Thompson.

The Tea Party vs. K Street, it turns out, often amounts to 
principle vs. politics.
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Ryan’s corporatist past gives 
way to populist talk
Publication date: August 20, 2012

When President Bush demanded bailouts of Wall Street and 
Detroit in late 2008, most Republicans said no. Today in the 
U.S. House there are only six Republicans who voted yes on 
the auto bailout and both bank bailout votes. One of those 
congressmen is Paul Ryan.

Today Ryan is an outspoken and eloquent critic of crony 
capitalism and business-government collusion. Under Pres-
ident Obama, Ryan even has a voting record to match. Ryan 
certainly didn’t come up as a free-market populist, but he 
may have converted.

In the Bush era, Republicans spoke of free markets and limit-
ed government, but they regularly expanded the government 
when Big Business asked them to. And Paul Ryan consistent-
ly took the Big Business-Big Government side.

Ryan supported the Export-Import Bank, a federal agency 
that exists to subsidize U.S. manufacturers with taxpay-
er-backed financing. The free-market rump of the GOP voted 
to kill the agency in 2002, but Ryan supported reauthoriza-
tion on the floor.

The GOP teamed up with the health insurance and pharma-
ceutical industries in 2003 to expand Medicare to cover pre-
scription drugs. Again, conservatives in the party dissented, 
and again, Ryan supported the corporate-welfare legislation.
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The bailouts of Wall Street and Detroit were the pinnacle of 
Bush-era corporatism, and Bush couldn’t even bring most of 
his party along with him. Ryan didn’t simply back the bailout 
of Wall Street, he helped lead the bailout charge.

Ryan passionately pleaded on the floor for his fellow Re-
publicans to join him. While two-thirds of his party mates 
voted no on the first bank bailout vote, Ryan voted with the 
banks—and he did so again a few days later when the House 
finally passed the Troubled Asset Relief Program on the 
strength of Democratic votes.

Come December, Ryan was one of only 32 House Republi-
cans who voted to bail out General Motors and Chrysler.

Only 16 House Republicans voted aye on all three bailout 
votes in late 2008. Two of them, Ray LaHood and John 
McHugh, now serve in the Obama administration. Six of the 
16 are now lobbyists—some with banks as clients. Six mem-
bers of Team Bailout remain in the House, including Ryan.

Those numbers show Ryan wasn’t merely being a team play-
er when he voted for corporate welfare—he was staking out 
his own turf: more pro-business than pro-market.

After the bailout bonanza, though, something happened to 
Ryan.

“Down with Big Business” was the headline of Ryan’s De-
cember 2009 op-ed in Forbes, channeling a 1979 Wall Street 
Journal editorial with the same headline.

Citing industry’s direct role in crafting Obamacare, and the 
(predictable) expansion of the bailout as a gift to banks, 
Ryan in that article aptly assessed the lay of the land: “Big 
businesses’ frenzied political dealings are not driven by party 
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or ideology, but rather by zero-sum thinking in which their 
gain must come from a competitor’s loss.”

“The problem we have had as a party,” Ryan told National 
Review’s Ramesh Ponnuru in 2010, “is we have often con-
fused being pro-market with being pro-business.”

When Ryan spoke of tax reform this year, he derided “[s]
pecial interest loopholes, which end up rewarding a few 
while raising taxes on the many.” Using the tax code to pick 
winners and losers, he said, “stifle[s] that entrepreneur who 
has an idea, who might not have connections.”

Ryans post-Bush voting record has often followed his rhet-
oric. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, for instance, dinged 
Ryan in its 2009 congressional scorecard for his votes against 
solar subsidies, tourism subsidies and Advanced Vehicle 
Technology subsidies.

And this May, Ryan went against the chamber, the manufac-
turing lobby, his party leadership and most House Republi-
cans when he voted against reauthorizing the Export-Import 
Bank—a reversal from 10 years ago.

The first policy fight Obama picked with Ryan since he 
joined the ticket puts Obama, as usual, on the side of corpo-
rate welfare and Ryan on the side of free markets. Obama in 
Iowa knocked Ryan for opposing the pork-laden farm bill, 
which extends the sugar program, perhaps the least defensi-
ble bit of corporate-welfare policy in America.

There’s plenty of reason, though, to doubt Ryan has kicked 
his corporatist ways. He got a 100 percent score from the 
chamber in 2011, while more conservative members voted 
against the chamber at least two times. In the last couple of 
years, Ryan has also become a top GOP fundraiser, with Wall 
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Street his biggest source of campaign cash.

Given Obama’s penchant for industrial policy, bailouts and 
handouts, Republicans could make crony capitalism and 
corporatism a major issue this fall, and run under the banner 
of free-market populism as long as Ryan makes a clean break 
with his past.
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Sugar lobby funds group’s 
public health fight against 
corn syrup
Publication date: September 17, 2012

Next time you hear a consumer advocate, environmentalist 
or public-interest group attacking some big business, de-
manding more regulations or pushing a government man-
date, be sure to follow the money. There’s a good chance that 
the do-gooder is being paid by a competing industry.

The latest example: “Citizens for Health” is leading a charge 
against high-fructose corn syrup as a scourge on public 
health—and the sugar lobby is funding the whole thing.

Here’s the bitter battle of the sweeteners:

The Sugar Association is a D.C. trade group representing sug-
ar giants like Domino, Florida Crystals and Imperial Sugar. 
The Corn Refiners Association is its counterpart—a fairly 
small lobbying and PR shop representing corn-processing 
giants like Cargill and Archer Daniels Midland.

Washington subsidizes both industries to the gills. Corn gets 
crop subsidies, and ethanol made from corn is protected by 
lawmakers. Sugar gets protectionist import restrictions, cut-
rate loans and more.

Last year, the Sugar Association sued the Corn Refiners 
Association, alleging false advertising by the corn industry, 
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which had begun marketing high-fructose corn syrup as 
“corn sugar.”

This week, the Corn Refiners Association countersued. Bad 
press for corn syrup has led some food and drink makers to 
replace corn syrup with cane sugar. One reason: widespread 
belief that cane sugar is healthier than corn sweetener.

The Food and Drug Administration says it doesn’t believe 
corn syrup is any worse than regular sugar. Recent studies 
have mostly shown no measurable difference. But The Sugar 
Association has continued to push the notion that cane sugar 
is healthier and more natural. This push has altered consum-
er behavior and thus hurt corn refiners.

Citizens for Health, a “natural health” nonprofit, has joined 
in the anti-corn-syrup fight. CFH has lobbied the FDA to 
require clearer labeling and enforce restrictions on fructose 
content. The group has also launched an anti-corn-syrup PR 
campaign.

But, as always, follow the money. The Sugar Association has 
funded CFH’s anti-corn-syrup campaign. Adam Fox, attor-
ney for the Sugar Association, told me Friday that the Sugar 
Association is not directing CFH’s campaign, but it is bank-
rolling it for “six figures” because of the two groups’ “shared 
opposition” to corn syrup.

This echoes a similar campaign CFH launched against ar-
tificial sweeteners last decade. The Sugar Association also 
funded that campaign, as Andy Briscoe, CEO of the Sugar 
Association, testified in a court deposition in 2007.

Jim Turner, chairman of CFH, argues that it’s not only OK, 
but “wise” for groups like his to partner financially with in-
dustries like sugar.
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Turner told me CFH critiques things that “are not in the 
consumers’ interest.” He adds, “We are always more than 
happy to have allies from industry who have the same cri-
tique.” His group thinks high-fructose corn syrup is bad, and 
that consumers have a right to know—through clear labeling, 
for instance—when they’re drinking or eating corn syrup as 
opposed to cane sugar.

He said he regularly takes money from industries standing 
to profit from the causes he believes in. “We worked very 
close with suppliers” of dietary supplements, Turner told 
me, in CFH’s efforts to promote FDA acceptance of dietary 
supplements.

“We worked hand in glove with the organic food industry” 
on another campaign, he said.

“If we’ve got someone in the corporate world that agrees 
with us about that issue, we think it’s very wise to work with 
them.”

If you honestly agree with an industry on a specific matter, 
the argument goes, why not pair their deep pockets with 
your moral authority?

This is standard practice for Washington-based do-gooder 
campaigns. A nonprofit lobbies for some regulation in the 
public interest while the companies profiting from the regu-
lation bankroll the nonprofit.

Natural gas moguls T. Boone Pickens and Aubrey McClendon 
(CEO of Chesapeake Energy), for instance, funded liberal 
environmentalist groups like the Sierra Club and the Center 
for American Progress in their recent campaign against coal.

“Women in Government,” promoting access to a vaccine 
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for a sexually transmitted disease last decade, turned out to 
be funded by the vaccines manufacturer and patent holder, 
Merck.

Economist Bruce Yandle created the perfect metaphor for 
this sort of arrangement. Imagine a Baptist preacher trying 
to elect a prohibitionist candidate. To fund the campaign, he 
could turn to the person who profits from prohibition: the 
bootlegger whose business depends on alcohol sales being 
illegal. They have the same enemy: legal liquor stores and 
bars.

So it is in Washington these days. The spotlight goes to the 
proverbial “Baptist”—that is, the environmentalist, the wom-
en’s advocate, the worker’s advocate or the consumer advo-
cate—while the proverbial “bootlegger” funds the effort and 
reaps the profit.
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Romney gets it all wrong on 
government dependency
Publication date: September 20, 2012

By tagging 47 percent of America as irresponsible, 
Obama-supporting government dependents, Romney 
showed again that his politics are grounded in false liberal 
premises.

Romney’s statement at a closed-door fundraiser reflected the 
mistaken liberal view that the growth of government mostly 
redistributes wealth downward—it doesn’t. He also implicit-
ly bought into the Left’s narrow view that both tax cuts and 
welfare programs mostly benefit the immediate recipients. 
Finally, Romney conflated tax cuts with government aid, 
reflecting the perverse mindset that all wealth originally 
belongs to the state.

Romney was correct that a portion of America backs Presi-
dent Obama because they “are dependent upon government” 
and “believe that they are entitled.” We even know these 
dependents’ names: Duke Energy CEO Jim Rogers, General 
Electric boss Jeff Immelt, Pfizer lobbying chief Sally Susman, 
Solyndra investor George Kaiser and millionaire lobbyist 
Tony Podesta, to list a few.

In the last few years of bailouts, stimulus, Obamacare and 
government expansion in general, we have seen median 
income fall and corporate profits soar. Industries are consoli-
dating as the big get bigger while the little guys shut down.

When government controls more money, those with the 
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best lobbyists pocket most of it. The five largest banks hold 
a share of U.S. assets 30 percent larger today than in 2006. 
Also, as Obama has expanded export subsidies, 75 percent of 
the Export-Import Bank’s loan-guarantee dollars in the past 
three years have subsidized Boeing sales.

Romney, however, wasn’t talking about corporate welfare 
queens. He was talking about the 47 percent of the popula-
tion that pays no federal income tax.

Think about Romney’s perverse logic here: He disparaged 
people as “dependent” for not owing income taxes. Many of 
these people are retired and living off the life savings they 
earned. A family of four earning $40,000 could owe zero 
federal income tax even without tax credits.

Keeping your own money isn’t being “dependent on govern-
ment.” Sure, Obama speaks as if it were, lambasting the GOP 
for “giving” tax cuts to the wrong people. But Republicans 
are supposed to distinguish between government giving you 
something and government leaving you alone.

But even if Romney were talking about recipients of actual 
government aid, he shouldn’t assume, along with the Left, 
that they are willing wards of the state.

Many recipients of government aid don’t like it. Even if they 
don’t turn down free money, they don’t like it being offered. 
The Tea Partier taking federal payments is like Warren Buf-
fett calling for a tax hike—call them hypocrites if you like, 
but also consider that they might just hold a view of what’s 
right that isn’t directly tied to their short-term financial 
interests.

Also, the very government program “helping” Americans 
is often the one that creates their “need” in the first place. 
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Farm subsidies can drive down crop prices; housing subsi-
dies drive up home prices. Government makes it harder to 
get by on your own and then offers to help you out—and 
you’re supposed to feel grateful?

If we “didn’t build that,” it might be because government 
wouldn’t let us.

The safety net is supposed keep you from hitting rock bot-
tom. As entitlements and handouts are expanded to the mid-
dle class and above, the net becomes more of a web, ensnar-
ing those who would otherwise be self-sufficient.

Many conservatives understand this. As the editorial in 
Wednesday’s Washington Examiner pointed out, vice presi-
dential nominee Paul Ryan gets it. Through the growth of the 
welfare state, Ryan wrote in his 2010 Roadmap for America’s 
Future, “government increasingly dictates how Americans 
live their lives; they are not only wards of the state, but also 
its subjects.”

Rick Santorum also gets it. The January night he tied Rom-
ney in Iowa, Santorum spoke of the working class, warning 
that Obama “wants to make them dependent rather than 
valuing their work.”

But Romney has never gotten it. That same night in Iowa, 
Romney inveighed against the “entitlement society.” Just as 
many liberals think all people receiving government aid need 
it and can’t make it on their own, Romney thinks they all 
have abdicated responsibility.

Finally, does Romney also believe tax cuts benefit only those 
whose taxes are being cut? Does he not really think lower tax 
rates help the whole economy? Does a rising tide no longer 
lift all boats? Or maybe Romney just thinks he can’t convince 
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people that it does.

The cause of economic liberty deserves a better apostle than 
Mitt Romney—ideally one who actually believes it.
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In government-dependent Va., 
Allen walks a fine line
Publication date: September 24, 2012

It’s tough to run against big government in a state made rich 
by big government. Virginia Republican George Allen is try-
ing to walk that fine line in his open-seat U.S. Senate race.

Only three counties in America have a median household 
income higher than $100,000, and they are all in Northern 
Virginia: Loudoun, Fairfax and Arlington. Look a bit further 
down the Census Bureau’s list published last week and notice 
that seven of the country’s 10 richest counties are within 
commuting distance of D.C. You can surmise where that 
wealth is coming from: the expanding federal government.

The federal work force is huge here. Fairfax, Loudoun and 
Arlington have 200,000 government workers among them. 
In the two counties on the Metro, Arlington and Fairfax, gov-
ernment employs 25 percent of all workers—compared with 
less than 15 percent nationwide.

Then add in federal contractors who work here in order 
to be close to the center of power—between “500,000 and 
600,000 federal contract workers supported by $82 billion 
in federal procurement awards in the region,” according to 
Stephen Fuller, director of George Mason University’s Cen-
ter for Regional Analysis.

Fuller adds: “Federal spending constitutes 40 percent of the 
Washington-area gross regional product, without count-
ing the lobbyists and associations or tourists. This does not 
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count the ripple effects either.”

Hence Northern Virginia’s wealth. A family headed by two 
GS-10s (federal employees with moderate experience) at the 
Department of Energy could easily pull in $128,000 between 
them. If one of them cashes out, for instance going to a 
downtown nuclear-industry trade association or a green-en-
ergy lobbying firm, she could command $200,000, easy.

The workers in the military-industrial complex haul in 
even more, especially if they came to Lockheed Martin or 
Northrop Grumman through the revolving door from the 
Pentagon or Capitol Hill.

As a result, government overspending and federal expan-
sion—good whipping boys around the country—are the cash 
cows of Northern Virginia. This makes things tough for any 
politician running as a conservative in the Old Dominion.

The 2008 election bore this out. Obama won 60 percent of 
the vote in Loudoun, Fairfax and Arlington (and even more 
in the cities of Falls Church and Alexandria)—compared 
with 53 percent statewide. Close-in Fauquier and Prince Wil-
liam counties also made the Census Bureau’s list of the 10 
wealthiest counties, and Obama did better in both of them 
than he did statewide.

Virginia Attorney General Ken Cuccinelli is from Northern 
Virginia, and he attributes the region’s recent leftward pro-
gression to transplants flocking to Washington’s growth. 
“We’re importing all these people that work in the federal 
government and businesses associated with the federal gov-
ernment,” Cuccinelli told me at the Republican convention 
in Tampa, Fla. “They are obviously, generally, pro-federal 
government. And that tends to be pro-Democrat instead of 
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Republican.”

So how does George Allen handle this dynamic? Awkwardly.

I ran into Allen in Richmond this month, and I asked him 
about the looming automatic budget cuts resulting from last 
year’s debt deal—the “sequester” triggered by the failure of 
the congressional supercommittee earlier this year to come 
up with enough spending cuts or revenue raisers.

Allen said the sequester had to be blocked because the huge 
defense cuts included would cost “200,000 good-paying jobs 
in defense and technology.” This is an odd argument for mil-
itary spending: We can’t put Lockheed procurement special-
ists out of a job!

When I pressed Allen on defense spending as a jobs pro-
gram, he granted that “the role of government is not to be 
the employer of last resort,” and he added that he thought 
huge defense cuts would hurt our national security.

But of course, it’s not only defense spending that keeps 
Northern Virginia afloat. It’s Health and Human Services 
spending, Energy spending, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment spending, and all other federal largess that spawns 
Beltway Bandits in Crystal City and the Dulles Corridor.

If Allen wants to cut federal spending—even domestic, social 
spending—he needs to dry up some of his state’s money pot. 
Allen says, correctly, that if unnecessary federal jobs are 
trimmed as government is shrunk, private-sector jobs will 
replace them. But those private-sector jobs won’t necessarily 
be in Virginia.

Allen’s Democratic opponent, former Gov. Tim Kaine, sees 
this tension and tries to exploit it. Kaine, as a Democrat, is at 
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home with the argument that government spending creates 
jobs. He has a plan to avert the sequester—a plan that in-
volves tax hikes, which Allen could never advocate.

It’s another bitter fruit of government’s growth—a class of 
wealthy government dependents who vote.
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Can Romney out-Santa Claus 
Obama in Ohio?
Publication date: September 27, 2012

FAYETTE, Ohio — “They say everything’s worse now than 
it was then,” Tom Franks said Tuesday morning, standing 
in the back doorway of D & R Hardware in Fayette. But 
Franks, who has been a maintenance man at Fayette High 
School since he was laid off from auto factory work, doesn’t 
see it that way. Obama’s “helping Chrysler and GM out—it’s 
brought jobs into the Toledo area.”

That’s exactly the case Obama was making just outside of 
Toledo on Wednesday. “I said, ‘I’m betting on America. 
I’m betting on American workers,’” Obama pronounced to 
cheers in Bowling Green, Ohio. “I’m betting on American 
industry. And today, the American auto industry has come 
roaring back” with hundreds of thousands of jobs saved by 
his 2009 auto bailout.

As Obama posts big leads in Ohio polls this week, that ar-
gument seems to be working. Fifty-eight percent of respon-
dents in an Ohio Newspaper poll supported Obama’s auto 
bailouts. A Washington Post poll this week found 54 percent 
of likely Ohio voters approved of the way Obama is handling 
the economy. Most Ohioans seem to think Obama’s Big Gov-
ernment-Big Business collusion has helped them.

“That’s bulls--t,” says conservative publisher Thomas Pounds 
sitting at the bar at the Blarney Irish Pub in Toledo.

Toledo Transmission is the most productive rear-wheel-



124

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2012

drive transmission plant in North America, according to 
General Motors. Had Obama not saved GM in 2009, Pounds 
argued Tuesday at the bar, this productive plant would not 
have been bulldozed. Someone would have bought it up—
maybe a splintered-off piece of GM, maybe Toyota, maybe 
an independent transmission supplier. This is bankruptcy: 
Failed companies sell valuable assets to those who can make 
use of their value better than the old owner did.

Romney and Ryan, like Pounds, could go on about opportu-
nity costs and what could have arisen had GM been allowed 
to fail. But these dissertations won’t take in Toledo. When 
politicians start throwing conditionals and complexities into 
their explanations, voters—with good reason—assume they 
are being swindled.

The auto bailout plays to the Democrats’ advantage because 
Republicans are left with a complex argument about unseen 
costs while Democrats have a simple argument about visible 
benefits.

So Obama, like FDR in 1936, is running around the coun-
try pointing to his bailouts, handouts, subsidized windmill 
factories and targeted tax cuts. Instead of Air Force One, he 
should be flying a reindeer-drawn sleigh.

How do you run against Santa Claus?

For one thing, you appeal to the small-business owner.

“What the hell has he done for me?” Dale Pfund asks me 
when I mention Obama. Pfund and his wife, Robin, own D & 
R Hardware. “What the hell has he done for any small-busi-
ness man?”

Pfund laments that “regulations are killing us” and points to 
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the huge overhead costs of mandatory workers’ compensa-
tion and payroll taxes.

“He’s all about the union vote,” Pfund adds about Obama. 
“He doesn’t care about the little guy.”

Pfund provides a hint for running against Obamanomics: 
Attack cronyism.

Romney hit this theme in Vandalia, Ohio, on Tuesday. He 
spoke of $90 billion Obama gave to “companies that in many 
cases were owned by campaign contributors of his.” Romney 
attacked the notion of “picking winners and losers” and said 
government intervention is “making it harder and harder for 
small businesses to survive.”

This has a broad appeal, mostly among small-business own-
ers who can’t afford lobbyists. Romney polls above 60 per-
cent among small-business owners, according to Manta, a 
business research firm. But for every Thomas Pounds and 
Dale and Robin Pfund, there are hundreds of workers who 
don’t own a business.

How do Romney and Ryan try to win them over? Perversely, 
by knocking Obama for the goodies he has failed to deliver. 
Outside a tank factory in Lima on Monday, Ryan attacked 
Obama for “propos[ing] again and again to shut down” the 
plant.

“We’re not going to shut down the only tank plant we have 
in America over a budget gimmick,” Ryan said to applause. 
But the Pentagon wants this government-owned tank plant 
shuttered because the military has enough tanks.

Should government really keep open a tank factory to save 
tank-making jobs in Ohio? Along the same lines, should 
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Obama really be faulted for not bailing out the GM factory 
in Janesville, Wis., which Ryan mourned in his convention 
speech?

If Republicans can’t get enough mileage on the cronyism 
attack, will they be reduced to trying to out-Santa Claus 
Obama?
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‘Economic patriotism’: 
Corporatism dressed as 
populism
Publication date: October 1, 2012

How does President Obama please his corporate backers 
while simultaneously lighting a populist fire? By advocating 
“a new economic patriotism,” where empty protectionist 
rhetoric is paired with meaty corporate-welfare policies.

“It’s time for a new economic patriotism,” Obama says in 
his latest campaign ad. This is his play for Ohio, where both 
campaigns believe the swing blue-collar vote craves protec-
tionism. While much of Obama’s “patriotism” is fluff for the 
masses, his policies do pack some real economic nationalism 
in them—the red meat he gives to corporate America.

Let’s start with the fluff. “I want to stop giving tax breaks 
to companies that ship jobs and factories overseas,” Obama 
regularly says from the stump. He hit on that item in his 
“economic patriotism” ad. Sounds fine, but what is he actual-
ly talking about?

Not much, it turns out. Corporations pay income taxes on 
their profits. Profits, roughly, are revenues minus expenses. 
One expense businesses incur is moving labor or equipment 
to new locations. Obama is proposing that the cost of moving 
facilities out of the United States shouldn’t be deductible. 
Those costs should count as part of the company’s profits.
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This targeted tax penalty would raise $14 million per year, 
or 0.0005 percent of the federal budget, according to the 
Joint Committee on Taxation.

Corporate income tax payments were about $237 billion last 
year. So the $14 million in disallowed deductions adds up 
to less than one penny out of every $100 of income tax U.S. 
corporations pay.

Harping on how Romney wants to keep “tax breaks for com-
panies that export jobs” is typical Obama spin. First, Obama 
makes it sound like Romney is proposing some sort of spe-
cial tax break for outsourcers. He’s not—Romney is merely 
not supporting Obama’s special tax hike. Second, Obama 
implies that his tax proposal meaningfully affects federal rev-
enue or corporate behavior.

It’s easy populism: You rile up the base by talking tough 
to corporations, but you don’t upset your big-business do-
nors, because they know your policy wouldn’t make a bit of 
difference.

Meanwhile, the serious part of Obama’s “economic patrio-
tism” does affect big business—the bailouts and corporate 
welfare that constitute Obama’s industrial policy.

Obama’s “economic patriotism” ad repeats his promise to 
double U.S. exports. His main tool for this initiative has been 
the Export-Import Bank, a federal agency that subsidizes 
U.S. exports. The agency issued $24.6 billion in loan guaran-
tees in fiscal years 2009, 2010 and 2011, and $19.9 billion of 
that has subsidized Boeing exports—that’s 80 percent.

Obama is the top recipient of Boeing contributions this cycle, 
having brought in more than twice as much as Romney from 
the company’s employees and executives, according to data 
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from the Center for Responsive Politics. In 2008, Obama 
raised $5 from Boeing for every $1 John McCain raised. 
Obama’s export czar is Boeing CEO Jerry McNerney.

General Electric has been the primary supplier on $1.4 
billion of Ex-Im loan guarantees—or 30 percent of the 
non-Boeing dollars. GE, which spends more on lobbying than 
any other corporation, is famously cozy with the Obama ad-
ministration, having supported (and standing to profit from) 
Obamacare, the stimulus, climate change legislation, stem 
cell subsidies, rail subsidies and other Obama priorities. GE 
chief Jeff Immelt is Obama’s job czar.

(Immelt’s subordinates, meanwhile, may have fallen out of 
love with Obama: After favoring him over McCain 5-to-1 
in 2008 campaign contributions, GE employees and execu-
tives have given more to Romney than to Obama so far this 
election.)

Obama’s call for “economic patriotism” seems to come 
straight from Immelt’s script. “I want you to root for me,” 
Immelt said on “60 Minutes” last fall. “Everybody in Germa-
ny roots for Siemens. Everybody in Japan roots for Toshiba. 
Everybody in China roots for China South Rail. I want you to 
say: ‘Win, GE.’”

In throwing empty rhetoric to the middle class and profit-
able subsidies to industry, Obama’s “economic patriotism” 
fits perfectly with other aspects of Obamanomics. His push 
to pass Obamacare consisted of constant barbs at the “spe-
cial interests” while he worked hand in hand with the single 
greatest special interest—the drug lobby, which spends more 
than any other industry on influencing Washington.

This past weekend, after barnstorming through Ohio, Obama 



130

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2012

returned to his forte, entertaining Beltway millionaires at 
$30,000-a-plate fundraisers. It’s a good gig Obama has going: 
making promises to the proletariat during the day, trading 
favors with the fat cats at night.
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GOP must woo working people 
chasing American Dream
Publication date: November 8, 2012

Republicans need a new coalition and a new message. The 
heart of that coalition should be the working class. The mes-
sage should be populism.

Populist movements in the past have often been ugly because 
they scapegoated vulnerable minorities. The new Republican 
populism shouldn’t blame the “47 percent” of Mitt Romney’s 
imagination, or immigrants seeking to make a better life. The 
new Republican populism should declare war on the cronies 
and special interests who use big government to rig the game 
in their favor and deny opportunity to those trying to climb 
the ladder and live the American dream.

It’s time for free-market populism and a Republican Party 
that fights against all forms of political privilege—a party 
that champions all who want to work and take risks in order 
to improve their lives and raise a family.

Romney thought he could win by getting the votes of those 
Americans who have been successful—that was the apparent 
strategic thinking underlying his “47 percent” remarks at a 
closed-door fundraiser. But any electoral map reveals this as 
folly.

Upscale white suburbs have steadily trended Democratic. 
Montgomery County was one of the first. Westchester Coun-
ty, N.Y., and the North Shore of Chicago followed. Phila-
delphia’s white-collar counties and Northern Virginia soon 
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joined the club.

In 2008, Obama made huge gains in the suburbs, pulling in 
60 percent in Fairfax County, for instance, and winning the 
vote of voters earning more than $100,000, according to 
exit polls. In 2009 and 2010, Republicans bounced back a 
bit in key suburbs of Virginia, Ohio and Pennsylvania, giving 
Republicans hope. In 2012, Republicans couldn’t have picked 
a candidate better suited for highly educated, upper-mid-
dle-class suburban voters. Romney was successful, risk-
averse, smart and nonideological.

The Romney campaign saw this dynamic and tried to swing 
the suburbs back to the GOP. Romney campaigned in North-
ern Virginia’s upscale suburbs again and again. In Ohio, he 
focused on well-off suburbs of Columbus and Cleveland.

This suburban strategy fizzled.

Pennsylvania’s four wealthiest counties are the suburbs 
around Philadelphia. Obama won 55 percent in those “collar 
counties,” which is better than he did statewide. Yes, Rom-
ney outperformed McCain in 2008 by 2 percentage points in 
these counties, but 45 percent of the suburbs is no formula 
for winning Pennsylvania.

In Fairfax, Obama beat Romney by 20 points, polling only 1 
point below his 2008 performance.

Republicans like Romney think that successful, family-mind-
ed people above the median income should be Republicans. 
But that’s not the case. Even the McLean precinct in Fairfax 
voted 56 to 43 for Obama.

Plenty of rich Republicans—and even many conservatives—
live in McLean, but so do hundreds of government contrac-
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tors, and double-GS-16 couples living large as public servants 
looking forward to outlandish pensions. Don’t forget the 
dozens of revolving-door lobbyists like former Democratic 
Sen. Byron Dorgan and his lobbyist wife, Kimberly—their 
precinct voted 57 percent Obama.

And the problem isn’t only in the D.C. area. Romney barely 
exceeded McCain’s performance in Ohio’s and Pennsylva-
nia’s upscale suburbs.

Romney probably hit the GOP ceiling in the suburbs. A Re-
publican candidate can’t carry states by winning 40 percent 
of Fairfax, 45 percent of Philadelphia’s collar counties and 
53 percent of Upper Arlington, Ohio. It’s time to give up on 
building majorities on a suburban foundation.

The GOP is out of power, and it needs to play to the disaf-
fected. The disaffected are not the wealthy, an obvious point 
that conservatives can’t seem to understand. The wealthy 
got wealthier under Obama, and corporations earned re-
cord profits while median family earnings fell. Obama uses 
these facts to defuse the charges he’s a socialist. Republicans 
should use them to show that Obama’s big government ex-
pands the privileges of the privileged class.

Instead of trying to convince successful people that Dem-
ocrats will take away their wealth, why not explain to the 
middle class that big government is keeping them down?

Americans look at Washington and know the game is rigged 
against them. Conservatives can promise to level the field by 
getting the bureaucrats and politicians out of it.

Regulations disproportionately harm small businesses and 
thus benefit the big guys who can afford to hire Byron or 
Kimberly Dorgan. Bailouts of existing giants keep entrepre-
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neurs from entering a field.

Every small-business owner, ambitious immigrant and 
would-be entrepreneur should be a Republican. So should 
every working man who sees his tax dollars going to Warren 
Buffett, General Electric and Pfizer.

Democrats run the game these days, and that game is rigged. 
Republicans need to woo those who are losing the game.
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Shuler enriches Duke Energy; 
Duke enriches Shuler
Publication date: November 29, 2012

One knock on Heath Shuler when he played quarterback for 
the Washington Redskins was that he never mastered the 
team’s playbook. But after retiring from football and winning 
election to Congress, Shuler sure ran the game deftly, and 
he’s just pulled off a flawless “revolving-door” play.

The North Carolina Democrat spent three terms in the 
House supporting the sort of green energy subsidies and 
fossil fuel regulations advocated by his state’s power giant, 
Duke Energy. Now Shuler is cashing out and going to work 
for Duke’s lobbying shop.

Shuler’s path confirms what everyone knows about Wash-
ington: Congressmen, particularly sanctimonious centrists, 
are mostly lobbyists in waiting. But the Shuler-Duke affair 
also reflects an underappreciated aspect of Washington 
policy: The way to please giant corporations like Duke is not 
to advocate free-market policies, but rather to find the right 
blend of regulations and subsidies.

Shuler won a conservative North Carolina district in the 
Democratic tidal wave of 2006 and soon moved to the fore-
front in the House Dems’ conservative Blue Dog caucus. 
In the first year of President Obama’s first term, Shuler 
opposed Obama’s stimulus and health care bills but voted 
for the president’s other main policy initiative: the Wax-
man-Markey climate change bill.
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Waxman-Markey would have required companies that emit 
greenhouse gasses to “pay for” those emissions with govern-
ment-issued carbon credits. The credits would be tradable 
under a scheme known as “cap and trade.” One obvious 
effect of this legislation would be higher utility bills resulting 
from the higher cost of burning fossil fuels, especially coal.

Republicans attacked Shuler for supporting cap and trade. 
The National Republican Congressional Committee called 
him a “Cap-and-Traitor.” “After voting in favor of the 
job-killing cap and trade bill,” the NRCC wrote, “incumbent 
Democratic Heath Shuler will have a tough time proving to 
his constituents that he has stuck to his ‘conservative Dem-
ocrat’ title and not conformed to the job-crushing, tax-in-
creasing liberal agenda.” Liberals and Democrats, in turn, 
praised Shuler for sticking his neck out.

Shuler placed an op-ed in the Asheville Citizen-Times pro-
claiming that “if we love our children,” Congress must pass 
Waxman-Markey. Shuler’s article noted that the bill “is the 
result of impressive compromise, and is supported by a wide 
variety of groups, including Duke Energy.”

Duke not only supported Waxman-Markey, the company 
also helped write it. Duke CEO Jim Rogers was a key player 
in the U.S. Climate Action Partnership, the corporate-led 
coalition that built the bill’s framework. As Rogers testified 
before the House Energy and Commerce Committee in April 
2009, “I have been an early advocate, longtime advocate for 
climate change legislation.”

Why did Duke, a leading coal-burner, back the legislation? In 
part, Duke supported the bill because it was generous with 
carbon credits—giving many of these valuable permits away 
for free. But Duke also was retiring its old, small, coal-pow-
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ered plants, and a cap-and-trade scheme could result in the 
government effectively paying Duke (in valuable and trad-
able carbon credits) to do what it already was going to do.

Shuler voted for a bill that his state’s largest utility support-
ed and stood to profit from. And this passes for sticking his 
neck out?

Duke spokesman Tom Williams doesn’t attribute Shul-
er’s vote to Duke’s lobbying, but to his district being “very 
clean-energy-oriented.” Williams told me that Duke specif-
ically targeted Blue Dog votes for Waxman-Markey, but he 
didn’t think Shuler was an individual target.

Environmentalist groups liked Shuler. The Sierra Club’s Kel-
ly Martin, who used to work for Shuler, praised him in Polit-
ico this week: “He voted to curb greenhouse gas emissions 
and repeatedly voted to support clean energy solutions.”

He did: In 2010, Shuler requested a $2 million earmark for a 
solar farm jointly operated by Duke and the city of Asheville.

Shuler’s 2009 cap-and-trade vote didn’t cost him his seat 
in 2010, but it would have hurt had he tried to run in his 
redrawn district in 2012. So Shuler called it quits, and this 
week, Duke announced that he will be the company’s new 
senior vice president of federal affairs. In other words, he 
will run Duke’s lobbying operation.

This was Shuler’s little hook-and-ladder: Support legislation 
that enriches Duke Energy, and then get a million-dollar-
a-year job at Duke Energy. Even if his cap-and-trade vote 
helped cost him a job in Congress, it may have helped him 
gain a better-paying job.

This is a standard entry in the Washington playbook. Dem-
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ocratic Reps. Earl Pomeroy and Bart Stupak, for instance, 
basically ended their careers by backing Obamacare. Both 
men are now lobbyists representing the drug companies and 
hospitals that supported Obamacare.

It’s a pretty simple play, a lot easier than the complicated 
pass routes in the Redskins playbook, and Shuler waltzed 
into the end zone for a big score.
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Boeing and Obama sitting in a 
tree, K-I-S-S-I-N-G
Publication date: December 3, 2012

The Export-Import Bank is a taxpayer-backed agency that 
finances U.S. exports, primarily through loan guarantees.

You’d think the bank would spread the money around to 
nurture up-and-coming businesses. You’d be wrong, very 
wrong.

In fact, President Obama’s export subsidy agency funneled 
82.7 percent of its taxpayer-backed loan guarantees to just 
one exporter: Boeing. Out of $14.7 billion in long-term 
loan guarantees in fiscal year 2012, $12.2 billion subsidized 
Boeing sales, according to Ex-Im’s annual report issued last 
week.

Welcome to the “New Economic Patriotism,” where the big 
get bigger and taxpayers bear the risk.

Ex-Im extended three $1 billion guarantees, and all went 
to Boeing customers: Ethiopian Airlines, LAN Airlines of 
Chile and Hong Kong’s Cathay Pacific Airways. Ex-Im’s 
fourth-largest guarantee (just under a billion dollars) didn’t 
subsidize Boeing jets—it subsidized satellites sold by Boeing 
Space and Intelligence Systems.

Ex-Im is at the heart of Obama’s National Export Initia-
tive and is a pillar of the economic patriotism that Obama 
pledged in a second term.
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The administration celebrated this past fiscal year as “a 
fourth consecutive record-breaking year” in Ex-Im subsidies. 
But non-Boeing Ex-Im loan guarantees were actually low-
er in fiscal 2012 than they were in Bush’s last year—$2.54 
billion last year compared with $2.55 billion in fiscal 2008. 
That means Obama is setting records for export loan guaran-
tees, but literally all of the growth is in Boeing subsidies.

The Obama-Boeing friendship is intimate.

First, Obama’s export czar is Boeing CEO Jim McNerney.

Also, Obama holds the record for the most money ever 
raised from Boeing. In 2008, according to the Center for 
Responsive Politics, Obama raised $200,000 from Boeing 
employees and executives, which was more than double the 
previous record and more than five times John McCain’s 
Boeing haul. In 2012, Obama raised slightly less from Boe-
ing: only $170,000, which was still nearly 50 percent more 
than Mitt Romney raised. Michael Cassel, who runs Boeing’s 
lobbying shop, is an Obama donor.

Boeing’s lobbyists during Obama’s first term have had close 
Obama ties, including Linda Daschle, wife of former Sen. and 
current Obama confidant Tom Daschle. Boeing retains one 
of the most Obama-friendly firms on K Street—the Podes-
ta Group, co-founded by Obama’s transition director, John 
Podesta.

Obama adviser Bill Daley had been sitting on Boeing’s Board 
of Directors for five years when Obama tapped him as White 
House chief of staff in 2011.

Obama’s 2008 campaign manager, David Plouffe, spent 
Obama’s first term making millions as a management consul-
tant for Boeing and other companies.
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Obama’s first secretary of commerce, Gary Locke, was fa-
mously generous to Boeing. As Washington state governor, 
Locke once called a special legislative session known uni-
versally as the “Boeing Session,” which ended with Locke 
signing more than $3 billion in subsidies for the jet-maker. 
When Locke became ambassador to China, Obama replaced 
him at Commerce with Boeing director John Bryson.

Ex-Im recently added two new board members that can be 
seen as Boeing representatives—current Washington state 
Gov. Christine Gregoire and aerospace workers union official 
Owen Herrnstadt.

Boeing had been eating the lion’s share of Ex-Im subsidies 
long before Barack Obama was even in Washington. Under 
Bush, Boeing got about half of Ex-Im’s loan guarantees in 
terms of dollars. Even before Bush, Ex-Im was nicknamed 
“Boeing’s Bank.”

So it’s not Obama’s personal perfidy that funnels so much 
money to Boeing—it’s his insistence on increasing govern-
ment’s role in the economy, particularly in manufacturing 
and exporting.

When government hands out more money, the guys with the 
best lobbyists and the closest ties to power will dispropor-
tionately get their hands on that money.

Obama has spent four years pushing more subsidies, more 
bailouts and more regulations. He has touted themes like 
“Winning the Future” and “New Economic Patriotism” that 
basically amount to a national industrial policy—Washington 
championing certain major domestic companies and indus-
tries, as if the global economy were an Olympic competition.

Obama typically frames his economic nationalism in populist 
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terms, but the reality is corporatism, tilting the playing field 
in favor of the big guys with the best lobbyists.

Corporate profits are at an all-time high under Obama—hit-
ting $1.75 billion in the third quarter of 2012, according to 
Department of Commerce data. And these higher profits are 
in fewer hands as industries consolidate. Meanwhile, median 
individual earnings are well below recent levels and personal 
indebtedness is at record highs again.

Liberals use this data to refute the charge that Obama has 
governed as a socialist. But the macroeconomic data actually 
indict Obama as a big-business corporatist. The Ex-Im annu-
al report corroborates this charge.
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GOP sides with Mickey Mouse 
on copyright reform
Publication date: December 6, 2012

Illegally downloading a couple dozen songs can earn you a 
million-dollar fine. Setting some Robert Frost verses to mu-
sic can make you a criminal. Software or hardware that could 
possibly be used to copy DVDs—illegal. And thanks to con-
gressional action every couple of decades, Disney still holds 
a copyright over Mickey Mouse, whom Walt first created 
more than a century ago.

The law and law enforcement around copyright has moved 
far beyond its purpose of promoting arts and sciences and 
has become a textbook case of collusion between big busi-
ness and big government.

If Republicans took on this issue, they could make a play for 
younger voters while fighting for free enterprise. But that 
would require standing up to big movie studios and record 
labels—and that’s not really how Republicans roll, as a GOP 
memo on copyright reform painfully showed.

On the afternoon of Friday, Nov. 16, the Republican Study 
Committee—the conservative caucus in the House—pub-
lished a paper examining the problems with current copy-
right law. The paper suggested the current copyright regime 
is “corporate welfare that hurts innovation and hurts the 
consumer. It is a system that picks winners and losers, and 
the losers are new industries that could generate new wealth 
and add value.”
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The paper proposed lighter punishments for copyright 
infringements and suggested shorter terms for copyrights. 
(Under current law, written works are under copyright for 
75 years after the author’s death.)

This paper upset some powerful interests. By Saturday af-
ternoon, the RSC had pulled the memo from its website and 
officially retracted it. The reason, according to two Repub-
licans within the RSC: angry objections from Rep. Marsha 
Blackburn, whose district abuts Nashville, Tenn. In winning 
a fifth term earlier in the month, Blackburn received more 
money from the music industry than any other Republican 
congressional candidate, according to the Center for Respon-
sive Politics. Blackburn’s office did not return calls seeking 
comment.

Lobbyists for the music and movie industries also called 
the RSC to express disapproval, according to Republicans 
involved.

The staffer who wrote the memo, an ambitious 24-year-old 
named Derek Khanna, was fired—even before the RSC had 
decided on other staffing changes for the upcoming Con-
gress. The copyright memo was a main reason.

Republicans are surprisingly close to the entertainment 
industry. For instance, Mitch Glazier, as a Republican House 
Judiciary Committee staffer in the late 1990s, played a key 
role in drafting GOP bills expanding copyright before cash-
ing out to the industry. He now runs the Recording Industry 
Association of America, a $4 million-a-year lobby operation 
that fights for more government protection of record labels.

So Republican politicians, with their sensitivities to K Street 
and their general pro-big-business tendencies, are not eager 
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to roll back the extraordinary government protection for 
Hollywood and Nashville. But free-market think tanks and 
writers are banging the drum.

Jerry Brito, a scholar at the Mercatus Center, has just pub-
lished “Copyright Unbalanced: From Incentive to Excess,” an 
entire book of essays critiquing current copyright law from 
a free-market perspective, and the Cato Institute is hosting a 
panel on the book Thursday.

Brito’s incisive book tells tale after tale of government kow-
towing to copyright holders. An egregious example is Mick-
ey Mouse. “Each time the copyright ... was about to expire, 
and the happy rodent was about to become a shared cultural 
icon like Santa Claus, Hamlet, and Uncle Sam, Congress has 
extended the copyright term,” Brito explains.

This is not at all what the founders had in mind when they 
authorized Congress “To promote the Progress of Science 
and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors 
and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writ-
ings and Discoveries.”

Retroactively extending the copyright on a work produced 
long ago cannot promote useful arts and sciences. It just 
enriches the copyright holder and denies access to every-
one else—which is exactly the point, if you’re an industry 
lobbyist.

Once again, big business is aligned with big government and 
against open competition. So far, the party of free markets is 
on the wrong side.
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Obama nominates ex-drug 
lobbyist as top HHS lawyer
Publication date: December 20, 2012

The Obama administration has nominated a former lobbyist 
for drug companies and hospitals to be the top lawyer at the 
Department of Health and Human Services.

William Schultz’s nomination as general counsel of HHS 
once again demonstrates that Obama’s lobbyist restrictions 
were toothless, and that Obamacare made the revolving door 
spin faster. The Senate Finance Committee is scheduled to 
consider Schultz’s nomination Thursday.

Schultz, whose wife is Washington Post investigative re-
porter Sari Horwitz, spent 13 years as an attorney for Ralph 
Nader’s crusading “consumer advocacy” group Public Citi-
zen. In 1989, Schultz went to Capitol Hill as counsel for the 
health and environment subcommittee of the House Energy 
and Commerce Committee. He then spent seven years in the 
Clinton administration, mostly as deputy commissioner of 
the Food and Drug Administration.

At the end of Clinton’s term, Schultz cashed out, becoming 
a lobbyist at the K Street firm Zuckerman Spaeder. National 
Journal reported at the time, “As a partner at the Washing-
ton-based national law firm, Schultz expects to capitalize on 
his work for nonprofits, as well as his experience in food and 
drug law.”

He did. Over eight years, Schultz lobbied on behalf of seven 
different drug companies, plus the American Hospital As-
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sociation, according to lobbying disclosure filings. The firm 
brought in $2.98 million from Schultz’s lobbying, according 
to the filings.

Nearly half of that money—$1.46 million—came from Schul-
tz’s biggest client, Barr Laboratories, maker of the morn-
ing-after contraception pill known as Plan B. HHS Secretary 
Kathleen Sebelius in 2011 issued a rule requiring nearly all 
employer-based health plans to cover 100 percent of the cost 
of Plan B along with other contraceptives.

A handful of lawsuits have challenged this mandate. As gen-
eral counsel for HHS, Schultz would presumably be the point 
man on defending the mandate. Has he been recusing him-
self? Schultz’s office dodged my question on the subject.

Plenty of other litigation facing Schultz directly affects 
his former clients. Oklahoma, for instance, is challenging 
HHS’s authority to subsidize federally established insurance 
exchanges. The drug companies and hospitals Schultz rep-
resented take the administration’s side, lobbying for more 
federal subsidies of health insurance.

Appointing a drug and hospital lobbyist as the top lawyer at 
HHS clashes with Obama’s rhetoric about battling the special 
interests and keeping lobbyists out of the administration. But 
Schultz is apparently not covered by Obama’s anti-lobbyist 
rules.

Obama’s “lobbyist ban” applies only to lobbyists who have 
registered as such within two years of their appointment. 
Zuckerman Spaeder terminated all its lobbying filings on 
Sept. 30, 2008. Schultz’s personal financial disclosures show 
that he kept at least some lobbying clients—including drug 
companies—as legal clients.
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Two weeks after deregistering as a lobbyist in 2008, Schultz 
contributed the maximum $2,300 to Obama’s campaign, thus 
not running afoul of the Obama campaign’s trumpeted rejec-
tion of lobbyist contributions. Obama appointed Schultz as 
HHS deputy general counsel two and a half years later, and 
he now serves as acting general counsel.

Obama on his first day issued an executive order barring 
all appointees—not merely lobbyists—from participating 
in “any particular matter involving specific parties that is 
directly and substantially related to my former employer or 
former clients.” Nearly every disputed aspect of Obamacare 
greatly affects Schultz’s former drug and hospital clients, 
but the legal definition of “substantially related to” is pretty 
narrow.

I called HHS to ask in what specific matters Schultz recused 
himself. HHS spokesman Tait Sye wrote back with this an-
swer: “Bill Schultz assiduously complies with the stringent 
standards set by the President’s Executive Order on Ethics, 
including recusal matters. Bill has not been a registered lob-
byist since the fall of 2008, which is more than 2 years prior 
to his appointment at HHS.”

Schultz is hardly the first revolving-door lobbyist to work 
on Obamacare within the Obama administration. To help 
implement the bill after it passed, HHS hired insurance 
lobbyist-turned-Senate staffer Liz Fowler as policy director. 
After Obama’s re-election, she cashed out again to take over 
the lobbying operation of pharmaceutical giant Johnson & 
Johnson.

Increasing government’s role in the economy fuels the 
revolving door by creating more demand for lobbyists with 
connections to government. Obamacare was extraordinary 
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in this regard. Nominating a drug lobbyist to help implement 
and defend Obamacare is only fitting.
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2013
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Baucus gives tax breaks to 
staffers-turned-lobbyists
Publication date: January 7, 2013

Tax breaks for Hollywood, NASCAR, windmills, algae and 
multinational corporations ended up in the “fiscal cliff” bill 
thanks to President Obama, according to Senate Republican 
sources. But they were spawned by a web of lobbyists, do-
nors and staffers surrounding Democratic Sen. Max Baucus 
of Montana.

Baucus’ Finance Committee passed a bill in August extending 
50 expiring deductions and credits for favored industries. At 
Obama’s insistence, the Baucus bill was cut and pasted word 
for word into the cliff legislation. Set aside for a moment 
how this contradicts Obama’s talk about “fair shares” and the 
need to diminish the influence of lobbyists, and look at what 
this raft of tax favors shows us about the Baucus Machine.

Pick any one of the special-interest tax breaks extended by 
the cliff deal, and you’re likely to find a former Baucus aide 
who lobbied for it on behalf of a large corporation or indus-
try organization.

General Electric may have been the biggest winner from the 
cliff deal. GE makes more wind turbines than any other U.S. 
company, and it lobbied hard for extension of the wind pro-
duction tax credit. But more important for the multinational 
conglomerate was an arcane-sounding provision that became 
Section 222 of Baucus’ bill and then Section 322 of the cliff 
bill: “Extension of subpart F exception for active financing 
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income.”

In short, this provision allows multinationals to move profits 
to offshore financial subsidiaries and thus avoid paying U.S. 
corporate income taxes. This is a windfall for GE: The excep-
tion played a central role in GE paying $0 in U.S. corporate 
income tax in 2011 when it made $5.1 billion in U.S. profits.

Peter Prowitt, formerly Baucus’ chief of staff, is now an in-
house lobbyist and VP at GE. GE filings show Prowitt on the 
lobbying teams that won wind-tax credits, electric-vehicle 
tax credits, and “Extension of Subpart F Deferral for Finan-
cial Services.”

Two weeks before the Finance Committee hearing during 
which the bill was hashed out, GE’s political action commit-
tee topped off its contributions to Baucus’ Glacier PAC with 
a $2,000 check, according to the PAC’s federal filings. This 
brought GE’s contributions to Baucus’ PAC to the legal maxi-
mum of $10,000 for the election cycle.

Baucus alumna Shannon Finley also won goodies for her 
clients, lobbying filings indicate. Finley was a longtime Bau-
cus adviser, and now she’s a lobbyist at Capitol Counsel, a 
tax-heavy K Street firm that played a major role in crafting 
Baucus’ extenders bill. Finley’s clients included the Ameri-
can Wind Energy Association, which led the fierce yearlong 
push to save its tax credit.

Liquor giant Beam Inc. also hired Finley and her colleagues 
to protect its special tax carveouts for distilling Cruzan rum 
in the Virgin Islands. Other Finley clients who won with 
Baucus’ extenders bill include the Edison Electric Institute 
(various credits for plug-in electric vehicles) and Fortune 
Brands Home & Security (tax credit expansions for “residen-
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tial energy efficient property”).

Another hub of the Baucus-K Street combine is the lobbying 
firm K&L Gates. Two Baucus alumni there lobbied Baucus 
on the tax package: former Finance Committee chief counsel 
and Baucus legislative director Michael Evans and Patrick 
Heck, who served as Baucus’ senior tax policy adviser.

Heck, according to lobbying filings, lobbied on Baucus’ bill 
on behalf of Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, owned 
by billionaire Obama fundraiser Warren Buffett. Baucus’ bill 
extended the tax credits for railroad track maintenance, as 
well as for “bonus depreciation,” another lobbying priority 
for Heck’s team.

The algae industry (yes, there is such a thing) hired Evans, 
who helped extend the biofuels tax credit and expand the 
subsidy to include ethanol made from algae. Sapphire Energy 
and the Algal Biomass Organization were Evans’ clients.

Prowitt, Finley, Heck and Evans are only a few examples. 
Baucus’ chief counsels, legislative directors and chiefs of 
staff litter K Street. They make sure their clients get their 
tax carveouts, and they make sure their former boss gets his 
campaign contributions.

“He runs an old-school machine,” one K Street lobbyist told 
me. “They all work him for five or 10 years, and then they 
go downtown. They all help him get re-elected. They’re all 
incredibly loyal.”

Former Baucus tax counsel Roger Blauwet gave to Baucus’ 
Glacier PAC while lobbying to extend the research and devel-
opment tax credit for drugmaker Sanofi-Aventis—including 
a $2,500 gift two days before Baucus’ markup. Finley gave to 
Glacier PAC, as did Buffett’s BNSF.
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As Obama says, everyone has to pay their fair share—even if 
that’s a lobbying fee to someone in Max Baucus’ inner circle.
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Ex-Sen. Ben Nelson cashes in 
on his Obamacare vote
Publication date: January 31, 2013

Sen. Ben Nelson delivered a crucial vote to pass Obamacare 
into law in 2009, and now he is cashing out of the Senate to 
make money off the organizations that benefitted from the 
legislation.

Nelson’s trip through the revolving door demonstrates an 
important truth about Washington’s influence industry: The 
revolving door rewards lawmakers for further entangling 
business and government, whether through regulations, sub-
sidies or mandates.

Nelson represented the conservative state of Nebraska for 
two terms in the U.S. Senate. Voting for Obamacare in 2009 
and 2010 sealed Nelson’s fate in the 2012 elections, and so 
he decided not to run again. Nelson’s last day as a senator 
was Jan. 3, and on Jan. 22 he announced he had taken two 
jobs on K Street.

Agenda Global is a new, self-described public affairs and 
advocacy firm headquartered on Capitol Hill. Former lobby-
ist Craig Pattee, who had founded a firm with Nelson back 
in 1994, launched Agenda this past summer. Pattee says 
Agenda doesn’t lobby per se but concentrates on “building 
grassroots coalitions” to pressure lawmakers to support the 
policies that help Agenda’s clients. “The backroom deal is 
dead,” he tells me.

Last week, Agenda announced it was hiring Nelson and 
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former North Dakota Gov. Ed Schafer (Pattee’s old boss) as 
“senior advisers.”

“Both are recognized for leadership on agriculture and bio-
tech matters,” the firm boasted on its announcement. How 
did Nelson “lead” on ag and biotech? Mostly by pushing 
federal subsidies.

Nelson firmly backed the federal ethanol mandate, which ef-
fectively forces drivers to buy ethanol. Last year the Ameri-
can Coalition for Ethanol gave the retiring senator its highest 
honor, the Merle Anderson Award.

In Obamacare, Nelson also showed “leadership” on biotech. 
For one thing, when the biotech lobby supported the bill 
(with all its profitable subsidies and mandates) and the peo-
ple of Nebraska opposed it, Nelson sided with the biotech 
lobby.

More specifically, Nelson helped stick a special favor for bio-
tech into the legislation: He was among a dozen lawmakers 
who specifically pushed for 12 years of exclusivity (that is, 
generics are banned) for name-brand biotech drugs. Regular 
name-brand drugs get five years before generics are allowed.

Today, Agenda wants as clients the biotech and ag compa-
nies that benefitted from Nelson’s policies. And now, thanks 
in part to Nelson, biotech and agribusiness firms are more 
dependent on government’s good favor than before.

Pattee says he hopes Nelson will bring in biotech clients but 
adds that Nelson “doesn’t have any interest in lobbying his 
former colleagues on issues like biotech.” And Pattee paints 
his own aspirations in the ag sector not as corporate lobby-
ing but as grassroots mobilization, or “getting farmers off the 
couch.”



157

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2013

Nelson’s second K Street job, CEO of the National Associ-
ation of Insurance Commissioners, might not even exist 
without Obamacare.

The NAIC is not an industry lobby. It is the trade group and 
lobbying association for state insurance regulators.

Obamacare mentions the NAIC 18 times. Again and again, 
the law requires the secretary of health and human services 
to consult the NAIC in developing federal health insurance 
standards. Some provisions of the law basically delegate reg-
ulatory power to the NAIC.

Now, with Ben Nelson on the payroll, the NAIC can be even 
more confident it will get its wishes. After all, Nelson put his 
neck on the line and cast decisive votes to pass the bill. It’s 
not as if the Obama administration is going to blow off Nel-
son when he calls.

So you see how the NAIC benefits from having Ben Nelson, 
and you can also see how Ben Nelson benefits from hav-
ing Obamacare. The NAIC wouldn’t need or want Nelson’s 
services as much had Congress killed the bill—which is what 
Nelson’s constituents mostly wanted. Alternatively, if the bill 
weren’t loaded up with so many new rules for regulators—
for instance, rules on how much an insurer can base its pre-
miums on age—the NAIC wouldn’t have so much influence 
or need a Washington liaison.

There’s nothing extraordinary about Ben Nelson’s career 
moves. In fact, he’s downright modest compared with other 
participants in the Great Health Care Cashout. Democratic 
Reps. Bart Stupak and Earl Pomeroy, for instance, went to 
work as lobbyists for health care companies after Obamacare 
cost them their jobs. Many congressional aides who crafted 
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the bill followed the same path.

Nelson’s industry work at Agenda is not lobbying, by its 
precise definition. His work at a lobby group (the NAIC) is 
not for an industry. But Nelson is still profiting from gov-
ernment’s increased role in the economy—which is what he 
voted for.
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Heinz and Buffett: Big 
government for thick ketchup
Publication date: February 21, 2013

Billionaire Obama fundraiser Warren Buffett teamed with 
a Brazilian firm last week and paid $23 billion for ketchup 
titan Heinz. Given their similar views, it’s only fitting that 
Buffett should acquire the company founded by the late H.J. 
Heinz.

Like Buffett, H.J. Heinz was a brilliant businessmen and a 
true American success story. Like Buffett, Heinz was also a 
generous philanthropist.

And like Buffett, H.J. Heinz lobbied for “progressive” 
big-government policies that profited his company.

Buffett champions the inheritance tax, which drives fami-
ly businesses to sell out to his holding company, Berkshire 
Hathaway. Buffett also backs President Obama, whose green 
energy agenda subsidizes Buffett’s expanding wind and solar 
portfolio.

How did H.J. Heinz try to profit from big government? Once 
his company developed a more expensive, preservative-free 
ketchup about 1905, Heinz joined forces with the Roosevelt 
administration and tried to restrict artificial preservatives 
and even ban them. In other words, Heinz tried to outlaw his 
lower-price competitors.

It was a classic instance of Progressive Era collusion of big 
business and big government.
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The industrial revolution spawned a processed-food indus-
try. Advances in chemistry brought along artificial preserva-
tives—ketchup-makers mostly used sodium benzoate (then 
called “benzoate of soda”). Heinz ketchup had artificial 
preservatives as late as 1904.

Heinz, according to historians, was personally uneasy with 
artificial preservatives. He may have been influenced by 
the crusading efforts of Harvey Wiley, the chief chemist in 
Teddy Roosevelt’s Agriculture Department. Wiley embodied 
the progressive fantasy: a man of science willing to wield the 
might of the state to improve the lives of the American peo-
ple, whether the people liked it or not.

Wiley was convinced sodium benzoate was harmful. His evi-
dence was thin, but Wiley proceeded almost on faith. Today, 
scientists find that sodium benzoate, when combined with 
vitamin C, is a mild carcinogen. It is still allowed as a food 
preservative, because in small quantities it is not considered 
harmful.

As Wiley pushed Roosevelt and Congress to restrict sodi-
um benzoate and other artificial preservatives, Heinz began 
experimenting with new recipes that used natural preser-
vatives. He added vinegar and the right mixture of pectin 
and pectic acid. The result was the thicker ketchup we now 
know.

To make the recipe work, Heinz had to better control tomato 
quality: hand inspections, refrigerated rail cars, better stor-
age. This made his preservative-free ketchup both better and 
more expensive.

To convince consumers it was worth the additional cost, 
Heinz launched a massive public relations blitz. He slapped a 
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second label on the bottle neck, blaring “Benzoate-free.” He 
bought ads warning that other ketchups included “benzoate 
of soda,” which might be unhealthy, and which certainly was 
used to accommodate subpar ingredients.

All of this was good old market competition. Heinz want-
ed to convince housewives that his ketchup was worth the 
premium price. And so consumers had a choice: spend more 
on thicker, preservative-free ketchup, with better tomatoes; 
or save money and buy cheaper stuff, which some people 
thought might be unhealthy.

But Heinz didn’t stop at using market tools to gain advan-
tage. He reached for political tools, too.

“H.J. Heinz was obsessed with banning benzoate of soda,” 
according to his biographer, Quentin Skrabec. The first step 
was passing a federal law. “He was the main force behind the 
passage of the Pure Food Law of 1906,” Skrabec writes.

This supposed triumph of progressive reformers over the 
special interests was nothing of the sort. Heinz—who dom-
inated his industry—and the large meat packers supported 
the law and benefitted from it.

Food historian Ann Vileisis writes, “The law effectively 
eliminated countless small and regional food producers that 
could not meet its sanitary production standards, which 
were based on large-scale specifications.”

Roosevelt’s law required labeling of artificial preservatives 
but didn’t ban them. So Heinz pushed on. He formed “the 
Association for the Promotion of Purity in Food Products,” 
headed by the company’s lobbyist, Loren Dow.

The association worked closely with Wiley and called for 
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“the specific prohibition by name of the use of artificial pre-
servatives in food,” as Dow put it in a 1911 press conference.

Heinz never got his preservative ban, but the 1906 law did 
help him squeeze out smaller competitors. Stricter standards 
have health benefits, but industry consolidation carries 
costs: The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention says 
that “an increasingly centralized food supply means that a 
food contaminated in production can be rapidly shipped to 
many states causing a widespread outbreak.”

One undisputed winner of progressive food-regulation ef-
forts was H.J. Heinz. Warren Buffett must be proud to be the 
guardian of Heinz’s legacy.
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Health industry pushes GOP 
states toward Obamacare
Publication date: March 4, 2013

Republicans around the country railed against President 
Obama’s health-care law for four years, but in recent weeks, 
GOP governors and state legislators have embraced some of 
the bill’s provisions.

How did Republicans learn to stop worrying and love 
Obamacare?

In a word: industry.

Hospitals, insurers and drug companies have lobbied in state 
capital after state capital, leaning on Republicans until they 
agreed to create insurance exchanges or expand Medicaid as 
Obamacare prescribed.

Idaho has a Republican governor and a Legislature dominat-
ed by Republicans, which makes it noteworthy that the state 
is on the verge of creating an Obamacare exchange.

An exchange is a federally regulated and subsidized virtual 
marketplace for individuals to buy health insurance. Under 
Obamacare, states must create these exchanges, or the feder-
al government will.

Oklahoma is forging a third path: Gov. Mary Fallin has re-
fused to set up an exchange, and Attorney General Scott 
Pruitt is suing to block the federal government from estab-
lishing one.
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But Idaho Gov. Butch Otter supports a state exchange, ar-
guing that otherwise Idaho would “be at the federal govern-
ment’s mercy in how that exchange is designed and run.” But 
setting up a state exchange doesn’t change that.

Obamacare gives the U.S. secretary of health and human ser-
vices power to impose on exchanges “such ... requirements 
as the Secretary determines appropriate.” A forthcoming 
Cato Institute report on the exchanges says Obamacare “em-
powers the secretary to require state-funded exchanges to 
operate exactly as she would operate a federal exchange.”

So why would Idaho Republicans create this exchange in-
stead of following Oklahoma’s lead? One driving cause has 
been the business lobby—specifically the health-care lobby.

“They lobbied greatly,” Idaho state Sen. Monty Pearce, a 
Republican exchange opponent, told me about the health 
care sector and the legislation to create the insurance ex-
change. “They’ve been lobbying on it for a couple of years. ... 
They’ve hired every lobbyist they can get.”

The Idaho Hospital Association has made a state exchange 
a priority while also lobbying to expand Medicaid. Another 
leading exchange backer is the Idaho Association of Com-
merce & Industry—one of the biggest-spending lobbying 
organizations in Boise. Dozens of Idaho businesses, led by 
insurers and health-care providers, formed the Idaho Health 
Exchange Alliance to back Otter’s push for an exchange.

These pro-exchange health-industry companies also poured 
money into legislative campaigns. Comb through the cam-
paign finance disclosures of most Idaho state senators and 
you’ll see gifts from drugmakers (GlaxoSmithKline and Pfiz-
er), insurers (Blue Cross of Idaho and PacificSource Health 
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Plans) and industry groups (Idaho Hospital Association, the 
Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America, 
and the Idaho Health Care Association). All these companies 
benefit from a state-run exchange.

Pearce thinks this industry push helped persuade Republi-
cans to overcome their general opposition to Obamacare and 
big government.

What do the companies stand to gain? Insurers and provid-
ers both benefit from the federal subsidies that come with a 
state exchange. Insurers also get protection from competi-
tion: Stricter rules keep out new entrants, and some support-
ers made explicitly protectionist arguments. For example, 
Sen. John Goedde, an insurance agent, argued that “Idaho’s 
insurance industry would lose out under a federal exchange, 
which likely would focus on national companies rather 
than Idaho insurers,” as the Idaho Spokesman-Review para-
phrased it.

In other states, the Obamacare drama plays out the same 
way.

In Ohio, Republican Gov. John Kasich recently announced he 
would expand Medicaid as prescribed—but not required—by 
Obamacare. “We have been actively involved” in pushing this 
expansion, Cleveland Clinic top lobbyist Oliver Henkel told 
my Washington Examiner colleague Philip Klein. The clinic 
reached out early on to Kasich’s administration and helped 
win them over.

One Columbus lobbyist told me that the hospitals were the 
driving force behind convincing Republicans.

In Missouri, the Medicaid Expansion Coalition includes 
the Missouri Hospital Association, Missouri Association of 
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Health Plans, the Missouri Chamber of Commerce and many 
local chambers. Patrick Ishmael of the conservative Show-
Me Institute told me in an email, “[I]t’s pretty clear in my 
conversations that Chamber support for the expansion is 
weighing on conservative legislators.”

This is a familiar story. Republicans tend to drop their op-
position to big government when big business pushes them 
hard enough. We’ve seen it in Washington: The two biggest 
expansions of government under President George W. Bush 
were the 2008 Wall Street bailout and the 2004 expansion 
of Medicare to cover prescription drugs—both of which had 
firm business support.

Obama always had the hospitals and drugmakers on his side 
in passing Obamacare through Congress. Now these indus-
tries are pushing the law through state capitals, too.
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Trickle-down Dems would line 
pockets of big business
Publication date: March 18, 2013

Democrats love attacking the GOP for practicing “trick-
le-down economics,” but their latest congressional budget 
makes Republicans look like pikers. The spending priori-
ties and “investments” Senate Democrats propose to help 
the middle class mostly involve handing money to big 
corporations.

“The Senate Budget takes the position that trickle-down 
economics has failed as an economic policy,” the document’s 
introduction reads, “and that true national prosperity comes 
from the middle out, not the top down.” By “trickle-down 
economics,” the Democrats are referring to tax cuts and 
deregulation—what a conservative might call “leaving people 
and businesses alone.”

But in the next paragraph, the Democratic budget celebrates 
“the policies President Barack Obama and Congress put in 
place in response to the Great Recession.” Those policies 
are Obama’s implementation of the Wall Street bailout, the 
government-funded rescue of Chrysler and General Motors, 
and a stimulus bill that threw money at the likes of General 
Electric and Bechtel, on the theory that the money would 
trickle down to American workers.

In their new budget, Senate Democrats don’t merely applaud 
this sort of trickle-down Obamanomics—they propose more 
of it.
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One swath of the budget document calls for “investing in 
jobs.” This is another way of saying federal subsidies for 
business. In the name of “investing in middle class families 
trying to buy a home,” the budget proposes throwing more 
money at the Federal Housing Authority, Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac.

Fannie and Freddie operated for decades as slush funds for 
politically connected operatives to get rich by inflating the 
housing bubble, all the while sticking taxpayers with the risk 
from mortgage lenders such as Bank of America and Wells 
Fargo. In 2008, the federal government bailed out these gov-
ernment-sponsored enterprises, meaning taxpayers even-
tually ate the bankers’ losses. The FHA, similarly, is about 
socializing the risk of bankers, while subsidizing homebuild-
ers and Realtors.

The Democratic budget also promises to “continue ... the 
progress already made to expand U.S. exports” and keep 
funding for “the government agencies that open new mar-
kets for U.S. Exports.”

The chief tool in President Obama’s “export initiative” had 
been a government agency called the Export-Import Bank. 
Ex-Im supports exports by lending taxpayer money or guar-
anteeing private loans to foreign buyers of U.S. goods. Last 
year, Ex-Im dedicated more than 80 percent of its loan-guar-
antee dollars to subsidizing Boeing sales.

Democrats may argue that these Boeing subsidies—and 
Boeing just got a $1.2 billion guarantee last week—create 
jobs. But a party that “creates jobs” by giving taxpayer sub-
sidies to Boeing should not complain about “trickle-down 
economics.”
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The rest of the budget is more of the same. Senate Demo-
crats want a $20 billion “investment” in broadband—laying 
fiber optics, especially in rural areas. Rural broadband is 
well-known as corporate welfare to the companies that get 
to lay the wire. The New York Times last month published 
a story about an 11-student schoolhouse in rural Colorado 
with three fiber-optic Internet lines, funded by a $100 mil-
lion taxpayer grant to a consortium featuring IBM. Who’s 
really benefitting here, the students or the companies?

Democrats are also dredging back up the idea of an “infra-
structure bank,” which is a road-paving and rail-laying ver-
sion of Ex-Im. It would be an agency for subsidizing infra-
structure projects through taxpayer-backed financing.

“Investing in life science research” is another Democratic 
budget priority. To show the need for more biotech funding, 
the budget cites a group called United for Medical Research. 
UMR represents two of the biggest lobbying organizations in 
Washington: the Biotechnology Industry Organization and 
the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America.

Also making an appearance in the Democratic biotech bud-
get is the Alliance for a Stronger FDA, which is another 
group funded by BIO, PhRMA, Pfizer, Merck, Eli Lilly and 
Johnson & Johnson.

So the Democratic budget repeatedly calls for subsidizing the 
likes of Boeing, General Electric, Pfizer and IBM—because 
those companies will in turn hire or provide services for the 
middle class or the poor.

There’s a colorful description for this sort of policy: feeding 
the horse to feed the birds. If you want to feed birds, you 
could set out birdseed in a bird feeder. Or you could throw 
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some hay to the horses, and let the birds feast on what comes 
out the other end.

Here’s a more polite term for the Democrats’ economic ap-
proach: “trickle down.”
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To protect restaurants, D.C. 
may curb food trucks
Publication date: April 1, 2013

Should D.C.’s food laws try to protect consumers and pub-
lic safety? Or should they try to protect brick-and-mortar 
restaurants from competition?

D.C.’s restaurant lobbyists, along with many local politicians 
and bureaucrats, seem to think the government’s job is to 
save the delis and diners, bistros and brasseries from the 
scourge of falafel trucks, barbecue buses and weenie wagons.

Most of downtown D.C., according to the Food Truck As-
sociation of Metropolitan Washington, would be off-limits 
to food trucks under new regulations proposed by the De-
partment of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs. The Golden 
Triangle would be sacred ground, not to be soiled by the 
unclean tires of mobile vendors, except for those fortunate 
few smiled upon by the whimsical gods of the DCRA.

The rules would designate a few food truck parking spots 
around prime locations such as George Washington Univer-
sity, Farragut Square and the Verizon Center. These spots 
would be awarded by lottery once a month to a handful of 
trucks, and all other trucks would be prohibited from coming 
within 500 feet of these zones. The proposed regs would also 
prohibit trucks from parking anywhere that lacks 10 feet of 
“unobstructed sidewalk.”

When I called Food Truck Association President Doug Po-
vich for this column, he said, “I wish the story wasn’t ‘restau-
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rants vs. food trucks.’” But it is.

The restaurant lobby hasn’t fully embraced DCRA’s pro-
posed rules yet—the eateries want to ensure the rules are 
strict enough. Kathy Hollinger, president of the Restaurant 
Association Metropolitan Washington, wants a limit of two 
or three trucks on either side of a park, reports my Washing-
ton Examiner colleague Eric P. Newcomer.

Why should there be any limit—besides the number of legal 
parking spots—on how many trucks can line up on either 
side of Farragut Square? The clear reason is restraining com-
petition. Jim Doherty, owner of the Washington Deli, said of 
food truck proliferation, “If they don’t stop it, they’re going 
to be everywhere. ... There’s so little barrier to entry.”

Barriers to entry are a great way to protect incumbent busi-
nesses and thus allow for higher profit margins, but you 
wouldn’t think politicians would actually put value on pro-
tecting the restaurants from competition. In D.C., though, 
the politicians do.

D.C. Councilman Vincent Orange, chairman of the council’s 
Committee on Business, Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, 
says he is seeking middle ground between allowing entre-
preneurship and protecting the existing guys: “Obviously, 
the restaurants have been here for a very long time. They’ve 
made a major investment in the city,” Orange told the Wash-
ington Examiner earlier this month. “At the same time, you 
don’t want to stand in the way of emerging businesses.”

Other cities are even more brazen in their restaurant protec-
tionism. Chicago Alderman Tom Tunney—who owns a chain 
of restaurants—demanded a food truck law that “protects 
brick-and-mortar restaurants,” the Chicago Sun-Times re-
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ported. Tunney is the former chairman of the Illinois Restau-
rant Association, which has led the fight to restrict food 
trucks.

And Chicago’s restaurants, to date, have won. The city pro-
hibits food trucks from selling within 200 feet of brick-and-
mortar restaurants, coffee shops or bodegas that sell food, 
effectively turning the downtown “Loop” into a no-food-
truck zone.

El Paso’s 2009 anti-truck rule had an even bigger radi-
us—1,000 feet around any brick-and-mortar establishment 
that sells food. Michael Hill, director of El Paso’s Depart-
ment of Public Health, testified before the city council what 
this ordinance was about: “There was no health reason” for 
the 1,000-foot rule, he said, and it existed only to “address 
concerns of the fixed food establishment vendors who didn’t 
think it would be good for a mobile to park right outside of 
their business.”

Is this a legitimate role for government to play? Should D.C. 
councilmen and Chicago aldermen be protecting restaurants 
from food trucks? Should Vincent Orange protect bookstores 
from Amazon? Maybe Mayor Vincent Gray should protect 
bike messengers from email.

The restaurateurs’ strongest argument is fairness: Restau-
rants pay property taxes, food trucks only have to pay park-
ing meters.

To even things out, some California towns sensibly award 
food truck parking spots by auction. This way, cities get 
revenue, and vendors pay for the value of the real estate. But 
DCRA’s proposed rule uses an arbitrary lottery system that 
doesn’t even pretend to address the fairness issue—it simply 
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limits competition.

The D.C. Council might approve these food truck rules in 
late April. Get your kabobs and burritos while you can.
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Tea Party fights Obama, K 
Street on corporate welfare
Publication date: April 8, 2013

Congressional Republicans and the Obama White House are 
headed for another clash over corporate welfare, and once 
again President Obama is on the side of big business while 
Senate conservatives are on the side of free markets.

The battleground is the Export-Import Bank, a federal agen-
cy that subsidizes U.S. exports—mostly Boeing jets—by 
issuing taxpayer-backed financing to foreign buyers. In 2008, 
candidate Obama aptly described Ex-Im as “little more than 
a fund for corporate welfare.”

Obama has spent four years pumping steroids into Ex-Im, 
setting a record $35.7 billion in taxpayer-backed financing 
last year. Ex-Im’s biggest subsidy program is its loan guar-
antees, and the agency doled out $14.5 billion of those last 
year, with $12.2 billion going to subsidize Boeing jets. Pilot-
ing Ex-Im as chairman for those four years has been Fred 
Hochberg. Late last month, Obama announced he is nomi-
nating Hochberg for a second term.

As Hochberg used the agency’s annual conference on Thurs-
day to defend and extol his tenure, the conservative Club for 
Growth—a significant money source for the Tea Party insur-
gency in the GOP—came out against his appointment. The 
club announced that it would include Hochberg’s confirma-
tion vote in its annual scorecard. In other words, if a Repub-
lican senator wants to avoid a Tea Party primary challenge, 



176

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2013

he or she would do well to oppose Hochberg.

Hochberg’s nomination would be yet another Tea Par-
ty-vs.-K Street battle within the GOP. The U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce is firmly in Hochberg’s camp. At Ex-Im’s con-
ference (where JPMorgan Chase was named Lender of the 
Year), Hochberg gave the Chairman’s Award to chamber 
President Tom Donohue to thank him for his group’s suc-
cessful effort fighting off a Tea Party-led effort to kill Ex-Im, 
whose charter was up for renewal last year.

“Tom and his team was one of the key voices in our reautho-
rization last year,” Hochberg said. He applauded the chamber 
as the “rational” force on Capitol Hill that helped persuade a 
majority of Republicans to vote for reauthorization. (Demo-
crats almost unanimously supported Ex-Im.)

The award confirmed that Obama is just blowing smoke 
when he decries special interests, corporate welfare and 
big-business lobbyists. Here was his appointee (whose re-
nomination he is now championing) publicly rewarding the 
largest business lobby in the world for its lobbying efforts in 
pursuit of corporate welfare.

To persuade Republicans to abandon their belief in free mar-
kets, the chamber’s lobbyists argued that Boeing and other 
U.S. manufacturers need Ex-Im only because other coun-
tries—mainly China, Brazil and some European nations—
subsidize their exports. Many Republicans agreed to reau-
thorization this year with the understanding that the Obama 
administration would work toward multilateral disarmament 
in export subsidies.

The Club for Growth wants the GOP to hold up Hochberg’s 
nomination until some actual curbs are placed on Ex-Im. 
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“Conservatives should oppose Hochberg’s nomination until 
a real plan is implemented for reducing the bank’s authority 
with the ultimate goal of ending its charter completely,” said 
the club’s vice president for government affairs, Andy Roth.

But Hochberg is taking Ex-Im in the opposite direction. He 
bragged Thursday that Ex-Im, in the first six months of this 
year, approved $14.8 billion in authorizations, a 40 percent 
increase from the same period last year.

Hochberg, along with Vice President Biden, who addressed 
the conference on Friday, touted Ex-Im’s largest deal ever: 
a $5 billion direct loan to subsidize Saudi Arabia’s state-
owned oil company in building a giant petrochemical plant 
there. U.S. companies Dow Chemical will own 50 percent 
of the venture and ABB Inc. will provide some of the plant’s 
equipment.

In years past, Hochberg would have sailed to nomination. 
But the Tea Party has forced the GOP, including the Senate 
Republican caucus, to take a harder line on corporate wel-
fare. Last year, for instance, 20 Senate Republicans voted 
against Ex-Im reauthorization, compared to single-digit op-
position in years past.

Some first-term senators—including Mike Lee, Rand Paul, 
Ted Cruz, Pat Toomey and Marco Rubio—won their GOP 
primaries against a flood of money from corporate politi-
cal action committees and K Street lobbyists. Lee filed an 
amendment to wind down Ex-Im.

A tinge of populism has spread from these Tea Party upstarts 
to the party leadership. No less than Senate Minority Leader 
Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., voted against Ex-Im last year.

In coming weeks, Senate Republicans might pick another 
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fight with Obama over corporate welfare. It’s a fight worth 
having.
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Apple becomes latest target 
of the Beltway Shakedown
Publication date: May 23, 2013

Senators are angry that tech giant Apple isn’t paying its fair 
share.

I’m not talking about taxes. This is about campaign contribu-
tions and lobbying fees.

An investigation by Sen. Carl Levin and a grilling of Apple 
CEO Tim Cook on Tuesday by the Senate’s Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations were ostensibly about Apple’s 
low tax bill. But nobody accused Apple of breaking the law. 
The company moved money around to minimize the tax 
it owed and then paid the amount the law required. Apple 
didn’t write the tax law or even lobby very hard to shape it.

And that’s just the problem. The grilling of Apple is best un-
derstood as a shakedown by politicians upset with Apple for 
not playing the Washington game that yields contributions, 
power, and personal wealth for congressmen and their aides.

Apple doesn’t have a political action committee to fund 
incumbents’ re-elections. Apple doesn’t hire many congres-
sional staff or any former congressmen as lobbyists. Apple 
mostly minds its own business—and how does that help the 
political class?

The Beltway Shakedown is an old game. Microsoft may be its 
most famous victim. In the 1990s, while the Federal Trade 
Commission investigated the software giant for supposed 
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antitrust violations, the Senate Judiciary Committee, run by 
Republican Orrin Hatch of Utah, held hearings to beat up 
CEO Bill Gates.

Microsoft’s crime? “I have given [Microsoft] advice, and they 
don’t pay any attention to it,” fumed Hatch, who described 
this as “knuckle-headed and hard-nosed.”

“The industry had an attitude that government should do 
what it needs to do but ‘leave us alone,’” a congressional aide 
complained to Businessweek at the time. “Their hands-off 
approach to Washington will come back to haunt them.”

Microsoft got the message and ramped up its lobbying and 
campaign spending. From $2 million on lobbying in 1997, 
the company’s lobby shop grew to nearly $10 million by 
2004. From less than $50,000 in contributions in the 1996 
cycle, Microsoft’s PAC grew twentyfold in two cycles, to $1.2 
million 2000 and $2.3 million in 2012.

Hatch, in 2000, made sure others learned from Microsoft’s 
experience, telling a tech conference, “If you want to get 
involved in business, you should get involved in politics.”

In the 2012 election, where Hatch faced a tough primary, he 
pocketed $10,000 of Microsoft PAC money.

Lawmakers have sent that message to many industries, 
sometimes more subtly.

When Democrats took control of the Senate in 2007, Dem-
ocratic Sen. Chuck Schumer of New York invited top hedge 
fund moguls to dinner in January, where, as the New York 
Times put it, he “had some simple advice for the billionaires 
in his midst: If you want Washington to work with you, you 
had better work better with one another.”
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In the following election, hedge funds tripled their campaign 
contributions over the previous cycle. The industry’s lob-
bying spending increased twelvefold that year. One way in 
which the industry ramped up its lobbying: hiring Schum-
er’s banking staffer, Carmencita Whonder, as a lobbyist. 
Whonder then became a Schumer bundler, raising money 
for him.

Politicians beat up Wal-Mart until Wal-Mart hired Democrat 
Leslie Dach in 2006 as its top political aide. The retailer start-
ed heavily funding the liberal Center for American Progress, 
run by Obama transition director John Podesta—and hiring 
the lobbying firm Podesta co-founded.

Apple has held out, though. Every couple of years, Politico, 
the trade publication of the Beltway, has run a piece warning 
Apple of the dangers of ignoring Washington. “Its low-watt-
age approach in Washington is becoming more glaring to 
policymakers,” a 2010 article said, pointing out that the 
company doesn’t have a PAC and its lobbying spending was a 
paltry $1 million.

The 2012 Politico warning to Apple included an explicit 
threat from a Judiciary staffer-turned-lobbyist, Jeff Miller: 
“There have been other tech companies who chose not to 
engage in Washington, and for the most part that strategy 
did not benefit them.”

“Not engag[ing] Washington” includes spending only $1.97 
million on lobbying in 2012—Google spent more than twice 
that much in last year’s first quarter alone. Just as offensive, 
Apple still doesn’t have a PAC.

A year ago, recounting the Microsoft saga, I wrote, “Wal-
Mart underwent this same shakedown last decade. ... Next on 
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the menu is Apple.”

That’s the best way to understand Levin’s investigation and 
the hearing. The thing to watch now: Does Apple make 
peace with Washington? Does it start a PAC? Does it hire the 
Podesta Group and employ Levin’s aides?

Or will Apple try to stand up to the Beltway Shakedown?
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Conservative reformers 
should fix the rigged game
Publication date: June 5, 2013

The game is rigged against the regular guy in America today. 
And it’s rigged in favor of big business, the politically con-
nected and the wealthy.

If Republicans and conservatives want to reform themselves, 
they need to begin with this fact. Admit it. Understand it. 
Declare it. Decry it. And start fixing it.

Here’s the evidence the game is rigged:

Corporate profits soared to a record $1.73 trillion annualized 
rate in the first quarter of 2013, more than triple what they 
were in 2001, according to data from the Bureau of Econom-
ic Analysis.

Banks made a record $40.1 billion in profits in the first quar-
ter, 16 percent higher than a year before, according to FDIC 
data. The big banks have grown much faster than the econ-
omy. Last year, Bloomberg News found that the five largest 
banks held assets equal to 56 percent of the economy, up 
from 43 percent in 2006, before the fiscal crisis the big banks 
caused—and before the taxpayers bailed them out.

And how’s the regular guy doing?

New business formation continues to fall to record lows. In 
1980, nearly half of all firms were less than five years old. 
The latest data from the Kaufmann Foundation puts that 
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number at about one-third.

And the working man isn’t faring better. Unemployment, 
while improving, is still high. Maybe worse is the collapse of 
median household income—down more than 7 percent since 
2008, and it is not noticeably climbing.

Meanwhile, federal spending hit a record 26.9 percent of 
GDP in 2010. While it dropped a bit to 24.8 percent in 2012, 
that is still higher than any year between World War II and 
2009 and 18 percent higher than the average year from the 
previous five decades.

So it’s no surprise that seven of the 10 richest counties in 
the United States are in the Washington, D.C., area. Revolv-
ing-door lobbyists and government contractors are living the 
high life in McLean, Georgetown and Great Falls.

The game is rigged, and conservatives can point out that the 
chief game rigger is government. The tax code is convoluted, 
regulations are terrifying, big businesses that fail get bailed 
out while small entrepreneurs get crushed by bureaucracy.

If you’re already doing well, or if you’re well-connected and 
can hire a former congressman, senator, or Cabinet secre-
tary—you’re OK. Otherwise, you’re not.

Conservatives and Republicans would do well to admit this, 
and declare it a serious problem. Attacking Obama for “hat-
ing success” or being “anti-business” is not only factually 
flimsy, it is a political loser. Such attacks don’t appeal to the 
folks who have been suffering in our current economy.

Driven by the insight that the game is rigged in favor of 
the wealthy and well-connected, Republicans can push a 
free-market populist response.
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Free-market populism is, for one thing, a moral stance, mani-
fested through rhetoric and action.

Republicans have become more comfortable lately denounc-
ing “crony capitalism” and even “corporate welfare.” After 
blaming politicians who use public power to enrich private 
interests, Republicans also ought to shame some of the “cap-
italists” and their lobbyists who demand handouts and pro-
tective regulations.

Republicans ought to abolish corporate welfare, including 
subsidies for exports and green-energy projects. Break up 
the big banks. Get rid of corporate tax credits.

Politically, these policies checkmate Democrats because cor-
poratism is at the heart of President Obama’s economic agen-
da. Subsidies for Boeing, Chrysler and General Electric are 
the building blocks of Obama’s “New Economic Patriotism.” 
Obamacare was built in collusion with drugmakers and the 
hospital lobby.

If Republicans destroy the hoary myth of Washington versus 
Wall Street—and make it clear it’s really K Street, Wall Street 
and Pennsylvania Avenue versus Main Street—Democrats 
lose much of their rhetorical advantage.

Ending federally granted privilege is politically helpful be-
cause clear moral stances are winners. But voters often want 
something tangible and immediate from politicians. In the 
short term, dismantling corporatism helps mostly the mi-
nority of voters that are or want to be entrepreneurs.

Many conservative reformers advocate a package of poli-
cies to aid middle-class families. This is dangerous territory 
because the Left can always out-Santa Claus the Right. Any 
conservative “gifts” to the middle class should be consistent 
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with the message that Big Government isn’t their friend.

So, here’s one: abolish the payroll tax—totally and perma-
nently. It’s a tax on employment. It’s a tax on someone’s first 
dollar. And it’s specious to say that it funds Social Security 
and Medicare—both entitlements are funded on the margin 
by general revenues. So give up the charade and abolish a 
regressive federal tax.

This reflects the heart of conservative reform: Level the 
playing field by getting government out of the game.
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Subsidies for Little Guys 
usually mean profits for Big 
Guys
Publication date: June 19, 2013

The farm bill moving through Congress today provides a 
great reminder of how Washington works: Whenever you 
see a government subsidy for some sympathetic cause or 
group—such as the working man, green energy, homeown-
ership, or college—there’s a good chance that the financial 
industry is also pocketing taxpayer cash through the same 
program.

These thinly disguised financial subsidies are everywhere. 
Goldman Sachs, for instance, made a pretty penny off the 
federal loan-guarantee to Solyndra that ended up costing tax-
payers half a billion dollars. The subsidy program for Solyn-
dra consisted of Energy Department guarantees for loans by 
private banks.

When President Obama subsidizes Boeing exports, he calls 
it “New Economic Patriotism” and pitches it as a boost to 
the working man. Of course, these subsidies take the form 
of taxpayer guarantees for loans by the likes of JP Morgan, 
which was named Lender of the Year by the federal Ex-
port-Import Bank.

The Small Business Administration likewise subsidizes 
mom and pop with loan guarantees that insulate Wall Street 
lenders from risk. Student loan subsidies, for decades, were 
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largely taxpayer subsidies for student lenders like Citibank. 
Washington “helps homeowners” by shouldering the risk for 
mortgage lenders.

In farming, the best (that is, the worst) example may be the 
federal crop insurance program.

Crop insurance is a sensible product. Farming is unpredict-
able. Hailstorms devastate crops. Drought depletes yields. 
Prices at harvest time might be far below what the farmer 
predicted at planting time. As a hedge against these impon-
derables, farmers buy insurance.

But in the U.S., taxpayers pay much of the tab for crop 
insurance.

For example, a farmer may buy a crop insurance plan that 
kicks in if his yield is 20 percent less than expected. Like 
any insurance, the farmer has to pay a premium. But unlike 
your car or life insurance, the taxpayer picks up most of the 
premium—the U.S. Department of Agriculture covers 60 
percent.

This helps farmers, but not only farmers. Search for lobby-
ing filings that mention the crop insurance program, and 
you’ll see, for instance, Wells Fargo working the issue. Why? 
Because Wells Fargo owns one of the handful of companies 
approved by the Agriculture Department to issue this tax-
payer-backed crop insurance. When taxpayers pay part of 
the price, more farmers are willing to buy what Wells Fargo 
is selling.

The next subsidy is more explicitly a gift to the insurers. The 
USDA reimburses insurers for their administrative and oper-
ating costs. In 2012, for instance, taxpayers shelled out $1.4 
billion to cover these costs for crop insurers.
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But that’s not all. If too many farmers suffer too many loss-
es, and the subsidized crop insurers have to pay out too 
many claims, guess who acts as the reinsurer? A government 
agency called the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation. This 
effectively guarantees that crop insurers will make a profit.

The Environmental Working Group crunched the numbers 
for 2012—a rough year for farmers.

U.S. farmers last year paid $4.1 billion in crop insurance 
premiums, according to EWG, while taxpayers gave the crop 
insurers another $7 billion. But the insurers had to pay out 
$16.1 billion, leaving them, on paper, $5 billion in the red.

So taxpayers stepped in again, footing $3.7 billion of that $5 
billion loss. Also, the USDA reimbursed the companies $1.4 
billion for administrative costs.

All told, taxpayers shelled out $12.1 billion to this program 
in 2012, according to the EWG.

So as Congress took up the farm bill this year, talking “re-
form,” how did House Republicans (who talk of free mar-
kets) or Senate Democrats (who rail against special inter-
ests) handle the crop-insurance program?

They decided to expand it.

Currently, the federal crop insurance program covers only 
“deep losses”—yields or revenues that fall 15 percent or 
more below expectations. The current farm bill creates a 
Supplemental Coverage Option that covers any loss at all. 
And, of course, the premiums are subsidized.

SCO would not act as a government backstop to private 
insurance as ordinary crop insurance does. SCO is designed 
as straight-up government insurance. But then again, crop 
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insurance was created in the New Deal as a totally feder-
al program, but eventually shifted into a federally backed 
private program. How long will it be before Republicans 
propose to “reform” SCO by handing it over to private banks 
while keeping the government subsidies?

This is a common species of bipartisanship in Washington: 
Democrats create a government program, and Republicans 
make sure that private interests make profits as middlemen.
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Obama turns climate change 
into corporate bonanza
Publication date: June 26, 2013

President Obama, speaking on climate-change at George-
town University on Tuesday, invoked science again and 
again. But the policies he pushed had less to do with the 
findings of physics than the wishlists of corporate lobbyists. 
Still, Obama had the audacity to throw barbs at the “special 
interests.”

“Science” is a favorite mantra of the Democrats and the Left 
today. It justifies both executive power grabs and a smug 
sense of superiority. Those barbaric Republicans oppose 
our policies only because they’re anti-science, the argument 
goes. Obama on Tuesday even pegged the opponents of his 
policies as the “flat-Earth society.” Accusing opponents of 
denying science is a focus-group-tested, party-approved mes-
sage of the Democrats these days. It’s the charge they throw 
at anyone who opposes their regulations and subsidies.

There is, of course, a decent amount of scientific consen-
sus on climate change. We know that methane and carbon 
dioxide act as greenhouse gasses, applying upward pressure 
on temperatures. We know that industrial activity adds to 
greenhouse-gas concentrations. And we know that rapid 
changes in temperature can disrupt climate and have harm-
ful effects.

But Obama and his allies pretend science tells us much more. 
They talk as if we can precisely know what amount of emis-



192

CARNESIAN LENS: VOL. I • ARTICLES FROM 2013

sions will cause how much temperatures will change, and 
thus how much the seas will rise or storms will hit. Most 
importantly — and most falsely — they pretend that we can 
count on Democrats’ policies to meaningfully mitigate these 
effects.

In Washington, though, this sort of technocratic talk always 
gives way to corporatist policymaking. And Obama’s energy 
plan bubbles over with corporate-government collusion.

His climate plan rests primarily on a 2007 Supreme Court 
ruling that greenhouse gasses are “pollutants,” which the En-
vironmental Protection Agency must regulate. Obama even 
called CO2 (the stuff you breathe out and plants breathe in) 
a “toxin,” in the energy plan he released Tuesday.

During the arguments in that 2007 case, energy giants En-
tergy and Calpine both filed amicus curiae briefs asking the 
court to force the EPA to regulate greenhouse-gas emissions. 
Calpine lobbyist Michael Brady was a special guest of Obama 
on Tuesday, according to National Journal, Obama’s constant 
anti-lobbyist rhetoric notwithstanding.

Back in 2007, Calpine’s brief rattled off a murderers row of 
special interests that sided with them in favor of regulation: 
General Electric, which spends more on lobbying than any 
other corporation; Exelon, so cozy with Obama that a com-
pany lobbyist once called it “The President’s utility;” Duke 
Energy, which underwrote Obama’s 2012 convention with 
$10 million in financing; and others.

Why would all these companies want EPA to regulate their 
emissions? Maybe they’re worried about melting polar ice 
caps. Or maybe they see profit in these policies. This lat-
ter possibility — which seems more likely — ought to raise 
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doubts about how much policy will follow science, as op-
posed to lobbying.

For instance, a month after the Obama administration placed 
greenhouse-gas caps on all new power plants in 2011, the 
EPA’s Gina McCarthy (now in line to run the agency) an-
nounced the first plant to win an exemption — and that plant 
happened to be installing GE turbines. GE is not only the 
lobbying king, the company’s CEO is Obama’s jobs czar.

Obama’s energy plan also calls for more loan-guarantees for 
renewable energy. This was the Solyndra program. It in-
volves trusting bureaucrats to pick winning projects to back 
with taxpayer money, subsidizing banks and solar-panel 
makers in the process.

Obama even gave a nod to ethanol, saying we need “farmers 
to grow new fuels.” Ethanol subsidies are widely derided as 
a wasteful corporate welfare boondoggle. Now Obama wants 
more.

Despite the glaring clashes with his rhetoric on “special 
interests,” Obama considers it a virtue to have corporations 
at the center of his climate plan. At Georgetown, he touted 
Wal-Mart and General Motors — and the fact that they see 
profits in pursuing green energy and supporting green policy 
— as signs that his grand plans wouldn’t hurt the economy. 
(In the process, he seems to have given a 5.5 percent boost 
to the stock of Solar City, the solar company installing Wal-
Mart’s solar panels, and founded by $100,000 Obama donor 
Elon Musk.)

This is the conflation at the heart of Obamanomics: Obama 
points out that a few politically connected very large corpo-
rations would profit from his policies, as if that’s evidence 
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the economy will benefit.

But GE’s windmill profits come at the expense of Americans 
who pay more for electricity when utilities have to buy wind 
power. And regulations or mandates that roll off Wal-Mart’s 
back can crush smaller competitors.

Obama even named Nike as one of his allies on U.S. climate 
policy. Does Obama realize that Nike’s manufacturing is al-
most all done in the Third World? Tax energy in the U.S. and 
you hurt Nike’s U.S.-based competitors like New Balance, 
while Nike hardly feels a pinprick.

With all this profit from politically connected companies on 
the line, do you think policy will be crafted by science — or 
by lobbying?
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