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political � ux, with a recklessly overactive liberalism hav-
ing provoked an enormous populist response in defense of 
� scal sanity and limited government. On the face of it, such 
a response should be very heartening to conservatives, and 
it certainly seems likely to improve the political fortunes 
of conservatives at least in the short term. But making the 
most of this kind of opportunity will require some work, 
and it will require some thought. 

It will require us to contend with some very complicated 
questions: Are the concerns and the priorities of the Tea 
Party movement those of the conservative movement? 
What could be gained and what could be lost for both sides 
in the effort to make the two compatible? How broad and 
deep is today’s populist mood really? And when it settles 
down some, in time, will it settle into resignation in the face 
of the transformation of America into a European-style so-
cial democracy, or will it settle into a new and sustainable 
right-of-center voting coalition that could really make a 
difference? These are the kinds of questions that conserva-
tives, including politicians, analysts, activists, journalists, 
as well as citizens in general will have to think about in the 
coming months and years. 

With us this morning is a panel wonderfully well equipped 
to help us do just that. The conversation will be moderated 
by Bill Kristol, who hardly needs an introduction around 
here; Bill is not only the editor of the Weekly Standard and 
a regular Fox News contributor, he is also the chairman of 
the board of National Affairs. He received a Bradley Prize 
last year for his many contributions to conservative causes 
and American ideals. Bill will introduce our panel and get 
things started, so let me just have us begin and turn things 
over to Bill.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Thank you, Yuval. I’ll take a mo-
ment, actually, to say a word. I’m biased since I am chair-

T H E  2 0 1 0  B R A D L E Y S Y M P O S I U M 

Tea Time: Can There Be a Populist 
Conservatism?
The Proceedings of the Symposium

THE 2010 BRADLEY SYMPOSIUM:  TEA TIME                    1                   CAN THERE BE A POPULIST CONSERVATISM?

YUVAL LEVIN: Good morning, everybody! Thank you 
for coming to the sixth annual Bradley Symposium. I’m 
Yuval Levin; I’m the editor of National Affairs magazine 
(www.nationalaffairs.com), a new quarterly journal of es-
says on domestic policy and American public life and cul-
ture. I hope you picked up a copy of our new summer issue 
outside; it’s just hot off the press today.

National Affairs is very pleased to be co-hosting this year’s 
symposium with the Bradley Center for Philanthropy and 
Civic Renewal at Hudson Institute. Today’s event, of course, 
like so much else in the conservative world, is made pos-
sible by the great generosity of the Lynde and Harry Brad-
ley Foundation, and we’re very honored to have with us 
this morning so many of the foundation’s board members 
and their spouses and families as well as a number of the 
foundation’s staff members. We’re particularly grateful to 
Michael Grebe, the foundation’s president, and to its vice 
president, Dan Schmidt, for their help and advice in getting 
this morning’s event off the ground, and I am very grateful 
to Bill Schambra and Krista Shaffer of Hudson Institute, 
who really did all of the work, as usual. Thank you both 
very much.

This symposium, as in the past, is timed to coincide with 
the awarding of this year’s Bradley Prizes, which are given 
each year to a group of distinguished scholars, intellectu-
als, and engaged citizens who have made important contri-
butions to our country. We join in congratulating this year’s 
winners: Michael Barone, who is on our panel this morn-
ing; Paul Gigot; Bradley Smith; and John Taylor. Congrat-
ulations to all of them for this very well-deserved honor. 

(Applause.)

YUVAL LEVIN: Our subject this morning could hardly be 
more timely. We � nd ourselves in a period of tremendous 



man of the board of National Affairs, but I’ve done none 
of the work. Yuval and his excellent team—Meghan Clyne 
and the others—have done the work, and this is really a ter-
ri� c magazine, for those of you who haven’t encountered it 
yet. This (Summer 2010) is the fourth issue. It has already 
had a huge impact; actually, one of the articles that has been 
most cited and, I think, most commented on was Bradley 
Center director Bill Schambra’s article in the � rst issue 
(Fall 2009), “Obama and the Policy Approach.” It’s actu-
ally extremely relevant for Obama’s speech last night1 and 
his whole way of thinking about public policy programs. I 
see Bill has another article in the new issue, which is liter-
ally hot off the presses and available here today.

Anyway, I just want to say how proud I am just to have 
played a small role in helping launch National Affairs. It 
was designed as a successor to The Public Interest, the 
magazine my father co-edited for forty years and which 
gracefully folded in 2005, � ve years ago. My father saw the 
� rst issue of National Affairs before he died and was ex-
tremely pleased and proud of that, and wrote Yuval a note 
saying that a few weeks before he died. So I’m a huge fan 
of National Affairs.

And I’m a huge fan of the Bradley Center at Hudson In-
stitute, which does excellent work on philanthropy. You 
should go to their web site (http://pcr.hudson.org) and see 
transcripts of the panels they do and the papers that they’ve 
produced. I think they will have a transcript of this panel, 
in fact, up on the web site soon—I’m putting some pressure 
on you guys, here (motioning to panelists)—for those of 
you who want to recapture every nuance of every point that 
Jonah (Goldberg) makes. (Laughter.)

And I do want to say a word about the Bradley Foundation, 
with which I’ve been associated informally and sometimes 
semi-formally, I guess, for about a quarter century. I think 
it’s safe to say that no institution has done more to help 
the cause of modern conservatism in both the Reagan years 
and in the nineties and in this past decade, in terms of both 
domestic and foreign policy. The foundation is now helping 
the resurgence of American conservatism—not because it’s 
conservatism, but because it’s good for America. The Brad-
ley Foundation is absolutely preeminent in its importance 
and, I think, in its good judgment in terms of helping shape 
the American future. Let’s hope it shapes it more and more 
successfully in the years to come. 

1Barack Obama, “Address to the Nation on the Oil Spill in the Gulf of 
Mexico,” June 15, 2010, Daily Compilation of Presidential Documents, 
2010 DCPD No. 00502.

Let me introduce the panel, brie� y. To my left is Dick 
Armey—I never thought I’d be able to say that. (Laughter.) 
Elected in 1984 as a part of that initial wave of Reagan con-
servatism, he served in Congress for eighteen years. He had 
legislative successes as early as his � rst term, even though 
he was a back-bench minority congressman. He was, of 
course, very involved in the Contract with America; he was 
the congressman most responsible for designing the Con-
tract with America, I would say, and making it so central to 
the 1994 campaign. He served as Majority Leader for eight 
years, from 1995 to 2003. And in his position as chairman 
of the board of FreedomWorks, he has been central to the 
rise of the Tea Parties in the last couple of years. So it’s a 
great pleasure to have Dick Armey here. And he’s also an 
economist—actually, a Ph.D. economist—but I thought I 
wouldn’t mention that, since that might just predispose you 
against him. (Laughter.) He has overcome that burden in 
his excellent political career. 

To Dick’s left is Jonah Goldberg, an old friend and the 
founder of National Review Online; syndicated columnist; 
author of the excellent and best-selling book Liberal Fas-
cism, which has had a major impact on how we think about 
twentieth-century American and current issues in public 
policy and public philosophy. So it’s a great pleasure to 
have Jonah here. 

To his left is Michael Barone, another old friend who, as 
Yuval said, will receive the Bradley Prize this evening. He 
is co-editor of the absolutely invaluable Almanac of Ameri-
can Politics; author of many books; and author of a syndi-
cated column in the Washington Examiner. I would say that 
at the end of this panel, we should all urge Michael—and 
this is something that I’ve been working on for a while—to 
update his really spectacularly good book, Our Country: 
The Shaping of American from Roosevelt to Reagan, which 
came out in 1990. I think it’s the best book on twentieth-
century American history—I hope I didn’t offend anyone 
else in the room by saying that. One of the best books, 
okay? That book could really use an update, so Michael, 
would you consider updating it and capturing the two de-
cades since Reagan?

MICHAEL BARONE: You write the chapter on the Clin-
tons, Bill.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: I don’t think I’ll touch that one. 

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Finally, this empty chair here is not 
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for Elijah—

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL:—or some Tea Party protestors 
who are going to storm the gates. It’s for Mike Pence, the 
distinguished congressman from Indiana. He has been in 
the Congress since 2000, and is Conference Chair of the 
Republican Caucus in Congress. He has congressional ob-
ligations but—I’m now being told—is about to join us. He 
may have to leave early for other congressional obliga-
tions, but it’s a great pleasure and honor to have Mike with 
us as well. So we will begin, and Mike will slip in and slip 
out, and we won’t make a big deal of it. 

We’ll have a discussion, here—a real discussion, no 
speeches. We’ll do that for about an hour, and then we’ll 
take questions and continue the discussion with you all (an 
audience of about two hundred).

So let me ask Dick Armey to begin. Since you’ve been 
so involved in the Tea Party movement in your capacity 
with FreedomWorks, Dick, tell us a little bit about what 
it means.

RICHARD ARMEY: Let me just introduce this by in-
troducing you to who is a grassroots activist within this 
movement. I have been involved with small-government 
grassroots activism focusing largely on the economic is-
sues of � scal responsibility, restraint of big government’s 
lust for power, and individual liberty all my years in of� ce. 
I had an instrumental relationship with grassroots activ-
ists in my own legislative work; you can document those 
working relationships. We used to call it the inside-outside 
model; what you needed was a handsome hero on the in-
side. That was me. (Laughter.) 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: That explains some of the prob-
lems with the Republican Congress.

(Laughter, cross talk.)

RICHARD ARMEY: You needed somebody energetically 
on the inside working on the outside to persuade the other 
members. 

And what I’ve known about grassroots activists is that they 
are � rst people who are devoted to big ideas. When you 
take a look at today’s large groundswell of spontaneous 
grassroots activism called the Tea Party movement, the 
great big idea to which they are devoted is called the 

Constitution of the United States of America. And you 
have to take the measure of the degree to which they 
adore the Constitution not only for its moral and political 
correctness—that is, our Constitution gets it correct when 
it is, as Lincoln said, conceived in liberty and dedicated to 
the liberty of the individual—but also as an organizational 
document. If, after two hundred years of the most brilliant 
scholarship in the history of the world that the Founders 
did not have, we wanted to put together a blueprint for 
the political economy with the appropriate and most 
productive divisions of labor and authority between the 
public and the private sector, and then within the public 
sector with the appropriate limitations on power, it would 
be our Constitution. 

I’m inspired by these folks recently to come up with my 
latest axiom, “It is wise and prudent in one’s personal 
life to know one’s limitations; it is a moral imperative in 
one’s public life.” They see that as written into and an ex-
traordinary and critical guiding principle in the Constitu-
tion—constitutionally limited small government with the 
appropriate and necessary duties properly understood and 
effectively executed. They also understand that given our 
constitutional heritage, they as private citizens should be 
able and free to enjoy the luxury of ignoring their govern-
ment while they are con� dent it does its assigned task with 
a degree of pro� ciency and restraint so they need not fear 
it. 

And today they rise up in a matter of acute distress, where 
they fear this government has not understood the lessons of 
its own founding documents and will trespass against their 
freedom, their liberty, and good common sense.

In other words, not only is it so precious that we now rise 
in defense of our own liberty by defending this great idea 
called the Constitution of the United States, but in the prac-
tical business of life, just defend what works. And so what 
you hear from these folks is, they’re out there for the � rst 
time in their lives, never having done this sort of thing be-
fore, never wanting to have to do it and wishing they didn’t 
have to do it, because they’re afraid their country is going 
to be ruined, run into bankruptcy. They’re afraid what has 
been the practical American genius of ef� ciency, productiv-
ity, and prosperity will be turned into the malaise of Europe 
because of a lack of understanding of the division of labor.

And � nally, they’re acutely aware of another idea: the divi-
sion of labor works when people mind their own damned 
business, and this government doesn’t have enough sense 
of restraint and responsibility to do that. And they despair. 
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These folks are as ordinary as you and me. There isn’t a 
mean bone in their bodies. They love America. They love 
their grandchildren. They love one another. And they’re 
scared.

I’ve watched � ve waves of grassroots activism for small, 
constitutionally limited government. Three of the � ve 
waves—Goldwater in 1964, Reagan in 1980, and the Con-
tract with American in 1994—were waves of optimistic 
hope and expectation. It was Pip run amok, with great ex-
pectations for the change we’re going to see that honors 
our Constitution and keeps us free.

Two of the waves were waves of angry disappointment: 
the wave that gave rise to the Perot phenomenon in the 
wake of George H. W. Bush 41’s disappointing them; the 
wave of disappointment they had in the malfeasance, as 
they saw it, of the Republican president 43 and the Repub-
lican Congress that didn’t attend to their duties properly. 

And this wave is the largest wave of all, because it is (1) a 
wave that is borne out of fear and despair; for the � rst time, 
they are afraid of what these folks will do to our coun-
try—and they believe their fear to be reality-based. And I 
happen to believe they are correct in their perception that 
we now have government that is by and large staffed with 
people in de� nitive positions of authority and responsi-
bility who do not understand our Constitution and cher-

ish it the way we do, and will trespass against its promise. 
And (2) it’s also the � rst internet wave, so their ability to 
communicate among themselves and between themselves 
leaves them free of the need for guidance or direction or 
leadership and able to get to an information-sharing and 
truth-understanding that they � nd to be comforting, accu-
rate, and reliable.  

So my � nal point is that one of the most tragic things you 
see happening here, because of the internet, is that it looks 
like poor Al Gore may be the author if his own undoing.

(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: Sorry—I couldn’t resist. Please for-
give me! (Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: It’s quite okay—that was very 
good! Mike liked that—welcome, Mike Pence, incidentally, 
whom I’ve already introduced. We’ll come back to Mike in 
a second. Jonah (Goldberg), can there be a constitutionalist 
populism; can there be a governing conservatism that 
comes out of what Dick (Armey) described as a sentiment 
of fear and anger?

JONAH GOLDBERG: First of all, I want to say how 
honored I am to be here. I think I might be on the wrong 
panel; there are all of these very impressive experts here, 
and I salute the Bradley Center for pulling them together, 
but I was under the impression that these experts were being 
pulled together so that we could tell you guys whose ass to 
kick,2 so now my prepared remarks are meaningless.

(Laughter.)

JONAH GOLDBERG: I thought the description of this 
event on the invitation was interesting. And maybe because 
so many people on this panel know more about Tea Parties, 
I thought I’d go in a different direction. The description of 
this panel says in part that “conservatism stands for tradi-
tion, high culture, social order, and moderation, none of 
which jibe well with the populist passions of the moment.” 
I think that this is a very widespread conception of con-
servatism, particularly among its many detractors, who al-
ways like to � nd whichever standard is most inconvenient 

2In a June 8, 2010 interview on NBC’s Today Show, President 
Obama told host Matt Lauer this about his administration’s 
response to the oil spill crisis: “I don’t sit around just talking to 
experts because this is a college seminar. We talk to these folks 
because they potentially have the best answers so I know whose 
ass to kick, right?”
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for conservatives around today. 

I have this penchant for following these arguments about 
how there is a wide body of literature among liberals out 
there—Sam Tanenhaus is the leader of the group these 
days—who seem to practice the belief that the only good 
conservative is a dead conservative, by which I mean that 
the second conservatives die—be it Barry Goldwater, 
Ronald Reagan, William F. Buckley, Irving Kristol—all of 
a sudden these guys would be so disappointed in what con-
servatives today are doing. Why couldn’t we just have the 
conservatism of Barry Goldwater? (Laughter.) You hear 
that all over the place.

That’s one of the reasons why I love this Rand Paul thing. 
Finally there is actually a Goldwaterite out there, and the 
second one emerges and tries to take the bait of trying to be 
Goldwaterite, liberals have to � ee to their fainting couches 
in horror at the sight of an actual Goldwaterite. 

Regardless, the idea that there’s this contradiction between 
conservatism and populism isn’t right, I don’t think. First 
of all, it was William F. Buckley who famously said that 
he’d rather be governed by the four hundred people listed 
in the Boston phone book than by the faculty of Harvard. 
That is not exactly an unpopulist sentiment. 

Now, it is true that it’s a dif-
� cult position for me to take, 
because for a long time I have 
been very anti-populist. I 
think populism as a historical 
phenomenon is fairly anti-
conservative. It is rooted in 
this idea that the people can 
demand whatever they want 
right now. William Jennings 
Bryan had this great line 
where he said, “The people 
of Nebraska are for free sil-
ver, so I am for free silver. I’ll 
look up the arguments later.” 
Conservatism is supposed 
to be, as Chesterton would 
say, democracy for the dead. 
There is this idea that we are 
bound by constitutional order; 
we are bound by tradition; we 
are bound by certain eternal 
truths and eternal verities and 
conceptions of how things 

should be done. And populism tends to just want to sweep 
all of that aside. 

But I don’t think that that’s the populism that we have to-
day. And I don’t think it’s necessarily a contradiction that 
conservatives embrace the populism that we have today. 
The populism that we have today, as Mr. Armey was say-
ing moments ago, is dedicated to not demanding that their 
immediate passions be satis� ed by government, but they’re 
in fact demanding that government be reoriented back to 
its proper role and scope. And that is a very different thing 
than the populism that we saw lead to national socialism 
or fascism in Europe. It’s very different, in fact, from the 
American populist movements that began in 1870s and 
moved on. It is in many ways a weirdly anti-populist popu-
lism, sort of saying that the government should get out of 
the people’s business and stop trying to satisfy their imme-
diate passionate desires and instead go back into the proper 
oriented role. 

And if you go back and look, conservatives have been 
making the argument that we need this sort of populist 
energy from the very beginning—not only William F. 
Buckley with the phone book, but Willmoore Kendall, 
who was Bill Kristol’s teacher at Yale and sort of bridged 
the gap between the Buckleyites and the Straussians and 
all these guys. I’m not going to get into all of that, but 
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he was for an Appalachians-to-the-Rockies populism, 
which said that we should have a strict majority rule in this 
country. Irving Kristol was famously enthusiastic about the 
Moral Majority, the Promise Keepers, and—as Bill Kristol 
reminded me earlier—the tax results in California. The 
simple fact is, if you don’t have the energy that comes from 
below, a bunch of seminars in Washington will not carry 
the day. You need the troops in the � eld. And that’s what 
the “little old ladies in tennis shoes” were, and that’s what 
the Tea Parties are. 

Does that mean it can’t go off the rails? I think the Perot 
movement certainly showed that it can. That thing started 
as a fairly centrist enterprise, but by the year 2000 it was 
a bizarre cargo cult run by Pat Buchanan. But so long as 
the Tea Party movement stays disciplined to what it claims 
are its actual principles and don’t get distracted by the left 
or the right—I mean, there are a lot of people on the right 
who want the Tea Party movement to become the � ghting 
wedge for pro-life causes, and there are a lot of libertarians 
who want it to take up drug legalization and all the rest, and 
I think that would be a disaster—so long they stay true to 
the constitutional argument and keeping government lim-
ited and within its means, I think it is an incredibly healthy 
sort of antibody response to the imposition of Eurosclerosis 
that we saw from Obama.

I should say, for full disclosure, that I was a keynote speaker 
at a Cincinnati Tea Party rally, and a nicer bunch of people I 
don’t think I’ve ever met. 

So I celebrate it, and I just hope it can stay true to the 
cause.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Thank you, Jonah. Michael (Bar-
one), if you could just—I’m sure Michael wants to discuss 
how William Jennings Bryan did in his race in 1894 in the 
suburbs of Omaha—

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL:—as opposed to the inner city, and 
you can say a word about that if you wish, but please give 
us your take on the situation.

MICHAEL BARONE: It sure was a tough year for Bryan 
in ’94. But he came back to be nominated at age 36, so—
anyway, I am very fond of the Tea Party movement because 
it was something I didn’t predict.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: That’s a good point.

MICHAEL BARONE: Well, if I predict something, then 
I already know it. If something happens that I didn’t pre-
dict, then I’ve got an opportunity to learn and to grow 
more knowledgeable, hopefully, and wiser. It seems to me 
that the biggest political development of the last sixteen 
months, which I suppose some might copy and call “the 
education of Barack Obama,” is the in-rush into political 
activity of hundreds of thousands—really, millions—of 
previously uninvolved people. It is symbolized by the Tea 
Party movement, but I don’t think it’s limited to that. I 
think we’re talking about a wide range of people. I think 
that they are motivated by a very strong moral principle on 
what is a central political issue, which is the size and scope 
of government and whether or not, as Dick Armey says, 
that it exceeds the limits set forth in the Constitution.

I’m fascinated by the constant references to the Founding 
Fathers. I wrote a column for the Washington Examiner last 
Sunday, I think it was—I went back to the Rick Santelli 
rant on February 19, 2009, on CNBC. It’s actually a rather 
artful statement of things, and he brings in the Founders by 
his references to the Tea Parties, and he says he is going to 
have a Tea Party in Chicago in July. I don’t know why he 
picked July; I guess that’s when it warms up in Chicago. 
(Laughter.) The warmth spreads to Milwaukee a few weeks 
later. But that clearly resonates with people.

One of the fascinating things, and I say this as a book au-
thor, that I’ve seen over the last few years is that even as 
academic departments of history are not replacing scholars 
of colonial America and the Founding—people like Ber-
nard Bailyn at Harvard and Gordon Wood at Brown—and 
so forth with people who specialize in the same thing, be-
cause we’ve got to have people in transgressive feminism 
or something, the American reading public has been buy-
ing books about the Founders. If you would have predicted 
even at the time of the Bicentennial, 1976, when we didn’t 
have this fascination with America’s founding, that a book 
on John Adams  would be the beach book of the summer3 
of several years ago, people would have thought you were 
nuts. And in fact we’ve had best-selling books on Wash-
ington, Adams, Franklin, Hamilton, and Jefferson and his 
various progeny. We may get one on Madison and so forth. 
The American people are hungry for the lessons that the 
Founders teach. 

And they are tired, I think it turns out, of the lessons the 
progressives teach. I mean, if you go back—and Jonah 
(Goldberg) does this in Liberal Fascism—and you look at 

3David McCullough, John Adams (Simon & Schuster, 2001).
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Woodrow Wilson, for example, or Herbert Croly, one of the 
founders of the New Republic, around about one hundred 
years ago they were saying that the Constitution was old-
fashioned, eighteenth-century, horse-and-buggy. We’ve got 
the Model T now, and everyone works in a factory, so this 
is modern America. We’ve got to have Big Government 
to solve complex problems. You have to have elite experts 
forti� ed by the wisdom that an Ivy League Ph.D. gives you 
to decide issues. The ordinary people really aren’t compe-
tent to navigate the rapids of a complex society. They can’t 
make do for themselves. We have to do this.

And we’ve seen in this administration the personi� cation 
of that, and the carrying out into public policy a vast 
expansion of the size and scope of government of the sort 
that has not been a realistic possibility with the American 
people for at least a quarter century, and I think really rather 
longer. And it turns out, people don’t like it. The Obama 
administration and the congressional Democrats came into 
of� ce with the assumption, nourished by the New Deal 
historians, that economic distress makes Americans more 
supportive or amenable for big government programs. It 
turns out that that’s wrong. I mean, I made that argument 

in my book Our Country, and I thank Bill (Kristol) for the 
plug; I think it’s for sale for $3.50 on Amazon right now. 
That’s the price, not the ranking, unfortunately. But I tried 
to make an argument that the history of the 1930s is rather 
different, and if you go back and look at the polling in the 
late 1930s, which some of you may have been doing last 
night when you didn’t have anything else to do (laughter), 
one of the things you’ll see is that Roosevelt and the 
New Deal were not headed for a third term—on domestic 
issues. Voters objected; you had majorities saying that the 
government was spending too much and taxing too much; 
it had too much power; the labor unions needed to be cut 
back; and here were too many “boondoggles,” a 1930s 
phrase. If the 1940 election had been decided on domestic 
issues, the Republicans probably would have won, and our 
history would look a whole lot different. Roosevelt won as 
a seasoned leader in a time of war. Of the � ve consecutive 
Democratic presidential wins, three of the � ve were foreign 
policy wins, not domestic policy wins. 

I think the Obama crowd failed to understand this, and they 
thought it was—as the political philosopher Rahm Em-
manuel summed it up—an opportunity too good to miss. 
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It turns out now that the progressives sound kind of tinny 
and out-of-date. The Ford Rouge factory is the wave of the 
future? Having grown up in Detroit, I don’t think so. 

And the Founders still ring as clear as when you hit a crys-
tal glass with a silver spoon. That’s one of the fascinating 
things, here. People have rediscovered this. 

When you get a bunch of new people into politics, you 
get some crazies and weirdos. I remember back in the 
mid-cities district in Texas in 1984, there was a well-
established local guy named Tom Grandergriff, a Chevy 
dealer who designed the district for himself, and they got 
this kind of nutty free-market economics professor from 
North Texas State who was watching C-SPAN and decided 
that Congress was full of beans, and that he would try and 
do his little bit to change it around. That’s the district that I 
didn’t see changing hands in 1984, but it did. And ten years 
later, that winner was House majority leader. So there are 
risks in new people, but there is also—

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: I think I had better cut Michael off 
now.

(Laughter.)

MICHAEL BARONE: 
There is also potential 
that nobody can predict. 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: 
Absolutely. Thank you, 
Michael—that was ter-
ri� c. Mike Pence?

MIKE PENCE: Thank 
you, Bill. I feel a little 
bit like Jonah on a panel 
like this. Michael Bar-
one, Dick Armey, Bill 
Kristol—it’s like Obi 
Wan Kenobi, Han Solo, 
Luke Skywalker, and 
your � nal speaker is 
R2D2. (Laughter.) 

So, thank you, Bradley, 
and thank you, Hudson 
Institute—there’s some 

great Indiana history to that institution, and we’re proud 
of it. Thank you for including me in this conversation. I’ve 
already been provoked by a number of thoughtful com-
ments that were made. 

Let me just speak out of my own experience with the Tea 
Party movement. I had the great privilege of addressing 
the 9/12 Taxpayer March on Washington organized by 
FreedomWorks. I know the New York Times said that there 
were just a few thousand people down on the National 
Mall that day. Fox News channel said there were a billion. 
(Laughter.) But I’ll never forget walking out in front of 
that crowd. My family lives here in Washington DC with 
me, and my daughter had a cross-country meet that day. 
That morning when Karen asked what we had going on 
that day—this is a true story, Dick (Armey)—I told her, 
well, Dick Armey called; they’re doing something down 
on the National Mall, and I’m going to run down and do 
that. Then we’ll go to the cross-country meet, and we have 
a family picnic later in the day. 

So we drove down, and I didn’t even glance over at the 
National Mall. I thought that with Dick involved there 
would be a good number—ten thousand or twenty thou-
sand people down there—and it would be a good thing 
for the cause. We parked on the east front of the Capitol; 
you know, I get free parking over there. (Laughter.) And 
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we walked through the Capitol that day, my wife and two 
daughters, and came out of the west front of the Capitol, 
where the president comes for the State of the Union ad-
dress. I’m holding a page or two with a few little remarks. 
It was two hours before the event started, and—as God is 
my witness—I walked out, and what I saw was a larger 
crowd than attended two of the three presidential inaugura-
tions I’ve been at. 

It was the most inspiring thing I’ve ever seen in my life. 
And my knees locked. My wife looked over at me, and she 
gave me one of those touch-on-the-elbow, it’s-going-to-
be-okay, just-stick-to-your-speech things. And we walked 
down, and it was an amazing place to see. It was literally 
cheek to jowl, a sea of Americans. I’d never seen the likes 
of it in Washington DC before. And I really want to credit 
FreedomWorks for having the vision to bring that group 
together, and for the experience I had of visiting with those 
people. 

But that wasn’t my � rst experience with Tea Parties. My 
� rst experience with was in the midst of the stimulus de-
bate. I do town hall meetings in my district in Indiana on a 
regular basis; I’ve done them over the last ten years. I used 
to be in talk radio, and I learned a long time ago about the 
inherent wisdom, goodness, and sound judgment of every-
day Hoosiers. My wife says that town hall meetings are my 
antidote to Potomac fever. You can come home and hear 
from the folks in a setting just like this one here today, and 
things that seem to make sense out in Washington DC just 
don’t make sense anymore.

My town hall meetings usually draw twenty or thirty people. 
This particular meeting was at the Donner Center in Colum-
bus, Indiana on a cold Monday afternoon in February 2009, 
in the midst of the debate over the so-called stimulus bill. I 
came walking into this community center, and the hallway 
was lined on their side by people waiting to get into the 
meeting room. And so I yelled to my district director to call 
the janitor and get the key to open the door, and he hollered 
back at me, “The door is open!” And I was shocked. There 
were a hundred people in the hallway. I made my way into 
the room in February, months and months before the 9/12 
rally in DC, months and months before the thundering Tea 
Parties and town hall meetings of August. There, in the 
dead of winter on a Monday afternoon, four hundred or � ve 
hundred people had turned out—and I knew that something 
had fundamentally changed.

I’m a guy—I went to Washington DC. It took me twelve 
years to get to Washington, from the time I � rst ran to 

the time I—I’m kind of a slow thaw, as we like to say for 
people. But I ran in 1988, kind of before the Republican 
revolution, and I was elected in 2000 kind of after it was 
over. I was kind of a minute man who showed up twelve 
years late for the Revolution. So I get to Washington DC, 
and I’m all full of vigor; this was back in the rising days 
of Newt Gingrich and Dick Armey, and ending the federal 
department of education. And the � rst bill they handed 
me was No Child Left Behind. (Laughter.) I was all about 
changing entitlements and devolving power back down 
to the states, and in the second Congress to which I was 
elected they handed me the Medicare prescription drug 
entitlement.

Then I saw an earmarking culture expand. I saw the 
legitimization of what some even called the arrival 
of “big government conservatism.” Big government 
Republicanism. And I fought against that, as a member of 
Congress. But a lot of times, going home, I didn’t always 
have a sense that people knew the battles that we were 
� ghting among our own. 

But that all changed on that February day. Something hap-
pened. And I want to close by suggesting to you what I 
think that was. 

I think there was a cumulative effect. I think that Repub-
licans were shown the door in 2006 not so much because 
we lost our majority as because we lost our way. I think the 
American people saw that Republicans had walked away 
from the principles and the practice of limited govern-
ment and � scal responsibility, and so the American people 
walked away from us.

But there was something that happened in the intervening 
time between 2006 and that cold February day, and I think it 
was the Wall Street bailout. I’ll tell you why. I’m not much 
for these big words; I went and googled “populism” on my 
way over, because I wanted to know what that was. But 
Jonah (Goldberg) gave a good lecture on it, and I’ll read 
Michael (Barone) up on it. I won’t intellectualize it; I’ll just 
tell you how I experienced it. I think I was the � rst member 
of Congress to come out against the Wall Street bailout. 
George Stephanopoulos read my statement to some bipar-
tisan leadership on a Sunday morning, which didn’t win me 
some friends. But I said, look, I didn’t come to Washington 
to nationalize every bad mortgage in America, and I’m not 
voting for that bill.

And what happened was, it catalyzed a discussion with-
in the Republican Conference, where not once but twice 
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a majority of House Republicans voted against that Wall 
Street bailout. But it was a time of enormous economic tu-
mult. People were very anxious. Many people of good will 
thought something needed to be done. I was one of them, 
but I just didn’t think that was the right solution. I didn’t 
think, as President Bush argued later, that we needed to 
abandon capitalism to save it. I thought it was a moment 
where we should show restraint. We should slow down. We 
should think carefully. And we should act in a way that 
would preserve freedom and � scal responsibility. And per-
sonal responsibility.

Anyway, I got on the plane after that second vote and � ew 
back to New Castle, Indiana. There was a Boy Scout jam-
boree I was speaking at on that Saturday morning. Dick 
Armey knows the scene. You know, you show up—I was 
at the Henry County fairgrounds, and there was a group of 
Boy Scouts all lined up, standing up straight for inspection. 
One shirttail out, tie pulled to the side. I gave them a little 
talk about George Washington. And then afterwards some 
parents gaggled around me. It was literally the day after the 
second Wall Street bailout vote. And this one man, mod-
estly dressed, stood off to the side, and he waited until all 
of the other parents had dispersed, and he walked up to me 
and said words I’ll never forget, but I think they speak to 
this conversation today. 

I asked him, “Do you have one of your kids here today?” 
And he said, “No, sir. I saw in the newspaper that you were 
going to be out here. I lost my job yesterday, but I came out 
here to thank you for voting against that Wall Street bailout.” 
And I said, “Well, I’m sorry for your trouble, but I really 
admire your stand.” And he said, “No, it ain’t anything. 
I came out here to thank you, because I can get another 
job, but I can’t get another country.” I’ve never been more 
moved in public life than I was at that moment. There was 
the marriage between populism and conservatism, a belief 
in limited government and personal responsibility as being 
at the very essence of what America is all about, and the 
everyday American, the common man. 

And so I really believe what’s happening in the coun-
try today—yes, there was a cumulative weight of those 
battles as Republicans walked away from the practice of 
limited government. And some people noticed, and some 
were in that � ght, and some cheered us on, and some told 
their neighbors. But in that moment, when they saw their 
national government walk away from those principles of 
personal responsibility and � scal responsibility, something 
catalyzed in everyday Americans, who just said, enough is 
enough. They’re tired of the borrowing and the spending 

and the bailouts by both political parties. And they’re rising 
up to take their country back. I really believe that’s what 
this is all about.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Thank you, Mike (Pence). That was 
terri� c, and actually, I’ll just take a moment to say a word 
myself, perhaps because you really crystallized for me a 
couple of points. One, we learned from you that congress-
men have free parking next to the Capitol, which I think 
that’s a good Tea Party agenda item, actually. I imagine 
we’ll be seeing it pretty soon!

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: When the Congress passes a budget 
with a surplus, you can have the free parking back. (Laugh-
ter.)

MIKE PENCE: It’ll be passed this year!

WILLIAM KRISTOL: And the second point—and I think 
this is a really interesting historical and intellectual point, 
and I’m curious to know what the rest of the panel thinks 
about this—is about the pre-history of the Tea Party move-
ment. 

I’ve been struck myself, going to one or two and talking to 
lots of people, how much the bailout from September/Oc-
tober is a de� ning issue for the Tea Party activists, even 
though it’s in a sense pre-Tea Party. And I would say, that 
was my experience, too. You may not remember this, but 
that day—what day was it, now? A Thursday or Friday—it 
was at the very end of a week. I was on Fox News Sunday 
and expressed skepticism about it. I thought the arguments 
were miserable. Paulson had come up with a two-and-a-
half page document, and there was no explanation of why 
they needed $785 billion. And I said on television—and 
I remember Chris Wallace being really astonished by this 
thought—that it wasn’t clear to me that McCain should 
support it either politically or in terms of public policy. I 
wasn’t sure, but I said that he should not jump with the 
bipartisan leadership to support it. And this was so irre-
sponsible that you couldn’t even think about it. And Mike 
(Pence) called me that afternoon from Indiana, I remember, 
to say that I should stay strong on TARP, on the bailout, 
even though I was going to get a huge amount of pressure 
to come around.

I wrote my column, then—that was the year I was writ-
ing a column for the New York Times; it was their year of 
tolerance. Every � fty years they do that. (Laughter.) And I 
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expressed skepticism, and I got a huge amount of pressure 
from everyone—economists, people I genuinely respect, 
who said that they didn’t know, exactly, but it’s just too 
risky not to do it. And I didn’t really opine that much after 
that, I suppose, one way or the other. And in any case, by 
the end of the week Congress had passed it on the second 
go-around.

But I do very much agree that the bailout is a very impor-
tant part of the prehistory and the bipartisanship of the Tea 
Parties. The Sarah Palin campaign is important, too; I was 
thinking about this the other day, watching Palin speak to 
one of the Tea Parties. Leaving aside what one thinks of 
Palin, whether she should have been picked or what she 
should do in the future, there was at the same time as the 
bailout this unbelievable assault on her, the unbelievable 
contempt shown by liberal media elites for someone who 
didn’t come from their world and didn’t have the right qual-
i� cations, by their lights. And I wonder if historians won’t 
look back on the two of them, the bailout and the assault on 
Palin, coming together in September and October—which, 
for those of us who were following it inside the Beltway, 
was just all about the victorious Obama campaign and the 
losing McCain campaign—as sort of the prehistory of the 
populist uprising. 

The Tea Party movement didn’t really begin until January 
or February, and it wasn’t just Obama and this latest itera-
tion of big-government liberalism that mobilized it. I think 
the bailout and the assault on Palin showed that something 
deeper was wrong. And the uprising had to be not just 
against the last bill or the last year or the last six or eight 
years. It called into question the whole governing elite phi-
losophy, which we seemed to be living under certainly af-
ter January 20, 2009. Just saying that—you (Mike Pence) 
provoked that.

DICK ARMEY: Can I address that? First of all, I do want 
to tell you that I’m in awe to be in the company of this 
panel of wise, gray-haired old men.

(Laughter.)

DICK ARMEY: I just had to get that in there before you 
did, Mike! (Laughter.) But at any rate, if you go back—
Matt Kibbe and I are doing a book called Give Me Liberty, 
which is basically trying to give the real chapter-and-verse 
play by play: Where did this come from? How did it break 
out? What did it come out of? And Rick’s rant is very 
critical; it’s the origin of the name “Tea Party movement.” 
But the TARP vote is so critical, here. So many times, prior 

to September 12, Tea Party activists across the country 
who had taken this name for themselves from the Rick 
Santelli rant were in fact accepting rejecting offers from 
congressmen who wanted to speak at their events based 
on the TARP vote. We have lots of documentation of this 
because we there were so many conversations between our 
shop and these folks putting their events together. Members 
of Congress always want to get the center stage. They don’t 
know Armey’s axiom, if you’re in center stage, you get the 
tomatoes. And in fact, on some very unhappy occasions, 
people who had voted for TARP and managed to � nd their 
way to a stage found themselves rather rudely received. And 
when Senator Bennett was displaced in Utah, and he was 
bewildered about why they did this to him, the chant was, 
TARP, TARP, TARP. It was a critically important vote.

And as we put together the September 12 event, we thought, 
gee, it’s at the Capitol; why don’t we have some congress-
men there? Who can we invite? The � rst thing we were 
aware of was that unless we wanted to put a congressman 
on the state for a rude reception—

WILLIAM KRISTOL:—which is not a bad thing.

(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: It’s not a bad thing. But we had to 
make sure it was somebody who hadn’t voted for TARP. 
And so the population of members of Congress from which 
we could choose to invite was quite limited. But I can tell 
you right now that that TARP vote—boy! I always said 
that the moment of conception of this movement was when 
President Bush endorsed Arlen Specter over Pat Toomey 
six years ago. That’s the moment of conception, barely per-
ceptible, but there were a lot of people across the country 
asking why their Republican leadership was endorsing the 
Democrat over the Republican, the liberal over the conser-
vative. 

The moment of birth of the Tea Party movement was 
that TARP vote. Why do we have so many members of 
Congress who have forgotten what our Constitution is all 
about? Why do we have a President who says that he has 
to destroy the private enterprise system in order to save it? 
What kind of absurdity was that? So don’t underestimate 
the signi� cance of that vote.

MICHAEL BARONE: TARP was one of those issues, to 
sort of cast a perhaps cynical political scientist’s eye on 
it, where members of Congress—you’ve got the Treasury 
secretary and the Federal Reserve chairman saying that 
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the whole economy will collapse unless you vote for this, 
and so there’s a powerful impulse to see it passed. And the 
typical way you pass it is by a bipartisan coalition of mem-
bers with safe seats. What Dick (Armey) is pointing out is 
that some of those seats turned out to be not so safe, for 
Republicans. And so you had Senator Saxby Chambliss, 
who with his Georgia colleague Johnny Isakson voted for 
TARP, nearly losing in Georgia and being forced into a 
run-off in 2008, running behind John McCain in that state 
in a race he should have easily won. You have Bob Bennett 
rejected by Utah state Republican convention. 

And one of the things that is going on, and one of the 
things that the mainstream media is having fun with, is that 
when you get an in-rush of new people into the political 
system, they cause a certain amount of ruction. They do 
things that standard political rules tell you they wouldn’t 
do. They run against people in primaries. They tell you 
they want to phase out Social Security. They want to repeal 
the Seventeenth Amendment for popular election of Sena-
tors. And in my old political consultant mind, I hear that 
and I go, (groan). 

But in fact, people have struck a vein here. And one of the 
things about the Santelli rant is, it’s talking about aiding 
the unworthy, which is something to which Mike (Pence) 
made a reference. Why should I pay my mortgage? Why 
should I bail out my neighbor, who built an extra bath-
room and can’t make the payments? That element, I think, 
is very strong here, as well as an element of constitutional-
ity—which is, you need to have a system which has com-
petition and accountability.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: The Santelli rant, which I was just 
looking at the other day because my colleague Matt Con-
tinetti is actually running a big piece about the Tea Parties 
and partly about Santelli’s role. People have forgotten; it 
was right around the time of the stimulus vote, February 
19, but it was not about the stimulus itself. It was about 
the mortgage proposal. And the complaint against it, even 
though it was CNBC, was not a fancy economic complaint. 
It was not that it costs too much. It was a moral argument 
against it, really. You are helping the people who were irre-
sponsible at the expense of the people who were responsi-
ble. And that seems to have been what hit the nerve, which 
I think is interesting.

JONAH GOLDBERG: Two quick points. First of all, I 
want to condemn Congressman Pence’s homo sapien bias. 
R2D2 was actually very smart. 

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: He knew that! He knew that—that’s 
the subtle point he was making.

(Laughter.)

JONAH GOLDBERG: Afterwards I’ll give you my brief 
on R2D2. (Laughter.) But secondly, I � nd it interesting, 
this whole discussion about when the Tea Party movement 
was born. It’s nice how we’re devolving into a life-begins-
at-conception kind of argument. (Laughter.) But I would 
make the case, to switch metaphors, that whatever lit the 
kindling to cause this con� agration, what dried out the kin-
dling in many respects was eight years of George Bush. 
And I think that a lot of conservatives have had a hard time 
dealing with the fact that there is a certain element of the 
Tea Party movement—not necessarily all-explanatory—
that is a delayed Bush backlash. 

It was the rhetoric of the Bush presidency, compassionate 
conservatism, that when somebody hurts the government 
has got to move; the new Marshall Plan after Hurricane 
Katrina; the endorsement of Specter; the enlarged expan-
sion of entitlements since the Great Society, with Medi-
care expansion; No Child Left Behind—personally, I’m for 
leaving some annoying children behind. (Laughter.) Stop 
complaining; we’ll leave you behind! (Laughter.) There 
was a lot that a lot of loyal Republicans and conservatives 
put up with—because the War on Terror was a legitimate 
overriding issue that bought a lot of loyalty and a lot of 
nose-holding, and the alternative was John Kerry, a human 
toothache. (Laughter.) So there was a lot of things that a 
lot of conservatives had to put up with that they otherwise 
might not have. 

Then we started hearing, after Obama was elected, this 
bizarre counter-narrative that we had had eight years of 
market fundamentalism. It’s amazing how every previous 
Republican president is always Herbert Hoover! And even 
Herbert Hoover wasn’t Herbert Hoover! (Laughter.) That 
sort of narrative, the idea that somehow George Bush was 
this radical laissez faire president struck a lot of people as 
very strange. And then, when Obama did all of those things 
that we’ve already recounted, there were a lot of people 
who said, enough is enough. 

And a lot of those people had to put up with John McCain, 
whom they didn’t see as a particularly authentic Reagan-
esque Republican, at least on domestic policy. I think that 
there were a lot of reasons to support Bush and a lot of 
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great things that he did, but there was also a lot that stuck 
in the craw of a lot of conservatives that eventually found 
expression once Obama came into of� ce.

RICHARD ARMEY: Michael (Barone), you said that 
some politicians, of� ce holders, Tea Party activists want 
to phase out Social Security. Actually, nobody wants to 
phase out Social Security. What they want to do is make it 
voluntary. Now, if you make it voluntary, and people are 
free to choose a subscription, the logical prediction is that 
it will phase out—because if people were free to choose, 
they would not freely choose to put their hard-earned mon-
ey into the most ill-conceived, badly mismanaged, most 
bankrupt retirement systems in history of the world, where 
the government is doing by force of the power of the state 
exactly what they prosecuted Bernie Madoff for doing by 
voluntary subscription. It’s the damndest think I ever did 
see. But they see, this doesn’t work.

So the dilemma that the left has, when they talk about 
voluntary subscription 
for programs like Social 
Security and Medicare, 
is what I call the Teddy 
Kennedy dilemma; he 
gave voice to it in the 
discussion about medical 
savings accounts when he 
said, we can’t let people 
have that choice—they’ll 
take it. And they will. 
Let me ask, if you’re free 
to choose to take your 
share of the contribution 
to Social Security, walk 
away from the program 
today, leave everything 
that you have heretofore 
put into the program 
behind, and take your 
7.5 percent for your own 
retirement on your own 
terms, how many would 
take that option?

(Hands are raised in the 
audience.)

RICHARD ARMEY: I see 
a few people here who are 
older than forty-� ve, and 

they would still take that option.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Let me ask for one more quick 
round of discussion, and then we’ll go to the audience. Go-
ing forward—I think it’s very interesting, about the prehis-
tory and history of the Tea Parties, and it’s actually quite 
important, but, and let me begin with Mike (Pence), since 
you’re in of� ce—what do you see, in terms of events, sur-
prises, in� ection points over the next few months, possi-
bly, or maybe over the next couple of years? It’s obviously 
intrinsically very hard to predict, as Michael (Barone) was 
saying, how a grassroots movement like this goes, but what 
do you anticipate as well look forward?

MIKE PENCE: Well, the thing I’ve said around the coun-
try—and I believe it emphatically—is that this is an au-
thentic American movement. This is not a movement from 
any political party. It’s not a movement that has been gen-
erated by any particular organization. This is a spontane-
ous response of the American people, and it’s emanating 
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out of the core ideals of this country. And I love Jonah’s 
comment—I think eight years of George Bush did dry the 
kindling. I think there was a sense that compassionate con-
servatism was just another phrase for big-government Re-
publicanism. And the Obama administration took the run-
away federal spending under the Bush administration and 
put it on steroids. And we’ve seen more borrowing, more 
spending, more de� cits, debt, bailouts, and takeovers than 
Americans could have possibly imagined. I want to but-
tress � rst and foremost by saying that this is an authentic 
movement, coming out of what I think are the core ideals 
of the American people. 

What its political consequences are, Bill (Kristol), I think is 
really up to the candidates and the parties themselves. 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Are there any votes or issues over 
the next few months that you think could be � ashpoints? I 
really haven’t thought about this much myself. It has a lot 
of momentum, but is there TARP moment or health care 
moment coming?

MIKE PENCE: Well, obviously, you see Democrats at-
tempting to take the bad ideas of TARP and make them 
permanent in their so-called “� nancial services” bill. But I 
really—I get asked frequently, is the Tea Party going to help 
the Republican Party take back the Congress? My view is, 
that is entirely up to the Republican Party in Congress. It’s 
entirely up to our candidates. If we will offer candidates an 
agenda that unapologetically advocates a commitment to 
limited government, � scal responsibility, personal respon-
sibility, returning our national government to living within 
our means, and re� ecting the ideals of the people of this 
country, then I think Tea Party voters on election day will 
know what to do. They will know where to go. But as has 
been re� ected on the � oor—Michael (Barone) was com-
menting on this—there have been extraordinary results in 
primaries around the country, where Republicans—

MICHAEL BARONE: There are lots of people going down 
to about 60 percent against no-name opposition.

MIKE PENCE: Well, popular Republicans who are asso-
ciated with the borrowing and the spending and the bail-
outs of the recent past are paying the price. I’m traveling 
the country looking for and supporting men and women in 
primaries and in general elections who are taking an un-
apologetic stand for conservative values and trying to back 
them with everything I’ve got, because I really do believe 
that the way we win back the con� dence of the American 
people, and the way our party wins back a majority in the 

House of Representatives, is by offering an unapologetic 
agenda and by offering principled men and women who 
are willing to come to Washington DC, take a stand on this 
ideals, and put our house in order.

RICHARD ARMEY: The Tea Party folks want a constitu-
tionally conservative, constitutionally devoted majority in 
Congress. They are practically aware enough of the reali-
ties of American politics today to know that their chances 
of getting that out of the Democrats are slim to none. Any 
Democrat that even has such a disposition will be severely 
punished within his own party, as we saw in Arkansas just 
a few days ago. They won’t tolerate it. There is nobody as 
mean in their intolerance today as liberals are. And they 
understand that their chances of getting a champion within 
that party are minimal, because they will be assassinated 
from within their own party if they try to emerge. So they 
turn to the Republicans and say that they would like to help 
them rehabilitate themselves and become once again the 
party of Reagan, the party of Goldwater, the party of the 
Constitution, the party of individual liberty. 

If Republicans can do that, the Tea Party will be there to 
work with them and support them electorally. But under-
stand this: Republicans are not going to be left to just sit 
there in comfort drinking backslider’s wine when it’s over. 
They will be there to make sure of� ce holders stay on the 
job in the way that they require. Because this is about our 
country—it’s not about you or me or a party. It’s about our 
country, our children’s liberty, and securing the blessings 
of liberty for posterity—and that’s my grandkids, and don’t 
mess with them. You’ve never seen so many mild-man-
nered people; this is Clark Kent out there, ready to go into 
the phone booth. If you break their heart again, they’re go-
ing to break your legs. Bless their hearts.

These people, they want to return to the days when they can 
stay home and be comfortable and play with their grand-
children knowing that our government won’t wreck their 
lives. And that’s what they’re requiring. If the Republican 
Party can rise to that understanding and that kind of re-
sponsible adult restraint in of� ce, the Republican Party can 
have a permanent majority and lead with Constitution-lov-
ing American citizens.

MIKE PENCE: But Dick (Armey), as you point out, if I 
can amplify one point, Bill (Kristol), and I won’t belabor 
it, but it seems to me that offering candidates and offering 
an agenda that’s about putting our � scal house in order and, 
through the process of restraint and reform, really return-
ing our national government to some traditional boundary 
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lines—the easier part may be offering those ideas and those 
candidacies. The hard part is going to be doing it. We have 
to do all we can to produce an agenda that is unapologeti-
cally conservative, to produce candidates who tell their 
voters in the remaining days of this election year, if you 
vote for me, I am going to go to Washington DC and put 
our � scal house in order, and if you vote for me, I am going 
to turn back this rising tide of red ink, turn back a $13 tril-
lion national debt, and through � scal discipline and reform 
we’re going to put our nation back on a sustainable path of 
economic growth and � scal policy. It seems to me that the 
pathway toward being able to govern from a conservative 
standpoint is to produce candidates and a party that cam-
paign on those ideas, because it seems to me that the real 
challenge, going forward, is going to be facing our nation’s 
problems. And that’s when the Tea Party movement will 
really be about transforming America—when we start to 
bring about these reforms.

RICHARD ARMEY: You of� ce seekers have a problem, 
because you’re now dealing with an electorate that is acute-
ly aware of the fact that politicians say insincere things. So, 
again, you’re not going to get an easy sell. In 1994 when 
we did the Contract with America, we did it from within; 
we were a small band of legislative entrepreneurs, and we 
had only the task to say, give us shot; give us a chance, 
because we’re not them. Now, you all come along, and you 
have to say, give us a shot; give us a chance, because we’re 
not them, and we’re not who we were when we last broke 
your heart. 

And so if this change is going to be made today, it can’t be 
done as we did it in 1994. It has to be done from outside. 
And it is happening. And it will happen to the prosperity 
of the Republican Party in of� ce if the Republican Party in 
of� ce is the party of constitutional limitations and opposi-
tion to the big government liberals in the Democratic Party. 
If there’s not that clear, bright-line difference, they’re not 
going to win the majority.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: We’ll get to Michael (Barone) and 
Jonah (Goldberg) in a second, and then go to the audience, 
but I just want to add one word. One of the interesting 
things to watch over the next few months will be the tension 
between a lot of these candidates, who were not selected by 
anyone in Washington, many of whom beat the preferred 
candidates so far—at least that has been happening in quite 
a lot of congressional, Senate, and gubernatorial primaries, 
and the Republican establishment in Washington. These 
candidates come from a sort of Tea Party milieu, let’s 
say, and have taken some very bold positions in the past. 

They will be under huge pressure from the Republican 
political consultant establishment to walk back some of 
these positions, to moderate, to be careful what they say 
about Social Security—to take the instance that you just 
laid out, Michael (Barone) and Dick (Armey). I saw this 
just this week in a meeting with one very � ne candidate, 
I think, who told me this. And that advice has not always 
been foolish; there are a lot of years when you probably 
were wise to listen to your conventional Republican 
political consultant. If you’re going to have decent wind 
at your back and the state is kind of a Republican-leaning 
state or they’re unhappy with the Democratic incumbent 
anyway, why lead with something that is hard to explain 
and controversial, like reforming entitlements? 

Over the next couple of months it will be interesting to 
see, whatever one’s views are on what they should do, 
how these actual Republican candidates campaign; how 
bold they think they should be, politically; and how much 
they’re willing to say, well, I’m just not thinking politically 
this year, and I’m just going to say what I believe. And it 
will be interesting to see how much voters—and I think 
this is quite possible—voters who themselves might not 
actually agree entirely with these candidates will reward 
them for just being candid; saying what they think; and be-
ing open-minded and bold, even if they personally aren’t 
sure what the right solution is to some of these things. And 
that does happen once a generation; you do get campaigns, 
and Reagan is an obvious example, where every liberal and 
every conventional media person in Washington in 1979 
and 1980 and even the Carter administration were thrilled 
about the possibility of running against Reagan. Think of 
all of the hostages to fortune he’d given over the years, and 
of the speeches—the Goldwater speech in 1964, which was 
not exactly a winning presidential campaign. It turned out 
that voters wanted something other than the normal person 
who is triangulating as closely as possible to where 50.1 
percent of the voters are. So I think it will be interesting to 
see, this year.

MICHAEL BARONE: Well, I think you’ve also got to 
think ahead towards public policy. I have been surprised by 
the appallingly slapdash way in which the Democrats have 
put together their major legislation. It seems to me some 
of our brother think tanks on the left have people who are 
capable of doing better than that, but they didn’t. They got 
very sloppy, and they’re paying some signi� cant price for 
that, as well as for the Gulf oil spill, and we’re not going 
to waive the Jones Act and let in foreign ships because the 
unions don’t want it, and so forth. They give us money—
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WILLIAM KRISTOL: What are you looking at over the 
next few months, Michael—either a particular state, a par-
ticular race, or a particular piece of legislation that could 
really crystallize the moment?

MICHAEL BARONE: Well, I think you’ve ultimately got 
to face the question of whether or not, if you do succeed in 
cutting back the size and scope of government, it’s going 
to prove just as unpopular as what these guys have done. 
We’re in perilous economic times, and if you increase 
government, people will complain, and if you decrease 
government, maybe people will, too. So you have to do it 
right. I think there is some heartening evidence out there 
that this sort of thing can work. And states and localities 
will be important. In my Examiner column this morning, 
I noted that Republicans are leading or even in the gov-
ernor races in the eight largest states, which have nearly 
half of the nation’s population. The one where they’re not 
is New York, where Andrew Cuomo has pledged no new 
tax increases, a cap on property tax increases, and holding 
spending down. Now, Dick Armey is perhaps a little skep-
tical of Andrew Cuomo’s good faith, but I would say that 
this is a political animal, and he knows what direction the 
people who are holding the reins want him to go. That’s 
interesting evidence.

Other evidence comes from Mike Pence’s home state of 
Indiana, where you have Mitch Daniels running a kind 

of skin-� int administration, which suits his personality as 
well as his philosophical beliefs. (Laughter.) Well, he was 
re-elected 58–40 in a year when Obama carried the state. 
And he does better in the most af� uent county in the state 
than Ronald Reagan did in 1984; he gets 25 percent of the 
votes from blacks and 37 percent from Latinos. He car-
ries the young vote, 58–42. He is running ahead of Mc-
Cain by double digits in all of those groups. That is kind 
of heartening evidence that if you follow through and do 
a good job of following through—competence is going to 
be important, here. It’s great to have a lot of people on the 
Mall, but if you write a piece of legislation or make a move 
or concession in budget negotiations that results in some-
thing happening that is as visibly incompetent or chaotic as 
the current government response to the Gulf oil spill, you 
can pay a political price. The 1995–’96 budget negotiations 
substantively cut government a lot over the long run, but 
also had a mixed political effect that was not entirely posi-
tive. 

I would just add one other note. We’re talking about Ar-
len Specter, and I would have to reveal that actually, Arlen 
Specter was born in the year 1200. He was here long before 
any of us and will be here—and he’s going to switch parties 
another few times before he’s done. (Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: I read your column this morning, 
Michael—and I have one footnote to it; I think govern-
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ment-cutting, limited-government conservatives have a lot 
at stake in the two governors elected post-Obama, which is 
to say Christie in New Jersey and McDonnell in Virginia, 
in this way: if they are perceived to be succeeding a year 
from now, or a year and a half from now, both in public 
policy terms as in Mitch Daniels and if the state seems to be 
doing better than neighboring states and they’ve been able 
to carry out public policy reforms, and politically—and 
this gets to Michael Barone’s very important point: they 
are actually reasonably popular, they don’t have to be at 
78 percent but reasonably popular, and they have enough 
support to keep going on the path they’re on, I think that’s 
a very important test. Conversely, I would say, honestly as 
a conservative who wishes them very well, I think conser-
vatives will have a problem in early 2012 if Christie and 
McDonnell and other Republican governors who might be 
elected this November and other people who’ve run on this 
kind of platform are blowing up: there’s no popular support 
for it, they can’t � gure out how to sell it. That would be a 
very different kind of signal.

So I do think we here in Washington tend to be very Wash-
ington-focused, but you could make the case that people 
nationally who care about this have a great stake in the suc-
cess—I would say especially Christie, because he has been 
so visible and so dramatic—and it is New Jersey, for God’s 
sake. Virginia is a little better.

MICHEAL BARONE: Doing things competently is impor-
tant. Mrs. Thatcher spent two years preparing for the coal 
strikes so that they could beat the unions. It doesn’t just 
happen because you’ve got a crowd happy.

JONAH GOLDBERG: I want to make a couple of 
quick points. I agree entirely with Dick Armey about the 
relationship between Tea Parties and the Republican Party. 
The Tea Parties are not a third party, and it would disastrous 
for everybody concerned if they actually became a third 
party. But that doesn’t mean they don’t serve a similar 
function in a certain way. 

Richard Hofstadter famously said that third parties are like 
bees. They have their in� uence by stinging and then they 
die. If the Tea Party movement successfully stings the Re-
publican Party into girding its loins, returning to its roots, 
and providing a choice, not an echo, and all of those sorts 
of things, it will have largely served its purpose, and a lot of 
these people can go back to their lives, as Dick Armey was 
saying. And that is what is to hope for.

The other point is—Bill was asking about issues coming 

down the pike. The one that seems obvious to me, and it’s 
really kind of astounding to me, is how almost determined 
Barack Obama has been to keep the Tea Parties alive. For 
all of his alleged pragmatism and nuance and ideological 
� exibility and whatnot, he has remained doggedly com-
mitted to the exact same agenda he campaigned on. It was 
amazing—we had the � nancial crisis, and lo and behold, 
the exact same things that he campaigned on were suppos-
edly the exact same things we needed to do to � x the � -
nancial crisis, as if we wouldn’t have had foreclosures on 
homes if we had had socialized medicine. 

Last night we saw the same thing with this oil spill speech, 
which I thought fell incredibly � at. His whole argument 
was, this oil spill proves that we need the sort of cap-and-
trade Tom Friedman agenda of switching to, I don’t know, 
unicorn poop to power our cars. (Laughter.) It fell so � at. 
It felt so inauthentic. And it simply didn’t work, I don’t 
think. That kind of rhetorical—it’s not even slight of hand; 
it’s all thumbs!—that kind of attempt—Byron York had a 
great line today in his column where he said that of course 
Obama had to trot out that if we can put a man on the moon, 
we can switch to green energy. And Byron said, if we can 
put a man on the moon, why can’t we plug the oil leek? 
(Laughter.) And I think that was the natural response of a 
lot of Americans. 

The only other issue coming forward, and it’s way above 
my pay grade to � gure out, is if we have some sort of major 
international second crisis—perhaps that the contagion 
from Greece, Portugal, Spain, and potentially Ireland 
creates a run on the euro, or cats and dogs start living 
together. I don’t know exactly how it works, but if that sort 
of thing happens, you could really see the Tea Party ranks 
swell even more.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Last point that then we’ll go to the 
audience.

RICHARD ARMEY: Let me zero in on a concrete circum-
stance. How do you explain a president of the United States 
who does not waive the Jones Act on day one? Even with-
out consequences, why was that not done? Now if, in fact, 
fourteen or seventeen nations offered to send men, mate-
rials, equipment, and technology that was superior in its 
capabilities than what we were able to get out on that body 
of water, and they were blocked because he did not, this is 
a serious matter. This is like the 7th Cavalry wanted to ride 
in, and you said, no, you stay out of here because I want 
to protect the jobs of my unarmed, ineffective men on the 
ground, here. 
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In my estimation, why is it that I—I don’t know the answers. 
Were there fourteen countries? Were there seventeen 
countries? What was the equipment that might have been 
brought in? I’d like to know these things. Why do I only hear 
it from Glenn Beck? Where is the press in America today? 
We have a president who is going to kick somebody’s ass, 
who is going to interfere with whether or not a corporation 
can pay dividends to its stockholders, who is going to 
exercise all kinds of power and authority that may our may 
not be within our concept of constitutional limitations of 
legitimate authority for a president to exercise. And yet he 
has not done the one most obvious and responsible thing 
that is at his hands, which is to waive the Jones Act. 

WILLIAM KRISTOL:—which Bush did—

RICHARD ARMEY: And nobody in the conventional press 
that I can � nd is even asking the question, what would have 
been the consequence of having waived the Jones Act back 
at the beginning? The New York Times, get yourself one of 
them there investigative reporters and teach them how to 
ask a simple question.

What would have happened with respect to men, materi-
als, equipment, time, and technology brought to bear on 
the Gulf by nations across this globe who routinely ride to 
one another’s rescue with this gathering of resources and 
sharing of resources, which did not show up in our Gulf 
because of one silly little labor sop that your kick-ass Presi-
dent didn’t have enough sense to—am I being unreason-
able here?

(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: I’m probably like one of these people 
who was appalled to � nd out their congressman didn’t read 
the insurance policy he is going to make me buy—which is 
something I never would have accepted from my wife. But 
it’s probably just that I’m mean-spirited and unreasonable 
to ask about the Jones Act. 

But what I’m appalled by more than the President because 
in fact I understand his limitations even more than he does 
is, I’m appalled by the grotesque irresponsibility of the 
press. You cannot have a democratic republic, a free re-
public, a democracy, unless you have a free, independent, 
and professionally effective press corps. You can’t have a 
free world without a free press that is responsible. And our 
press right now, to me, is the single-most irresponsible in-
stitution in our democracy. And this question—why did he 
not waive the Jones Act—that goes unasked is our most 

graphic evidence today that the press is failing America 
more than any of our politicians. 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: On that note, which I certainly 
won’t quarrel with—we actually discussed the Jones Act 
on Fox News Sunday, and Brit (Hume) made the point that 
it hadn’t been waived, and I made the point that President 
Bush waived it immediately after Hurricane Katrina—
again, not necessarily that it would—

RICHARD ARMEY:—But the press at large joins with this 
administration in saying that Glenn Beck and Fox News 
are a bunch of militant morons. They don’t even give you 
credit for asking the question. They don’t have the decency 
to ask. And I’m sorry—I feel like Rick Santelli.

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: I agree that they’re ignoring it. 
They’re not big fans of Fox News; I’ve noticed that. Nor 
the Weekly Standard. It’s a fair point. It’s hard—I then 
got some various phone calls from people who allegedly 
know about this stuff, saying, well, it would or wouldn’t 
have been a big deal. But I agree that it’s the kind of thing 
one has to look into. And in any case, what’s amazing 
is, since you don’t know ahead of time—this is sort of a 
Hayekian principle of policy making—how useful it would 
or wouldn’t be to have thirteen or seventeen or sixty-two 
foreign-� agged ships helping do things in the Gulf, you 
should waive the Jones Act as a precaution or a prudent 
matter, and then it may turn out that, unfortunately, there’s 
a limit to what it can do. What is amazing is that here on 
day whatever-we-are-on—� fty-eight—to my knowledge it 
has not been waived. 

Can’t Congress act on that, incidentally?

MICHAEL BARONE: Well, you have the MEBA (ph), 
which is a very small maritime union. It has got something 
like ten thousand people. It contributes millions of dollars 
to the Democrats. And there is your answer. They’re bought 
and paid for.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Okay, thank you. I also want to 
know about the unicorn poop issue. It will be the subject of 
an important article in the next National Affairs: “Unicorn 
Poop: Can It or Can It Not Power the Entire Motor Fleet of 
the United States?” 

(Laughter.)
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WILLIAM KRISTOL: We’ll let Mike Pence say one word, 
and then we’ll � nally get to the audience.

MIKE PENCE: I just want to say one thing, since we’re 
now at an energy seminar. The widening Gulf spill is a 
tragedy for the families and the environment in the Gulf. 
But as I said yesterday, the American people don’t want 
this administration to exploit a disaster in the Gulf to resur-
rect their disastrous policies on climate change. And that’s 
precisely what the President sought to do last night. And I 
think that’s one of the reasons—Jonah (Goldberg), you’re 
right—that the speech fell � at. Apparently some friends of 
mine were watching MSNBC; they were texting me during 
my daughter’s theater awards, and they were saying, wow, 
what’s going on? Olbermann and Matthews were panning 
the speech.

But let me offer a ninety-second historical comparison be-
tween the leadership we’re seeing today from Capitol Hill 
to the White House in this unprecedented crisis in the Gulf 
and what happened after 9/11: I was in the Capitol Hill 

police chief’s headquarters—his of� ce—with the collected 
leadership of the Congress at 10:15 a.m. on September 11, 
2001. A police of� cer took me there, because they had been 
telling members of Congress just to disperse, and I asked 
him to take me somewhere where members of Congress 
were. And so this guy, not knowing I was a freshman and 
completely expendable and useless, walked me over to the 
Capitol Hill police chief’s of� ce. Dick (Armey), you were 
there. And I went up the four � ights of stairs and into the 
of� ce, and there was the leadership—not the Speaker of 
the House, but there was Senator Daschle, Senator Lott, 
Congressman Armey, Congressman DeLay, and others. It 
was the leadership of the House and Senate, Democrats and 
Republicans. 

And what happened as soon as we got word that an aircraft 
was no longer inbound to the Capitol, something I believe 
to be almost miraculous happened. Everybody kind of took 
their jackets off, threw them over chairs, sat down around 
that little conference table, and started working the prob-
lem. And I watched the Democratic and Republican leader-
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ship of the House and Senate on that morning of Septem-
ber 11 say, okay, what needs to come off the legislative 
schedule in the midst of this crisis? And what they took 
off the schedule was everything that divides. They literally 
said, okay, what are bills that we can do by unanimous 
agreement, or we can do on what’s called the suspension 
calendar? Anything that was going to be hard, anything 
that would invite partisan division, I watched the Demo-
cratic and Republican leadership on that morning of Sep-
tember 11 say. we’re setting that aside because right now 
we’re facing a crisis as a nation, and we need to bring the 
Congress together, and we need to focus on the problem 
and work the problem.

And seeing the President of the United States say, in the 
midst of this unprecedented environmental crisis in the 
Gulf, that, oh, by the way, I think also we ought to bring 
up my discredited cap-and-trade bill and drive that through 
the Congress—a bill that I think passed the Congress by 
one or two votes and was a dead letter in the United States 
Senate—it seems to me to be emblematic of a leadership in 
Washington DC that can’t seem to put the priorities of the 
American people as the priorities of the national govern-
ment. We ought to be setting aside everything that divides 
in this moment and working on behalf of preserving our 
coastline, our wetlands, our families, and the economy of 
the region. And that the President did not do last night.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Thank you, Mike! We’ll take a 
couple of quick questions, a couple of quick answers, a 
couple of go-arounds.

ARNOLD KLING: I wanted to ask, what do you think 
will happen to the Tea Party movement when it encounters 
defeat? Because there are a couple of scenarios of defeat. 
One is that it just won’t be that successful politically, 
and the other is that it will be successful politically, but I 
would imagine it will encounter a huge amount of passive-
aggressive response should it be successful electorally. Do 
you think people will just sort of walk away in disgust, or 
take up arms? How do you think people will react in the 
wake of defeat?

RICHARD ARMEY: First of all, understand that this is an 
authentic grassroots movement, and they’re very practical 
minded. My � rst test that I observed their practical-mind-
edness was the New Jersey governor’s race. In New Jersey, 
they had the perfect conservative, the barely conservative, 
and the awful liberal. And the perfect conservative was 
polling at 5, 6, and 7 percent a week out—enough to throw 
the race to the liberal. On election day, he got about 6 per-
cent of the vote. The barely conservative, who won, now is 
80 percent with us. We got rid of 100 percent bad, got 80 
percent good—we saw 180 percent turnaround. And across 
the country, we said, this is good. It wasn’t perfect, but we 
didn’t let the perfect be the enemy of the good. And so you 
see this. 

Who saw Rubio quicker than anyone else? The grassroots 
activists in Florida. Who saw what was going on up in New 
York 23rd quicker than anyone else? It was the grassroots 
activists. And so the fact is, they’re more in touch with 
what’s really happening in the electoral venues of America. 
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They know they can’t always win everything. But they can 
always win something that gets them closer to what they 
want. And they can always set a standard, which basically 
is a message. Mr. Of� ce Seeker, if you want our vote, there 
are things we profoundly, deeply believe in and on which 
we will not compromise. We will work with you. We will 
help you if you believe in America, if you believe in liberty. 
We won’t win everything, but we will win something, and 
we can certainly stop the bleeding with what we can. So 
they will take their disappointments and manage them bet-
ter than most people do in politics, in my estimation.

MICHAEL BARONE: This movement in some ways 
reminds me of what I call the peace movement of the 
late 1960s and early 1970s, which started off with some 
dissent from both political parties, remember? It included 
some efforts from the Republican ranks, although it was 
primarily in Democratic ranks. It was a group that won 
some victories and suffered some defeats. They nominated 
George McGovern; he lost the election. But it’s still 
in� uential in the Democratic Party today, forty years later. 
And I think there’s at least the possibility that we could see 
some important lasting in� uence. 

I was active in Democratic Party affairs at that time, and 
old-timers would ask me, Michael, who are the new people? 
What do they want? Some of the new people turned out to 
be � akes. Some of the new people turned out to be terri� c 
people with great political instincts, and they had a lot of 
public policy success in a direction I no longer tend to favor. 
But we have to recognize that that’s true. So I think there is 
the potential for something similar and enduring here.

PENNY STARR, CNS News: I wanted to suggest that 
maybe the next moment coming up in Congress is the new 
stimulus bill that is going to bail out or save the jobs of 
teachers and � rst responders. According to Recovery.gov, 
which I reported on, less than half of the $787 billion dol-
lars that was the � rst stimulus has been injected into the 
economy. The Obama administration says that it has been 
promised, but it’s really not out there, and now we’re going 
to spend billions more.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Mike (Pence), what about the stim-
ulus?

MIKE PENCE: Well, the President this weekend made 
a renewed pitch in his national radio address for, I think, 
$50 billion in the same failed economic policies of the � rst 
stimulus bill—and the second stimulus bill. We’re actually 
on the grandson of stimulus. Was it Albert Einstein who 

said that the de� nition of insanity is to continue to do the 
same thing and expect a different result?

JONAH GOLDBERG: Don’t you mean great-grandson? 
Because Bush had a stimulus, too.

MIKE PENCE: That’s exactly right, Jonah. But here you 
have the idea that we can borrow and spend and bail our 
way back to a growing economy. The American people 
know we can’t. We were at 7.5 percent unemployment 
when the � rst stimulus was passed. The administration 
said we had to borrow nearly a trillion dollars from future 
generations of Americans and spread it around in a piece-
meal way in the economy or unemployment would reach 
8 percent. It’s 9.7 percent nationally now, and it’s kind of 
stuck in up to the axle at a heartbreaking number. 

We continue to believe that the American people know 
how to get this economy moving again. Do what John F. 
Kennedy did. Do what Reagan did. Do what Bush did after 
the towers fell—and that is, � scal discipline in Washington 
DC and across-the-board tax relief for working families, 
small businesses, and family farms. But it appears this ad-
ministration and the current majority in Congress are not 
interested in trying those time-honored solutions. It’s the 
same failed policies of the present, and they’re the failed 
policies the American people are rejecting.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: One issue that the question raises 
is—and I’ve been struck by this, and early on we had a 
piece on this in the Weekly Standard, when the � rst stimu-
lus passed—or the second one? The big one, in any case. It 
raises the issue of the degree to which the money is going 
to the public sector. And Michael (Barone) has written a lot 
about this, and maybe could comment on this. 

MICHAEL BARONE: One third.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: It also raises the issue of the de-
gree to which maybe the politics have � nally changed—
and this is something conservatives have not succeeded on 
in twenty, thirty, forty years—about sort of taking on the 
whole question of public sector employee unions. I would 
say that to some degree the conservative movement has 
had an awful lot of big guns trained on unions, tradition-
ally, in the private sector when they were basically with-
ering away and technology and other things were taking 
care of those � ghts. And the degree to which you do now 
have a really unsustainable and semi-corrupt situation in 
many states and localities, supplemented or complemented 
by the federal government passing money down to these 
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states and localities for the public sector employees of pub-
lic sector unions—which were illegal, incidentally, until—
in New York, a liberal state, it was illegal for public sector 
employees to unionize. They now unionize, elect someone, 
and negotiate with someone who owes them his political 
future! There’s no adversarial negotiation, as there is most 
of the time in the private sector.

MICHAEL BARONE: Jon Corzine was sleeping with the 
biggest public employee union head in the state—literally.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Yeah—you could say he was sleep-
ing with the enemy, but he was sleeping with his friend, so 
I don’t know what that is.

But don’t you think that politically, at the state level and 
maybe at the federal level, too, in terms of the stimulus, the 
willingness to say, even though no one wants to attack indi-
vidual people who work for different levels of government, 
many of whom are perfectly � ne and work hard and all of 
that, the degree to which you could actually politically now 
build an agenda for changing the rules—not just for cutting 
pay equally, which is � ne, too, for the public sector as for 
the private sector—but for really changing the rules of the 
game for public sector employee unions—

MICHAEL BARONE: That’s why we shouldn’t just be 
focusing on Congressional elections but also on state elec-
tions and state public policy in 2011. 

RICHARD ARMEY: Grassroots activists would look at 
this latest adventure—they hear “stimulus” but they sense 
“slush fund”—and say, isn’t it possible some of these states 
could do things to sort of tighten down their budgets, cut 
back spending, and roll things back a little bit? And is it pos-
sible, if the federal government wanted to be helpful, that 
they might relieve the states of some of the costly mandates 
that they impose on the states? Maybe you could do more 
good more effectively if you just stopped doing some of the 
wrong things you’ve been doing. And I’d like to see you be 
willing try that before you take more money away from my 
grandchildren and make us look more like Greece.

You know, bailing out Greece is like bailing out Indiana. 
It’s not that big a deal. Who bails out the United States?

(Cross talk.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL: This isn’t Texas, you know?

(Laughter.)

MICHAEL BARONE: Let the record show that the gentle-
man from Indiana—

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Congressman Pence, would you 
like to respond to the gentleman from Texas who so in-
sulted your home state?

MIKE PENCE: I would like to respond. 

RICHARD ARMEY: I didn’t mean to –

WILLIAM KRISTOL: I’m getting out of the way of this 
Texas-Indiana showdown, here.

MIKE PENCE: Dick Armey is a guy with a bumper sticker 
on his car that says, “Texas is bigger than France.” 

But let me make a point. Cathy McMorris Rodgers (R–
WA) and I have authored the European Bailout Protection 
Act, which would deny any federal funding to be released 
through the International Monetary Fund to subsidize ei-
ther the Greek bailout or any European bailout. I think that 
might be another one of these issues that’s percolating. 

Item two, because of the great leadership of America’s best 
governor, Indiana doesn’t need a bailout.

(Applause.)

DAVID KIRBY, Institute for Humane Studies: There was 
an interesting political poll where they actually went and 
asked Tea Party people who showed up to rally—that’s dif-
ferent than calling people on the phone and asking whether 
they support the Tea Party. They asked them with which 
politician they most identify. Half said Sarah Palin, which 
makes sense for the point that you made, Bill Kristol, but 
the other half said Ron Paul. I was actually interested to 
hear the panelists’ thoughts about how Ron Paul has been 
kind of caught up in the Tea Party movement, and the ex-
tent to which lower-case-l libertarians are part of the Tea 
Party movement.

RICHARD ARMEY: This point was raised earlier. There is 
a word that you used that binds. There is a symbiotic word 
between Ron Paul, the Tea Party activists, and Sarah Palin. 
The word is “authentic.” And that’s why they’re feared. 
They’re real. They’re not plastic. They’re not manufactured. 
They’re not staged. They’re not choreographed. They’re 
who they are. Ron Paul is who he is, bless is heart. He’s 
unique; there’s only one like him. There’s one who is 
similar. 
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(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: Not quite the same. You know? And 
Sarah Palin is authentic. This drives the left nuts. They be-
lieve in a world where ceremony triumphs over substance. 
Scenario over science. And authenticity? It’s like Jack 
Nicholson said; they just can’t handle the truth. They’re 
all truth, whether you like them or not. They are what they 
are. What you see is what you get. And it’s authentic. They 
have a certain af� nity for—why do we grassroots activists 
� nd Ron Paul and Sarah Palin attractive? Well, they’re real. 
We just really don’t know how much we can say that about 
most people holding or seeking of� ce. Are they really real, 
or are they staged? We don’t like staged; we’ve had enough 
of it. So I would say, “authentic” is the (inaudible).

WILLIAM KRISTOL: We’ll like Mike Pence say a word, 
and them we’ll go to Jonah Goldberg. As I warned you ear-
lier, Mike is going to have to duck out to attend to his con-
gressional duties, park his car in his free parking space—

(Laughter.)

MIKE PENCE:—which will soon be terminated. Thank 
you for the honor of being on this panel, and I apologize 
for slipping out. I have one last thought to leave you with, 
and this is something that I’ve said around the country and 
to many Tea Party gatherings and grassroots gatherings, 
and it needs to be said: what’s animating this authentic 
American movement is that our present crisis is not just 
economic and � scal, but it’s moral in nature. I believe that 
there are millions of Americans who see that from Wash-
ington DC to Wall Street, people in positions of authority 
have been walking away from the timeless principles of 
honesty, integrity, an honest day’s work for an honest day’s 
pay, and the simple idea that you ought to be treating the 
other person the way that you want to be treated, or treat-
ing the next generation the way you would have wanted 
the one before you to treat you.

And so I want to say that as I talk to people in this move-
ment, what I hear is people recognizing that public policy 
alone will not cure what ails this country. It’s going to take 
public virtue and a return to the institutions that nourish 
the character of the nation. Reaf� rming our commitment 
to the sanctity of life, the sanctity of traditional marriage, 

and to the importance of 
religion in everyday life 
is also quietly central to 
this movement around the 
country. It’s about getting 
America to go back to the 
source of our greatness, 
which is our character, 
our faith, and our belief 
in limited government. 

So thank you to Hudson 
Institute and National Af-
fairs.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: 
Thank you, Mike.

(Applause.)

JONAH GOLDBERG: 
David and I have been 
around the horn on 
this libertarian-versus-
conservative things a long 
time, and so I’ll just make 
a quick point. Lee Harris 
has a nice distinction 
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when he talks about the Tea Partiers as being natural 
libertarians, which is as distinct from a certain kind of 
doctrinaire, DC-centric, Reason magazine, Cato Institute-
libertarians—not that there is anything wrong with those 
guys. I admire them greatly. And I think Congressman 
Pence hit on it quite well: There is a very strong libertarian 
aspect to the Tea Party movement, but it’s grounded in a 
constitutionalist understanding that taps into federalism, 
the idea of pushing these sorts of issues down to the lowest 
level possible. 

It’s also worth pointing out, for all of the people who want 
to claim Ron Paul—and I’m not one of them; I don’t want 
to claim Ron Paul as this sort of quintessential campus 
libertarian, but Ron Paul never would have been elected 
if he wasn’t pro-life, for starters. Part of his success as 
a politician is that he is personally a fairly conservative 
person; that is sort of his cultural comportment, and what 
not. At the same time, I don’t think that the Tea Parties 
should explicitly one way or the other get into these 
cultural issues, but the idea of trying to claim these guys 
as natural libertarians or natural conservative-movement 
guys is problematic, I think.

HILLEL FRADKIN, Hudson Institute: The question I 
have is connected with comments that were made earlier 
by Michael Barone and Dick Armey. It’s about the popu-
larity of books on the Founders. As I recall, the popularity 
of those books began in the 1990s, and might be thought 
to have been connected with the end of the Cold War. We 
had achieved this remarkable success, and we � nally had 
the chance to pause, take this into account, and even study 
where it came from. But in general, that went along with 
the sense that this is not only a successful country but a 
very good country. I wonder whether that issue didn’t get 
reopened post-9/11, and what role that plays in this con-
temporary phenomenon. 

This is connected with an issue that has more recently been 
raised in this discussion—that is, the issue of a certain class 
difference between an elite and the rest of the country.

MICHAEL BARONE: The interest in the Founders, it 
seems to me, is very much still there. I haven’t checked 
my Amazon metrics lately, but it seems to me that it is 
there. The idea that this is a fundamentally good country 
and the idea of American exceptionalism is very strong 
with the American people, I think. And if you read Scott 
Rasmussen, he asks the question of whether this is a fair 
and decent country, basically, and whether it would be bet-
ter if more countries were like America. Around two thirds 

of Americans say yes. About 90 percent of Republicans say 
yes; Democrats come down about 47–39, which is sort of 
like the old story about the teamsters’ business agent who 
is in the hospital and gets a bouquet of � owers with a card 
that reads, “The board wishes you a speedy recovery by a 
vote of 9–6.”

(Laughter.)

MICHAEL BARONE: And I think Barack Obama per-
sonally represents the non-American exceptionalist part 
of American life. He doesn’t consider this country an es-
pecially good country. And maybe it’s especially bad—he 
apologizes for it often; he seems to take view that we have 
been an imperial oppressor; he takes this view even more 
of Great Britain, and the Churchill bust goes into the trash; 
he gives tacky gifts to the British prime minister; and he 
humiliates Gordon Brown, who—whatever else one may 
think about him—was a good friend to the United States as 
prime minister of the United Kingdom. He is simply not a 
believer in this. And that’s the faculty lounge view, but it’s 
not the American view. 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: It is interesting, on the Founders—
this did begin the 1990s, but I think it’s even stronger to-
day. And I am struck by the degree of interest and respect 
for and the centrality of the Constitution to the Tea Parties. 
It at least in principle allows one to think it could be a con-
stitutionalist populist movement—which isn’t a contradic-
tion in terms, but there has been some tension, as Jonah 
(Goldberg) mentioned. An example is the very popularity 
of the phrase “Tea Party”—there are many other phrases 
that could have caught on, after all. And it is interesting that 
it is an American patriotic revolutionary phrase. 

There’s a wonderful YouTube video I saw over the weekend 
where a man stands up at a—this is a Herman Cain Tea Party. 
Have you seen it? And the man says that he has a comment 
to make, albeit an unorthodox one. And he apparently must 
have been trained—he’s a very good singer—and he sings 
the fourth stanza of “The Star Spangled Banner,” which is 
actually a quite interesting one, if you read the poem or the 
anthem by Francis Scott Key. It’s an interesting stanza in 
terms of its so-to-speak political theory of liberty. It’s really 
a fantastic video, actually, where everyone is moved and 
stands up. And I do think it’s interesting, the rediscovery 
and appropriation of these patriotic and constitutionalist 
and Founding Fathers-oriented symbols and documents 
themselves. It’s really striking. Ultimately, how you 
reinvigorate constitutionalism when it has been so eroded 
by so many institutions of government and in the academy 

THE 2010 BRADLEY SYMPOSIUM:  TEA TIME                    24                    CAN THERE BE A POPULIST CONSERVATISM?



is a very dif� cult challenge. But certainly this rediscovery 
puts lie to the very simple attack on the Tea Parties, I think, 
that they’re a bunch of yahoos who just don’t like something 
about President Obama. It’s a very unusual thing for lots 
of people to get together and carry around little pocket 
versions of the American Constitution. 

RICHARD ARMEY: Their breadth of curiosity, reading, 
knowledge, and understanding is much greater than that. 
They’ve read Ayn Rand. They read Thomas Sowell—as 
you should; he’s the smartest man alive in America today. 
We all ought to be reading him. They read Hayek’s Road 
to Serfdom.

MICHAEL BARONE: The University of Chicago Press 
sold out of its entire stock of copies of Hayek’s Road to 
Serfdom.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Glenn Beck praised the book; he 
said, “I want you to read The Road to Serfdom,” and it has 
been number one on Amazon.com for the last week, which 
is a really sort of jaw-dropping feat.

RICHARD ARMEY: There is this ideological commit-
ment to liberty, which brings us to our Constitution and 
related documents. There is then the practical question of 
what works. How does the world work, and what works 
best in the world? Freedom works. If I am free to engage in 
commerce, I can make myself happy by making you hap-
py. And the blueprint of capitalism given to us by Adam 
Smith—they’ve read Adam Smith. You walk among these 
folks, and they’re quoting Adam Smith! This amazes me. 
Most of the books that they’ve read are the books that are 
too hard for the Harvard faculty; they just can’t get them.

(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: It’s too much hard work to read that 
stuff. They’d rather read � ction, like Galbraith. It’s also en-
tertaining. The Tea Partiers read hard books, deep books, 
serious books. And they think about them and talk about 
them. They are a very, very brilliantly literate group of 
people. And it pains me to see smart alecks put them down 
as if they have no ideas. These folks deserve more respect 
than that.

MICHAEL GREBE, Bradley Foundation: I think this is a 
follow-on to the conversation you were just having about 
the people who comprise the movement. In an earlier ques-
tion, I think I heard someone in the audience suggest that a 
disappointed Tea Party person might take up arms. I don’t 

know whether that was serious. It probably wasn’t. But I 
am reminded of the promotions I’ve been seeing over the 
past few days concerning a documentary that Chris Mat-
thews has done from MSNBC.4  Based on the promotions, 
apparently it draws very negative parallels between the Tea 
Party movement and some earlier populist movements in 
this country that are very negatively perceived—not the 
movements that Jonah (Goldberg) referred to earlier, but 
some others. That seems at odds with the people whom 
you’ve been describing. And it’s obviously unfair to ask 
you to comment on a documentary that hasn’t been broad-
cast yet, but I’m curious about your comments about the 
attempts to draw very negative characterizations of the Tea 
Party movements.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: We’ll let Jonah go � rst, because he 
makes a specialty out of commenting on things he hasn’t 
seen yet—

(Laughter.)

WILLIAM KRISTOL:—as do we all, let me hasten to 
say.

(Cross talk.)

JONAH GOLDBERG: This has been fascinating to me. In 
writing my book, I went through a lot of the uses and abus-
es of fascism. In FDR’s � nal inaugural address in 1944, 
he calls for a second Bill of Rights, saying that we have 
to replace the old Bill of Rights with a new bill of rights 
that guarantees a home and a job and all the rest. He says 
that if we instead return to the normalcy of the 1920s, even 
though we will have “conquered our enemies on the battle-
� elds abroad, we shall have yielded to the spirit of Fascism 
here at home.” This has been a theme of the left, which Leo 
Ribuffo, the historian, coined as the “brown scare.” 

And it has been running ever since, and has never gotten 
the treatment or respect from historians that it deserves. So 
you have FDR saying that if we return to the era of limited 
government and Calvin Coolidge, we’ll be fascists. You 
have Harry Truman saying that if Dewey wins, Dewey was 
in fact a pawn of a Hitlerite cabal. You have LBJ saying 
supposedly that Barry Goldwater was an “agent of hate.” 
Ronald Reagan was always cast as—I think Abbie Hoffman 
had the best line—“the fascist gun in the West.” And when 
Contract with America came in 1994, you had Charlie Ran-
gel (D–NY) say that Hitler wasn’t even talking about doing 

4“Rise of the New Right,” air date June 16, 2010.
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things like this—which is technically true. Hitler wasn’t 
talking about zero-based budgeting or eliminating commit-
tee chairs or anything like that.

(Laughter.)

JONAH GOLDBERG: Again and again and again, there 
is this race to see this existential threat around the corner. 
The day before yesterday, there were bumper stickers all 
over the place saying, “Dissent is the highest form of pa-
triotism.” And the second the Tea Parties emerge, dissent 
becomes the lowest form of racism. And I think that this is 
something that they will continually try to do; it is in the 
liberal DNA, in a certain way. I think that they cannot quite 
grasp that Nazis weren’t libertarians, which is a very odd 
thing not to be able to grasp. But the re� ex of the left has al-
ways been to say that any deviation from the party line is a 
lurch towards Nazism or fascism or whatnot. And it doesn’t 
shock me in the slightest that Chris Matthews is doing that. 
But the American people have heard a lot of that before, 
and I think they have fairly thick skins for it now. 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Final thoughts?

RICHARD ARMEY: Well, I saw Chris last night, and I 
have to say that I felt bad for him. He’s a better person 
than that. What’s he doing? He has given himself over 
the something. He knows better than that. And I like him, 
personally. But I had the feeling that I might have had of 
my favorite nephew who was doing something really, re-
ally out of character and harmful to himself. Why would 
an adult person with some intelligence, some background, 
some experience, some training just plain act silly like he 
did last night? I just felt bad for him. A lot of folks will be 
upset with me, but I can’t help liking people sometimes 
who have disagreeable notions of the world. Ron Dellums 
and I are to this day perfectly good, loyal friends. He’s a 
wholly misguided pinko, but I love the man!

(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: And I have a right to like a man 
whether I disagree with him or not! But this case, I just felt 
so bad for Chris. I like him too much to watch him destroy 
himself the way he’s doing. I’m sad about it; I’m just very 
sad for Chris.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: This is the compassionate conser-
vative side of Dick Armey.

(Laughter.)

RICHARD ARMEY: That’s right! 

WILLIAM KRISTOL: And that was moving—it was! And 
you’re absolutely right. Michael?

MICHAEL BARONE: From time to time we have to deal 
with the argument that these people only object to Barak 
Obama’s policies because he’s black and they just can’t 
stand having a black president. I think that’s pathetic non-
sense. The Democrats have had forty-� ve national conven-
tions since the � rst one in 1832. Only three Democratic 
nominees for president got a higher percentage of the pop-
ular vote than Barack Obama: Andrew Jackson, Franklin 
Roosevelt, and Lyndon Johnson. The idea that Americans 
are rejecting him because of his race is ridiculous.

They’re rejecting him because they don’t favor a vast 
expansion of the size and scope of government, and be-
cause they don’t favor what I call “gangster government,” 
taking the property of some people like the Chrysler and 
GM bondholders and giving them to somebody else—the 
United Auto Workers retirees who had contributed money. 
We now see that they’re going to take money away from 
British Petroleum, money which BP in the legal course of 
things would undoubtedly be paying over to other people. 
And the government is going to decide whom should get 
it, and I suspect there will be some crony capitalism and 
bailout favoritism there. 

Going back to the Rick Santelli rant, the idea of government 
aiding people who don’t deserve it morally—giving money 
from the deserving to the undeserving—is one of the ele-
ments that is motivating an awful lot of voters against this 
kind of government and the fact that you have, with this 
expansion in the size and scope of government, inevitably 
crony capitalism and bailout favoritism. It’s not a bug; it’s 
a feature of this style of government. 

And it is a source of vulnerability. If you go back and read 
the history of the 1930s, it was a source of vulnerability 
in the Roosevelt administration’s Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation and so forth, and during World War II. And it is 
a source of vulnerability for this crowd now. And I think it 
does strike most Americans that it is wrong for government 
to, without legal basis, take the property of some people 
and distribute it to others who it things ought to have it.

RICHARD ARMEY: It’s not just the obnoxious redistribu-
tional thing that was done upon the stocks and bonds, it was 
the violation of the duty to respect contracts. In a system 
of private markets, the government must protect contracts. 
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The government can’t be the largest usurper of contracts 
and have private enterprise survive it. And Tea Party ac-
tivists recognize that. That usurping of contract law was 
what was most distressful to our activists in the � eld, on 
the streets.

WILLIAM KRISTOL: Let me, in accord with the princi-
ples of the Tea Parties that we should keep our promises 
and obey our written rules and limits, in this case that we 
were going to end at 11:30, adjourn this session. I should 
thank the panelists for a really terri� c discussion, and thank 
the audience for your patience and contributions.

I should also say that each of the members of today’s panel 
will receive these framed blocks of stamps I have here. 
These are original versions of the stamps that were issued 
in honor of the Boston Tea Party in 1973, as party of the 

United States Bicentennial. I do think it is an irony—I re-
member the Bicentennial well, and a lot of good work was 
done; there were a lot of good speeches, and my father did 
some stuff at the American Enterprise Institute, but it didn’t 
really catch on, I’ve got to say. The Bicentennial came and 
went in 1976, and for those of us who were old enough to 
remember it, it didn’t really affect the public much, I think. 
And it would be an irony, one of the ways history works in 
a funny way, if the resurgence of interest in the principles 
of the Founding then comes back here thirty years later—
but I think that is happening. And in any case, our panelists 
will be able to put on their walls these wonderful Boston 
Tea Party stamps.

Thank you all so much.

(Applause.)
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