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and allegations of pay-for-play honed his
image as poster child for everything that
was wrong with the state.
Most conservatives preferred McClintock, but feared that if they supported
him, Democratic Lt. Gov. Cruz Bustamante, who refused to disavow his former membership in a Mexican separatist group, would win the free-for-all
election, which included 135 candidates
ranging from the weird (actor Gary
Coleman) to the scary (Hustler publisher Larry Flynt). Schwarzenegger
won, of course, and did a serviceable job
until the November special election.
During the thick of that race, even
McClintock was singing the governor’s
praises, telling our editorial board that
Schwarzenegger was one of the most
functionally conservative and gutsy governors he’s watched in action. There
was a sense that, even if defeated,
Schwarzenegger was at least targeting
the right villains (the voracious public
sector) and identifying crucial long-term
reforms (pensions, workers compensation, overspending).
Now no one knows what to think. It’s
one thing to change tactics after a loss,
another thing to embrace a different
platform. Schwarzenegger’s current supporters argue that the Terminator has
always been a centrist and that he is
coming home to his roots. But it’s one
thing to be hard-headed on fiscal issues
and soft on the social stuff—a must, it
seems, in socially left California—but
quite another to be soft on the fiscal
stuff too, as he is now.
Whether Schwarzenegger was cloned
or not, those Republicans who warned
us that supporting an untested actor
would lead to the squandering of an historic chance to refashion the state had it
right.
Steven Greenhut is senior editorial
writer and columnist for the Orange
County Register.
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Thou Shalt Not
Speak Ill of Bush
A Republican loyalist is fired for sticking to principle.
By Bruce Bartlett
ON FEB. 21, Doubleday will publish the

book that cost me my job: Impostor:
How George W. Bush Bankrupted
America and Betrayed the Reagan
Legacy.
The germination began when I heard
about the extraordinary efforts made by
the White House to ram the Medicare
drug benefit through the House of Representatives during the night. Until that
point, I had given President Bush the
benefit of the doubt—even on things
with which I was uncomfortable. For
example, I had reluctantly concluded
the Iraq War was justified on the basis of
what I knew at the time it began.
I don’t normally write about foreign
policy, but I felt that I had an obligation
as a “public intellectual” to render a
judgment before the war. It would have
been too easy to wait and see what happened and then choose the popular side
afterwards.
I still don’t know what information
the White House had about WMD, and I
don’t believe that President Bush knowingly falsified data to undertake a war he
had already decided upon for other reasons. But I am dismayed that the White
House subsequently claimed that WMD
were only a secondary reason for the
war and that liberating the Iraqi people
was the primary aim.
Knowing what I know now, I would
not have supported the war. But sometimes leaders must take action based on
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incomplete and inconclusive evidence.
Where I really fault the White House is
on its extreme reluctance to admit error
and for inadequately preparing for the
postwar operation. A willingness to
admit honest error has always seemed to
me to be a hallmark of great leadership.
Sadly, this White House failed that test.
As someone primarily concerned with
economic policy, enactment of the
Medicare drug benefit hit me the way the
failure to find WMD hit supporters of the
war, especially on the Left, or the way
Harriet Miers’s nomination affected judicial conservatives. This is going to cost
taxpayers trillions upon trillions of dollars and will eventually lead to massively
higher taxes, while doing little to improve
the health of those who will benefit from
the program or the political fortunes of
the Republican Party, which sold its soul
just to buy one lousy election.
In the months leading up to a vote, I
thought the White House was playing a
game of appearing to support a popular
but substantively awful program by proclaiming support for it publicly while
doing nothing to overcome the differences between the House and Senate
versions of the bill. Bush could look like
the good guy and blame Congress for
the failure to enact the legislation. The
proof for this proposition was repeated
White House statements that Bush
would sign any drug bill no matter what
was in it. This position seemed so
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patently irresponsible that I had to
believe that this was all part of a secret
plan to kill it.
Consequently, the enormous White
House effort to threaten, cajole, and
even bribe House members to get the
last votes for passage was a slap in the
face. I suddenly realized that the White
House did want this bill to pass and was
not just playing some clever political
game designed by Karl Rove, and I concluded that George W. Bush is no conservative.
I found myself increasingly alienated
from President Bush and the whole
Republican establishment. I didn’t
become a Republican to create new
entitlement programs and hugely
expand the size of government. That’s
what Democrats do.
I shared my concerns with Pulitzer
Prize-winning journalist Ron Suskind,
author of the bestselling book The Price
of Loyalty. After I wrote a favorable column about Suskind’s book, he called me
and we began talking about what makes
George W. Bush tick. Where does he get
his ideas, we wondered, and how is it
that he has such absolute certainty
about the rightness of his decisions
when he seemingly devotes little time to
study or analysis? And why does he
stick to those decisions regardless of
results?
In the course of my conversations
with Suskind, I threw out a lot of ideas
as speculation. He wrote some of them
up in an article for the New York Times
Magazine on Oct. 17, 2004:
Bruce Bartlett, a domestic policy
adviser to Ronald Reagan and a
treasury official for the first President Bush, told me recently that ‘if
Bush wins, there will be a civil war
in the Republican Party starting on
Nov. 3.’ The nature of that conflict,
as Bartlett sees it? Essentially, the
same as the one raging across

much of the world: a battle
between modernists and fundamentalists, pragmatists and true
believers, reason and religion.
‘Just in the last few months,’
Bartlett said, ‘I think a light has
gone off for people who’ve spent
time up close to Bush: that this
instinct he’s always talking about is
this sort of weird, Messianic idea of
what he thinks God has told him to
do.’ Bartlett, a 53-year-old columnist and self-described libertarian
Republican who has lately been a
champion for traditional Republicans concerned about Bush’s governance, went on to say: ‘This is
why George W. Bush is so cleareyed about Al Qaeda and the
Islamic fundamentalist enemy. He
believes you have to kill them all.
They can’t be persuaded, that
they’re extremists, driven by a dark
vision. He understands them,
because he’s just like them …
‘This is why he dispenses with people who confront him with inconvenient facts,’ Bartlett went on to
say. ‘He truly believes he’s on a mission from God. Absolute faith like
that overwhelms a need for analysis. The whole thing about faith is
to believe things for which there is
no empirical evidence.’ Bartlett
paused, then said, ‘But you can’t
run the world on faith.’
If I had known that Ron was going to
quote me, I would have been more
guarded and explained myself more
clearly. For example, I meant my statement about Bush and al-Qaeda as a compliment. I am not a religious person and
don’t pretend to understand why anyone
would be motivated to kill another person over religious differences. But it is
clearly the case that some misguided
Muslims do hate the American people,

and their hatred is motivated by deep
religious faith. I think it is helpful to
have a leader whose own deep faith
helps him understand our enemies.
As for a civil war in the Republican
Party, I was thinking less about a war
between faith and reason than the simple fact that once past the election, the
race for 2008 would start almost immediately. I also thought that conservatives
like myself, long concerned about
Bush’s big-government policies, would
no longer have any reason to hold their
tongues and would become more outspoken in their criticism.
Unfortunately, I was given no opportunity to explain myself. My boss at the
National Center for Policy Analysis, the
conservative think tank where I worked,
told me that Karl Rove had called him to
complain about the article, and I was
forbidden from writing anything or giving any interviews that might have
blunted its political impact.
Like most conservative Republicans,
I muted my public criticism of President
Bush during the election season. As bad
as he was, I feared that Kerry would be
even worse. Had Kerry run as if he
would return to the moderate liberalism
and budgetary policies of Bill Clinton, he
would have strongly tempted me and
many other conservatives. Instead, he
ran to the left and gave us no choice but
to vote for Bush as the lesser of evils.
I began my book after the election as a
general history of economic policy during the Bush administration. Although I
had been critical of Bush in my syndicated column, especially after passage of
the drug bill, I was overwhelmingly supportive during his first three years. And
during the election, I wrote many
columns criticizing Kerry’s proposals.
But it was harder and harder for me to
contain my growing frustration with
Bush, which spilled out in places like
Suskind’s article. This created tensions
between me and my Dallas-based
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employer. I was repeatedly warned that
every time I criticized President Bush—
even if it was for violating the very principles for which the organization
existed—I was losing contributions
among Bush’s supporters, who represented a large part of the organization’s
fundraising base.
In a meeting with the chairman and
president of the organization, I was told
that if I continued to criticize the president, I would be fired. At no time did
anyone connected with the organization
ever tell me that my substantive analysis
was wrong. Nor had anyone ever
warned me against criticizing Bill Clinton. It was solely a matter of appearances and fundraising, they said.
As I researched, it became increasingly clear to me that I was going to have
a hard time finding anything good to say
about Bush’s economic policy. Even his
tax cuts, which I had supported totally
at the time, seemed much less effective

fired without severance after 10 years of
service.
Said New York Times columnist
David Brooks about this incident, “In an
era when many commentators write
whatever will affirm the prejudices of
their own team, Bartlett follows his conscience and has paid a price. He was
fired by his conservative think tank for
being critical of President Bush.”
I have no reason to believe that the
White House had anything to do with
this. Bush’s supporters in Dallas didn’t
need to be told by anyone in Washington
what to do. They probably informed my
employer that further donations would
not be forthcoming as long as I was on
the payroll. My boss told me that my dismissal was a business decision related
to lost contributions.
It took longer than I thought it would,
but the Republican civil war that I predicted finally erupted with the nomination of Harriet Miers. For many conser-

ALTHOUGH I LOST MY JOB FOR WRITING A BOOK CRITICAL OF GEORGE W. BUSH,
I HAVE NO REGRETS. MY LOYALTY TO MY COUNTRY AND MY PARTY SUPERSEDE
WHATEVER LOYALTY I MAY HAVE TO MY PRESIDENT.
with the benefit of hindsight. And contrary to the experience of the 1980s, tax
cuts and growing deficits had no limiting
effect on congressional spending, which
shot through the roof without any White
House restraint.
I knew this would create problems,
but I thought that if conservatives simply read my argument, analysis, and supporting documentation, they would
have no choice but to accept my conclusion that George W. Bush isn’t one of us.
In retrospect, I was naïve in thinking
that facts and analysis had much chance
against money and misguided loyalty to
friends and party. After giving the completed manuscript to my boss, I was
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vatives, this was the final straw—as the
drug bill had been for me. Belatedly, they,
too, came around to the conclusion that
Bush’s abrogation of conservative principles had gone too far, and they turned on
him with surprising vehemence.
I think many conservatives knew as
well as I did that Bush is no conservative. While the tax cuts were supported
by most of them, they also knew that
Bush allowed spending to explode and
that this would eventually lead to tax
increases. Others were disturbed by
Bush’s signing of an unconstitutional
campaign-finance bill, the growth of
government regulation, and failure to do
anything about illegal immigration.
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But these conservatives thought that
the war on terror and the opportunity to
get judicial conservatives on the courts
trumped. However, continuing problems in Iraq together with growing
reports that the evidence of WMD was
weak or nonexistent before the war
weighed heavily on even the most hawkish conservatives.
When Bush nominated a woefully
unqualified crony to the most important
of all court appointments, conservative
doubts about Bush that had been held
in check by 9/11, the war, and the election suddenly exploded. Virtually the
entire conservative intelligentsia turned
against Bush overnight. The White
House foolishly fed this revolt by
attacking conservative critics for elitism and sexism. Bush would have been
in far worse shape politically if the conservative wing of the Republican Party
had a leader who could articulate a
respectful critique.
Although I lost my job for writing a
book critical of George W. Bush, I have
no regrets. Sometimes you just have to
say the emperor isn’t wearing any
clothes. My loyalty to my country and
my party supersede whatever loyalty I
may have to my president. As someone
once said, facts are hard things.
I think it better for all loyal Republicans to face these facts now, no matter
how painful they may be. Denouncing
Bush’s conservative critics or firing
them from allegedly conservative organizations won’t make those facts go away.
Refusing to address them and circling
the wagons against even the friendliest
of critics only erodes the Republican
Party’s base, setting it up for defeat in
2008. Better to have a debate now, when
there is still time to change course.
Bruce Bartlett is a former fellow with
the National Center for Policy Analysis
who served in the Reagan and George
H.W. Bush Treasury Departments.
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War Without End
T H E D E F E N S E D E PA R T M E N T and
White House have decided that the
United States now conducts “the Long
War” rather than what previously was
known as the War on Terror, then as the
Struggle Against Violent Extremism,
and briefly—as one revealing Pentagon
study described it—a war against “the
Universal Adversary.”
President George W. Bush said in his
State of the Union message last month
that the aim of his administration is to
defeat radical Islam. This was a preposterous statement, made shortly before
radical Islam began wrecking and burning embassies from Afghanistan and
Indonesia to Damascus and Beirut. The
United States is not going to defeat that.
There are a great many dismaying
aspects of President Bush’s Washington,
but nothing more so than this combination of the unachievable with the hortatory in giving a name and purpose to the
military campaigns that already have the
Army near exhaustion and a major part
of the world in turmoil.
It is customary, politically desirable,
and morally indispensable to say seriously what a war is about, if only so the
public will know when it is over and
when the declared and undeclared measures of exception that have accompanied
it, justifying suspension of civil liberties,
illegal practices, and defiance of international law and convention, will be lifted
and the killing may be expected to stop.
What originally was to be a matter of
quick and exemplary revenge, with lightning attacks and acclaimed victories,
has now become the long war whose
end cannot be foreseen. The citizen is
told to expect the current suspension of
constitutional norms, disregard for justice, and defiance of presidential power
limits as traditionally construed to con-

tinue indefinitely. We are in a new age,
America’s leaders say. The Democratic
opposition seems to agree.
What started as the war against terror,
proclaimed in the aftermath of the 2001
attacks, has undergone a metamorphosis. The initial interpretation was that the
people responsible for the World Trade
Center attacks and other terrorist outrages against Americans and their interests would be discovered, defeated, and
probably killed, or less likely, brought to
justice.
Surely that is what most Americans
thought when the search was launched
for Osama bin Laden and members of alQaeda. These previously unknown members of a marginal and sectarian band of
politico-religious zealots were made into
international celebrity-outlaws, together
with their more recent successor, Abu
Musab Al-Zarqawi—the latest to go on
international television to defy and
ridicule George W. Bush. The idea was
that these men would be tracked down
and dealt with, even if two countries had
to be wrecked to do it—at a cost to the
latter’s unwitting citizens the Pentagon
prefers not to calculate.
Today Osama bin Laden and Mullah
Omar are somewhere in Waziristan,
tracked by the CIA and Pakistani soldiers with different degrees of enthusiasm. There is an insurrection in Iraq,
which had nothing to do with al-Qaeda
when it started, but from which al-Qaeda
and Zarqawi now draw global publicity.
Elsewhere, violent and alienated members of the Muslim diaspora in Europe
claim the brand-identification of al-Qaeda
to dramatize their own exploits, as do discontented sons of Middle Eastern elites.
Yet even if you include the 9/11 casualties, the number of Americans killed
by international terrorists since the late

1960s, which is when the U.S. State
Department began its accounting, is
about the same as that killed by lightning or by accident-causing deer or by
severe allergic reactions to peanuts.
“In almost all years, the total number
of people worldwide who die at the
hands of international terrorists is not
much more than the number who
drown in bathtubs in the United States.”
I quote John Mueller of Ohio State University, writing in last autumn’s issue of
the authoritative American journal Terrorism and Political Violence. As
Mueller concedes, there is a definitional
issue. Few insurgents in Iraq are internationals; most are homegrown. If aspirant terrorists in London or Paris had
nuclear bombs, the numbers would
become different.
Nonetheless, a phenomenon that is
scattered, limited, under control, and
inevitably transient has been conflated
by Washington and in international discussion with something that is huge and
very serious: the upheaval that results
from the desperation that exists among
the Muslim masses and is directed indiscriminately against the Western nations,
held responsible for Islamic society’s
backwardness, poverty, and exploitation.
Al-Qaeda and individual international
terrorists are the object of worldwide
intelligence and police operations. They
are a marginal phenomenon. The Bush
administration’s conflation of them with
the social upheaval in their world is
exploited to perpetuate changes that
provide a much more sinister threat to
democracy than anything ever dreamed
by Osama bin Laden. The radical threat
to the U.S. is at home.
William Pfaff writes from Paris. Copyright the International Herald Tribune.
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