
 President Obama, there you go again.  

Barack Obama giving a speech about the impor-

tance of fiscal restraint is like Bill Clinton talking 

about the importance of telling the truth.  It just 

doesnôt pass the smell test.   

 The national debt has increased by $3.6 tril-

lion on President Obamaôs watch, exploding from 

$10.6 trillion to $14.2 trillion during the first 27 

months of his presidency.  Our federal budget defi-

cit is at a record high, largely because of Obamaôs 

trillion dollar ñstimulusò plan and trillion dollar 

healthcare takeover.  So when the President, a big 

government liberal from Chicago, stands up and 

says heôs now a budget hawk and proposes to cut 

$4 trillion dollars over 12 years, why should anyone 

believe that heôs actually going to follow through 

on this new plan?  

 President Obamaôs core political strategy re-

volves around spending a lot of taxpayer funds on a 

lot of government programs.  That is his ideology ï 

that government is the answer to societyôs prob-

lems.  But what does President Obama, running for 

reelection, do when the public rebels against his big 

government ideology and tells him we need to 

make unprecedented cuts and reforms to govern-

ment, for the sake of our children and grandchil-

dren?  He pulls a 180.  He makes another speech 

that contradicts his record in the hope that a $1 bil-

lion campaign war chest can convince the American 

people that this time heôs being sincere. 

 This unprincipled change of direction is not 

only disingenuous, but itôs also indicative of a poli-

tician willing to say and do anything to get re-

elected.  Letôs look at his record.  In 2008, candi-

date Obama campaigned on deficit reduction.  As 

President, he has done nothing.  At this yearôs State 

of the Union address, he could have made entitle-

ment reform and spending cuts a priority.  He did 

not.  When the Presidentôs own bi-partisan debt 

commission came back with serious recommenda-

tions to curb the debt he could have embraced them.  

He chose not to.  When he released his budget for 

fiscal year 2012 in February, the President could 

have changed direction from the failing status quo 

to chart a new direction to put us on the path to fis-

cal solvency.  He couldnôt find the political courage 

to do so.  

 But Congressman Paul Ryanôs bold budget 

blueprint changed the political calculus for Obama 

and his brain trust. The truth is that President 

Obama finally focused on our fiscal crisis and 

budget cuts in a speech only because his political 

advisers and pollsters told him he was being left be-

hind on one of the most critical issues of our time.  

Unfortunately, despite being $14 trillion in debt, the 

Presidentôs speech was not at all urgent in tone.  It 

was defensively partisan, which has become a curi-

ous trademark for someone who campaigned on 

creating a ñpost-partisanò atmosphere inside the 

beltway.  Courageous cuts and drastic reforms were 

nowhere to be found.  In fact, the main thrust of the 

speech seemed to be 
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centered on what programs Mr. Obama pledged to ñprotectò along 

with the normal Democrat tax increases, defense cuts, and class war-

fare.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 This is a dangerous time for America.  We have an unabashed 

liberal at the helm who doesnôt have the guts to tell the people that 

America needs to change its ways and junk the failed status quo.  It ap-

pears that from here on in, itôs going to be all about the President and 

his prospects for a second term ï which means not rocking the boat 

and only telling the people what they want to hear.  This is exactly the 

opposite mindset the country needs right now from its Commander-in-

Chief.  

 It must be a scary time to be a big spending liberal like Obama.  

The American people have caught on to the fact that the big govern-

ment utopia theyôve been promised has only made the situation worse.  

Now they are fully engaged on the debt and deficit issue and are de-

manding action.  President Obama may try to put one past them with 

dazzling speeches making big promises like he did in 2008 but this 

time Americans know Obamaôs record and will see right through that.  

Hardworking taxpayers are tired of the out-of-control spending, busi-

ness-as-usual operations, and a sluggish economy; their patience for 

freewheeling big government liberalism is at last coming to an end.  

Now thatôs hope and change we can believe in. 
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Congressman Paul Ryan (R-WI) drafted up his own budget plan to reduce Americaôs 

debt titled: ñA Roadmap for Americaôs Future,ò which helped force President Obama 

to finally comment on the debt problemðsomething Obama had promised to do in 

2008 when he ran for office. 
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ñFair Electionsò Brought to You by  

Barbra Streisand and Alec Baldwin 
 

 Liberal Democrats, including President Barack 

Obama and Senators Dick Durbin and Charles 

Schumer, have long railed against the corruptive influ-

ence of money in politics.  This is a bit ironic consider-

ing what prolific fundraisers they have been.  President 

Obama raised $750 million for his 2008 campaign and 

is expected to raise $1 billion for his re-election (his 

wealthy and well connected bundlers have been asked 

to raise at least $350,000 each).  Senator Schumer 

ended 2010 with over $10 million dollars in his cam-

paign war chest; Senator Durbin ñonlyò $2.25 million. 

 

 Despite benefitting from these exorbitant fund-

raising sums, liberal politicians continue to insist that 

money corrupts the political process.  In order to pre-

vent this kind of corruption, these politicians have re-

peatedly introduced legislation to ñlevel the playing 

fieldò by allowing the government to determine whose 

speech should be protected. 

 

 Last yearôs failed DISCLOSE Act is perhaps the 

boldest attempt in recent history to restrict our First 

Amendment rights.  This bizarre piece of legislation, 

cobbled together by Senator Schumer with the aid of 

special interest lobbyists, thankfully failed to become 

law, despite the overwhelming support of President 

Obama and the rest of the liberal establishment. 

 

 This year, Senator Durbin seeks to own the cam-

paign finance ñreformò mantle.  In his effort to address 

the horrors of ñbig donor, special interest funded elec-

tionsò he has re-introduced the Fair Elections Now Act, 

a bill he has been pushing since 2007.  It failed to ad-

vance last year despite the support of such campaign 

finance luminaries as Barbra Streisand. 

 

 This year, Senator Durbin has again trotted out 

his proposal, bearing the same misleading name, but 

sought to up his Hollywood star power by enlisting the 

support of Alec Baldwin.  Perhaps he hopes for more 

success with the aid of a better pitchman, or perhaps 

Mr. Baldwinôs razzle-dazzle was enlisted to divert the 

publicôs attention from the nationôs high unemployment 

rate to the liberal pet project of campaign finance 

ñreform.ò 

 The 2011 version of the Fair Elections Now Act 

is billed as a ñcomprehensive responseò to Citizens 

United v. Federal Election Commission.  Citizens 

United restored the First Amendment protection of po-

litical speech.  The Supreme Court ruled that no matter 

who the speakers are, whether a group of individuals, a 

small business, corporation, labor union, or non-profit 

organization, they may engage in political speech.  

Much to the chagrin of incumbent politicians, many 

Americans took advantage of this restored right and 

joined together to participate in the political process 

during the 2010 election cycle.  Perhaps the zeal with 

which the American public embraced and exercised 

their rights is what has prompted the need for a 

ñcomprehensive responseò from incumbent politicians. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 This time around, Senator Durbinôs 

ñcomprehensive responseò would create a complex for-

mula to determine what threshold amount a Senate can-

didate must raise to qualify for ñFair Electionsò fund-

ing.  The formula would require a Senate candidate to 

raise 10% of primary ñFair Electionsò funding (40% of 

$1.25 million plus $250,000 for each congressional dis-

trict) from a threshold amount of people (2,000 people 

plus 500 additional peo-

Continued on the next page...  

Senator Durbin (D-IL) enlists the help from  celebrities like 

Alec Baldwin and Barbra Streisand to help gain support 

from the public and push his Fair Elections Now Act bill 

even further. 

http://dailycaller.com/2010/03/01/babs-flawed-argument-against-campaign-funding/
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ple for each congressional district) in increments of less 

than $100 from state residents.  This formula makes a 

similar bill proposed in the House look simple by com-

parison ï that bill would require a House  

candidate to raise $50,000 from 1,500 contributors in 

$100 increments to qualify for government funding. 

 

 Once a candidate qualifies, they would receive 

an initial lump sum.  For Senate primary candidates it 

would amount to 40% of the total qualified figure and 

the additional 60% would vest once the candidate se-

cures the nomination.  Beyond this initial lump sum, 

candidates will continue to receive a 5-to-1 government 

match on donations under $100 received in-state.  Add 

in some additional reductions in broadcasting rates, and 

$100,000 in media vouchers per congressional district, 

and youôve got the government tipping the scale in fa-

vor of candidates who can navigate this system; namely 

incumbents. 

 

 While it would take fairly little effort for an in-

cumbent politician like Senator Durbin to collect 

$2,500, $5,000, or even $50,000 in $100 contributions 

in order to benefit from the financial support of the fed-

eral government, it would take considerably more effort 

for an unknown challenger to do the same.  As with the 

previous incarnations of this bill, the Fair Elections 

Now Act favors incumbents because they are the ones 

with better established fundraising bases from which to 

gather small donations from large groups of individuals.  

Upstart challengers do not benefit from the same built-

in donor constituencies or name identification. 

 

 In small towns across the country, it is difficult 

for House challengers to raise the threshold amount of 

$50,000 from at least 1,500 state residents in $100 in-

crements.  By incentivizing candidates to find these 

small dollar contributors, the legislation would force 

challengers to devote their time and energy to raising 

funds in small amounts, rather than developing their 

policy messages and actually campaigning against in-

cumbent politicians, in order to enjoy the support of the 

government that is lavished upon ñFair Electionsò can-

didates. 
 

 By creating a system which makes incumbent 

politicians speech louder, because it will be easier for 

them to raise campaign funds than their challengers, the 

political speech of incumbents will be protected.  Were 

the Fair Elections Now Act passed, Hollywood elites 

like Alec Baldwin and Barbra Streisand could sleep 

soundly knowing that their liberal incumbent friends are 

safe. 

 The ñfairestò election would be one in which 

Americans could choose to support a candidate free 

from government interference.  They could contribute 

to a candidate, publically endorse a candidate, or even 

run ads in support of a candidate.  The government 

would not stack the deck against them by inserting leg-

islative and regulatory roadblocks to their support of 

candidates.  Unfortunately such a free market system 

offends the incumbent politicians who have the power 

to create unnecessary rules governing elections.  These 

powerful incumbents believe that it is ñunfairò for 

Americans to use their finances to engage in political 

speech.  Senator Durbin and his Fair Elections Now Act 

would correct this ñunfairnessò by elevating the politi-

cal speech of those who least need protection ï actors 

and incumbent politicians. 

 

Alec Baldwin would be able to use his deep pockets to help 

incumbent candidates reach the threshold to participate in 

the Fair Elections Now Act, which would leave behind 

fresh, new candidates who donôt have these kinds of  

celebrities to support them. 
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Americaôs Secret Entitlement  

Program 
  

 There is a secret entitlement program that the 

Obama Administration does not want to talk about.  

This entitlement program does not help those on Medi-

care or Medicaid, and it is not part of the Social Secu-

rity system.  This entitlement program has one func-

tion: paying interest to foreign governments that bank-

roll our ever-growing $14 trillion national debt. 

 When the federal government spends more 

money than it takes in during a fiscal year, there is a 

deficit.  The deficit turns into the debt when the Treas-

ury Department issues interest bearing Treasury securi-

ties so the government can continue to spend.  If the 

federal government were ever to default on these secu-

rities, or not make an interest payment, Americaôs 

credit rating would suffer.  In this scenario, the eco-

nomic consequences would be dire for the United 

States. 

 In Citizens United Productionsô film 

ñGeneration Zero,ò Fox Business analyst Tobin Smith 

warns, ñWe wouldn't be paying down the debt.  We 

would just simply be like the consumer at home who 

only pays a minimum on their credit card.  That's what 

we're talking about, and that begins what I'm calling the 

financial death spiral.ò  The start of the financial ñdeath 

spiralò can be seen in President Obamaôs 2012 budget.   

 According to the Presidentôs budget, interest 

payments for the national debt will quadruple from 

$186.9 billion in 2009 to $768.2 billion in 2020.  That 

equals $2,500 for every man, woman, and child to pay 

off just the interest to our national debt every year.  The 

American taxpayer will be like the Greek King Sisy-

phus, rolling the (debt) boulder up a mountain only to 

watch it come tumbling down over and over again.  Re-

member, the $768.2 billion Americans will be paying 

in 2020 does not bring down our national debt; it just 

pays off the interest the debt has accrued!  

 As the Washington Post points out, the interest 

payments for our national debt will eclipse the spend-

ing of all discretionary programs except for defense by 

2014.  By 2018, interest payments on our national debt 

will be more expensive than one of the nationôs largest 

entitlement programs ï Medicare.  Politically difficult 

decisions have to be made, but President Obamaôs lead-

ership on this important issue is nowhere to be found. 

 President Obama talked about doing ñbig 

thingsò and making ñbig changesò during his 2010 

State of the Union address, and said, ñThose of us in 

public office can respond to this reality by playing it 

safe and avoid telling hard truths and pointing fin-

gers.  We can do what's necessary to keep our poll 

numbers high, and get through the next election instead 

of doing what's best for the next generation.ò 

 Mr. President, if you believe what you said back 

in 2010, now is the time to make the tough decisions 

needed to dig America out of our fiscal black hole.  For 

a leader who was elected on the mantle of change, I 

find it interesting how content President Obama is with 

the failing status quo.  Unfortunately, it looks like Mr. 

Obama is more concerned about not angering the big 

government constituencies that will fund his $1 billion 

reelection campaign. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 America faces a tough and bumpy road 

ahead.  If the Obama Administration continues to ig-

nore the problems of irresponsible spending and the 

soaring interest payments to our $14 trillion national 

debt, then that road will most certainly lead to a dead 

end and future generations will be thrown under the 

bus.  To conquer our debt, and the secret entitlement 

program that pays its interest, we must come together 

as a country and force our leaders to make the tough 

decisions.    If not, America will become a second rate 

power. 

Citizens Unitedôs film ñGeneration Zeroò is a great way to 

inform yourself, friends and family about the economy and 

debt crisis. Call 202-547-5420 today to reserve your copyð

bulk rates are also available! 


