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Charles Krauthammer comments on Obama's trip to India, and the importance of the US 
relationship with India. 
...The story of the next half-century will be how Asia accommodates and/or contains China's 
expansion.  

Nor is this some far-off concern. China's aggressive territorial claims on resource-rich waters claimed 
by Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines and Japan are already roiling the neighborhood. 
Traditionally, Japan has been the major regional counterbalance. But an aging, shrinking Japan can 
no longer sustain that role. Symbolic of the dramatic shift in power balance between once-poor China 
and once-dominant Japan was the resolution of their recent maritime crisis. Japan had detained a 
Chinese captain in a territorial-waters dispute. China imposed a rare-earth mineral embargo. Japan 
capitulated.  

That makes the traditional U.S. role as offshore balancer all the more important. China's neighbors 
from South Korea all the way around to India are in need of U.S. support of their own efforts at 
resisting Chinese dominion.  

And of all these countries, India, which has fought a border war with China, is the most natural anchor 
for such a U.S. partnership. It's not just our inherent affinities - being democratic, English-speaking, 
free-market and dedicated to the rule of law. It is also the coincidence of our strategic imperatives: 
We both face the common threat of radical Islam and the more long-term challenge of a rising China.  

...China is no enemy, but it remains troublingly adversarial. Which is why India must be the center of 
our Asian diplomacy. ... 

  
In the National Review, Andy McCarthy tells us how Obama continues to offend Israel, 
this time by criticizing Israel while in Indonesia. 
...Sadly, there is nothing new in Obama’s amateurish inflation of Israeli construction from a sore point 
to a flash point in Israeli-Palestinian tensions. Nor is there novelty in his hectoring of Israel for 
insufficient indulgence of a “negotiating partner” that does not accept its right to exist. If there were 
nothing more, there’d be little point in recounting this story. 

But there is a new wrinkle in Obama’s Israel-bashing: the setting. While the president’s post-election 
get-out-of-Dodge tour has included stops in New Delhi, Seoul, and Tokyo, he opted to zing the Zionist 
entity while touring Jakarta. This was no coincidence: By population, Indonesia is the world’s largest 
Islamic country, home to 200 million Muslims. 

...It also turns out that this exemplary Islamic nation has about as much tolerance for Israel as the 
Palestinians do. Like Hamas and Fatah, Indonesia does not recognize Israel’s right to exist. To be 
sure, the national motto is “Unity in Diversity” — inducing Obama to compare it favorably with 
America’s E Pluribus Unum. But it ought to come with an asterisk: Israelis are not permitted to enter 
Indonesia, nor are Israeli aircraft permitted to fly in its airspace. 

What better perch could an American president find from which to slam a staunch American ally? It’s 
nice to know “Indonesia is a part of” President Obama, but Judeo-Christian tolerance — the kind 
Israel lives and Jakarta shuns — is part of America. 

  



  
Peter Wehner compiles some election statistics for us. 
In shifting through the fine analysis that emerged in the aftermath of last week’s midterm elections, a 
few data points are particularly noteworthy... 

 Independents comprised 28 percent of the electorate and supported Republican congressional 
candidates by a margin of 56 to 38 percent. That represents a 36-point turnaround from the 
last midterm election, in 2006, when independents supported Democratic congressional 
candidates by 57 to 39 percent. In addition, independents trust Republicans to do a better job 
than Democrats by a margin of 23 points on jobs and employment, 23 points on the economy, 
27 points on government spending, and 31 points on taxes.  

 Voters support repealing/replacing ObamaCare by 51 to 42 percent. Democrats oppose repeal 
by 80 to 16 percent — but both independents (by 57 to 31 percent) and Republicans (by 87 to 
7 percent) want to repeal and replace it.  

 Sixty-five percent of voters said that the stimulus bill either hurt the economy or did no good — 
and those voters overwhelmingly favored the GOP. ... 

  
  
Daniel Henninger, in the WSJ, comments on how Dems have no understanding of 
business. 
...The Democrats running things the past two years proved they have no clue about the business of 
business. In their world, the real world of the private economy is an abstraction, a political figment.  
  
Exhibit A: Along the road to ObamaCare, the party's planners inserted into the bill the now- famous 
1099 provision, requiring businesses to do an IRS report for any transaction over $600 annually. No 
member of Congress, White House staffer or party flunky thought to say, "Oh, wow, this 1099 
requirement will crush people running their own businesses. Are we sure we want to do this?" Yes, 
and that 1099 fiasco is a metaphor now for the modern Democratic Party. ... 

...much of what this Democratic Congress did, or tried to do, was like throwing Molotov cocktails at 
business. It began in early 2009 with the cap-and-trade climate bill. ... 

At his news conference last week, Mr. Obama still wouldn't rule out the EPA's impending "carbon 
finding" to regulate emissions, another Freddy Krueger nightmare for the average business. ... 

  
  
Charlie Cook reviews election surprises in the National Journal. 
...Beyond the symbolism and images, big mistakes were made and Democrats seem happy to blame 
President Obama and the economy and not accept responsibility for pursuing an agenda that turned 
independent voters, who had voted by an 18-point margin in 2006 for Democrats, to vote for 
Republicans by an 18-point margin in 2010, according to exit polls. 

This huge shift from one midterm election to the next, by a group that constitutes 26 percent of the 
electorate, is seismic. It is not a matter of turnout or partisan intensity; it is a clear indication that 
Democrats alienated voters in the middle who saw an agenda in 2009 and 2010 that was quite 
different and much more ideological that the one described in 2006 and 2008. 

For this, the bulk of House and Senate Democrats deserve responsibility but don’t seem to be 
accepting it. ... 



  
  
Clive Crook offers Obama some tips on how to win back voters. 
...I think many of the policy outcomes under Obama have been good. But instead of owning the 
policies from the start, he was backed into them. Not just sometimes, but every time. 

To recover in 2012 Obama will need a stronger economy, which should happen. He will need the 
GOP to discredit itself in Congress, which seems likely. It would also help if the Tea Party learned 
nothing from Delaware, Nevada, and Colorado, and kept harming its own prospects, which looks 
plausible too. But the hardest thing is that from now on Obama must lead with more conviction, and 
choose to disappoint either the left or the centre, not both. 

Obama’s unconstrained policy preferences (unlike mine) are evidently more progressive than centrist. 
For the sake of argument, suppose those preferences are correct. Suppose his uncompromised 
agenda would be good for the country. As a practical matter, he would still need to judge how far the 
country is willing to be moved. A good leader has to anticipate those limits, not blunder into them 
every time, as he has. From a tactical point of view, he should also bear two other things in mind. 
One is that the left despises compromise, making it much harder to please than the centre. The other 
is that the left, even if you let it down, is not going to vote Republican. 

  
  
In the National Journal, Josh Kraushaar previews the election landscape of 2012. 
...In the House, the Republican wave couldn’t have come at a better time for the ascendant party. The 
GOP now has unilateral control of redistricting in key battleground states for the upcoming election 
cycle. That will allow the GOP to protect many of their newfound majority-makers and redistrict other 
Democrats out of existence. And that’s on top of reapportionment. The states slated to gain House 
seats – Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Nevada, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, and Washington -- as a 
whole tilt in favor of Republicans. The ones projected to lose representation are predominantly 
Democratic: Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio. 

Republican State Legislative Committee Executive Director Chris Jankowski estimated the GOP will 
gain between 25 and 30 additional House seats from the reapportionment and redistricting process 
alone, a number that makes it all the more difficult for Democrats to win back the seats necessary to 
retake the majority. Republicans already are slated to hold between 241 and 244 seats in the new 
Congress, their largest majority since 1946. 

...Pelosi’s decision to stick around as minority leader is another factor that bodes well for House 
Republicans protecting their majorities in 2012. …  

 
 
 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 



Washington Post 
Why President Obama is right about India 
by Charles Krauthammer 

Much grousing about the expense of President Obama's India trip. This is silly and vindictive. The one 
thing this country owes its leader is to spare no expense in protecting him. Especially when his first 
stop is Mumbai, scene of one of the most savage and sustained terror attacks in modern times.  

It is protested that Britain's prime minister took a British Air flight when he traveled here in July. So 
what? To be blunt about it: A once-imperial middle power flies commercial; America flies colossal. 
Why do you think we built that 747 flying palace emblazoned with the presidential insignia - if not to 
land to awestruck crowds wherever it goes?  

There was grumbling about the White House taking over every room at Mumbai's five-star Taj Mahal 
Palace hotel. What is the Secret Service to do? Allow suites to be let to, say, groups of Pakistani 
madrassa instructors?  

I will admit that Indian authorities went somewhat overboard when they cut down the coconuts 
surrounding the Gandhi museum in Mumbai. I am no expert on this, having never been subject to a 
coconut attack, but it seems to me that a freefalling coconut is no match for an armored car built to 
withstand anything short of a small nuclear device. Now perhaps the enemy, always racing one step 
ahead of us, is working on the dreaded RPC - the rocket-propelled coconut. I'm not privy to all the 
intelligence here, and, try as I may, I could get nothing out of the Coconut Desk at CIA. Nonetheless, 
to this outsider, the anti-coconut measures seemed a bit excessive.  

But I digress. The only alternative to drawing down the Treasury to move the president around safely 
is for him not to go at all. And that's not an alternative. Presidential visits are the highest form of 
diplomacy, and the symbolism alone carries enormous weight. No one remembers what Nixon did in 
China; what changed the world is that Nixon went to China.  

The India visit was particularly necessary in light of Obama's bumbling overenthusiasm in his 2009 
trip to China in which he lavished much time, energy and praise upon his hosts and then oddly tried to 
elevate Beijing to a G-2 partnership, a kind of two-nation world condominium. Worse, however, was 
Obama suggesting a Chinese role in South Asia - an affront to India's autonomy and regional 
dominance, and a signal of U.S. acquiescence to Chinese hegemony.  

This hegemony is the growing source of tension in Asia today. Modern China is the Germany of a 
century ago - a rising, expanding, have-not power seeking its place in the sun. The story of the first 
half of the 20th century was Europe's attempt to manage Germany's rise. We know how that turned 
out. The story of the next half-century will be how Asia accommodates and/or contains China's 
expansion.  

Nor is this some far-off concern. China's aggressive territorial claims on resource-rich waters claimed 
by Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines and Japan are already roiling the neighborhood. 
Traditionally, Japan has been the major regional counterbalance. But an aging, shrinking Japan can 
no longer sustain that role. Symbolic of the dramatic shift in power balance between once-poor China 
and once-dominant Japan was the resolution of their recent maritime crisis. Japan had detained a 
Chinese captain in a territorial-waters dispute. China imposed a rare-earth mineral embargo. Japan 
capitulated.  



That makes the traditional U.S. role as offshore balancer all the more important. China's neighbors 
from South Korea all the way around to India are in need of U.S. support of their own efforts at 
resisting Chinese dominion.  

And of all these countries, India, which has fought a border war with China, is the most natural anchor 
for such a U.S. partnership. It's not just our inherent affinities - being democratic, English-speaking, 
free-market and dedicated to the rule of law. It is also the coincidence of our strategic imperatives: 
We both face the common threat of radical Islam and the more long-term challenge of a rising China.  

Which is why Obama's dramatic call for India to be elevated to permanent membership on the U.N. 
Security Council was so important. However useless and obsolete the United Nations, a Security 
Council seat carries totemic significance. It elevates India, while helping bind it to us as our most 
strategic and organic Third World ally.  

China is no enemy, but it remains troublingly adversarial. Which is why India must be the center of 
our Asian diplomacy. And why Obama's trip - coconuts and all - was worth every penny.  

  
  
National Review 
Obama Knocks Israel in a Budding Sharia State  
The president criticizes the Jewish state in a Muslim state that bans Israelis. 
by Andy McCarthy 
In fine Alinskyite tradition, Pres. Barack Obama is ready to say anything at any moment if it seems 
expedient. So it was that he spoke some months back of the “unbreakable bond of friendship” 
between the United States and Israel. The occasion was the Jewish state’s Independence Day. The 
proximate cause, however, was a backlash provoked by policies shot through with anti-Israeli animus 
— and none more so than President Obama’s obsession over the construction of Israeli housing, a 
subject on which the president is no less doctrinaire than his good friend Rashid Khalidi, the former 
PLO mouthpiece turned U.S. academic. 

Was the “unbreakable bond” bit a sweet nothing, or did Obama really mean what he said? The 
president’s skedaddle out of the country after the mammoth electoral drubbing his policies caused his 
party provides a good opportunity to judge. 

Between defending the failed strategy of printing another trillion or so dollars to resuscitate the U.S. 
economy and fending off the resulting rebukes from G-20 leaders, Obama found time to blast Israel 
for building more housing. “This kind of activity is never helpful when it comes to peace negotiations.” 

By “this kind of activity,” the president was referring to the construction of 1,345 housing units in the 
eastern section of Jerusalem. He was also drawing an equivalence between that city and Jewish 
settlements in the West Bank. Put aside the anomaly whose mention is also apparently “never 
helpful” — namely, that Palestinians simultaneously want Jews expelled from Palestinian territories 
while Arabs are permitted not merely to live in, but to “return” in droves to, Israel. There is also this 
inconvenient fact, left to prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu to break to the unbreakably friendly U.S. 
president: Jerusalem is not a “settlement” — it is the capital of Israel. 

Sadly, there is nothing new in Obama’s amateurish inflation of Israeli construction from a sore point to 
a flash point in Israeli-Palestinian tensions. Nor is there novelty in his hectoring of Israel for 
insufficient indulgence of a “negotiating partner” that does not accept its right to exist. If there were 
nothing more, there’d be little point in recounting this story. 



But there is a new wrinkle in Obama’s Israel-bashing: the setting. While the president’s post-election 
get-out-of-Dodge tour has included stops in New Delhi, Seoul, and Tokyo, he opted to zing the Zionist 
entity while touring Jakarta. This was no coincidence: By population, Indonesia is the world’s largest 
Islamic country, home to 200 million Muslims. 

It is also Obama’s boyhood home. “Indonesia is a part of me,” the president gushed to a friendly 
crowd of university students, adopting the native tongue for emphasis. He went on to praise the 
country as a model of religious tolerance worthy of global emulation. The president explained that this 
is why he seeks for the United States and Indonesia “a deep and enduring partnership” — which 
surely must be better than an “unbreakable bond of friendship.” Such a relationship, Obama stressed, 
should be a natural for two nations “bound together by shared interests and shared values.” 

No wonder the president saw Jakarta as a worthy stage for attacking a staunch American ally. Israel, 
you’d figure, must have a lot of catching up to do before it could hope to play in Indonesia’s league. 

Except that those stubborn facts keep spilling all over Obama’s chummy “Muslim outreach.” With 
justification, Indonesia is seen as one of the most moderate Islamic countries. Yet in 2007 polling by 
the University of Maryland, 53 percent of Indonesian Muslims agreed that there ought to be “a strict 
application of sharia law in every Islamic country.” In the province of Aceh, Islam’s first foothold in 
Southeast Asia, sharia has been adopted, such that the penalty for adultery is now stoning — 
although, as Sadanand Dhume has drily observed, homosexuality draws “a lighter rebuke#…#100 
strokes of a rattan cane.” 

It is also in Indonesia that some of the world’s worst Muslim-on-Muslim violence occurs. The main 
victims are the members of the Ahmadi sect. Among other things, they do not accept Mohammed as 
the final prophet. In this model of religious tolerance, that’s enough to have their mosques torched 
and their adherents brutally murdered. 

It also turns out that this exemplary Islamic nation has about as much tolerance for Israel as the 
Palestinians do. Like Hamas and Fatah, Indonesia does not recognize Israel’s right to exist. To be 
sure, the national motto is “Unity in Diversity” — inducing Obama to compare it favorably with 
America’s E Pluribus Unum. But it ought to come with an asterisk: Israelis are not permitted to enter 
Indonesia, nor are Israeli aircraft permitted to fly in its airspace. 

What better perch could an American president find from which to slam a staunch American ally? It’s 
nice to know “Indonesia is a part of” President Obama, but Judeo-Christian tolerance — the kind 
Israel lives and Jakarta shuns — is part of America. 

Contentions 
The 2010 Midterm Election in Perspective 
by Peter Wehner  

In shifting through the fine analysis that emerged in the aftermath of last week’s midterm elections, a 
few data points are particularly noteworthy: 

 Republicans picked up more House seats than in any election since 1938. Republicans now 
control the most House seats, and Democrats now have the smallest number of House seats, 
since 1946.  

 Fifty incumbent Democratic congressmen were defeated, while only two incumbent House 
Republicans lost.  



 Independents comprised 28 percent of the electorate and supported Republican congressional 
candidates by a margin of 56 to 38 percent. That represents a 36-point turnaround from the 
last midterm election, in 2006, when independents supported Democratic congressional 
candidates by 57 to 39 percent. In addition, independents trust Republicans to do a better job 
than Democrats by a margin of 23 points on jobs and employment, 23 points on the economy, 
27 points on government spending, and 31 points on taxes.  

 Voters support repealing/replacing ObamaCare by 51 to 42 percent. Democrats oppose repeal 
by 80 to 16 percent — but both independents (by 57 to 31 percent) and Republicans (by 87 to 
7 percent) want to repeal and replace it.  

 Sixty-five percent of voters said that the stimulus bill either hurt the economy or did no good — 
and those voters overwhelmingly favored the GOP.  

 Fifty-four percent of those voting said they were dissatisfied with the performance of Barack 
Obama — and they broke 85-11 for the Republicans.  

 Republicans have captured the seats in at least 57 of the 83 Democratic-held districts in which 
Obama won less than 55 percent of the vote.  

 Democrats hold a majority of the congressional delegation in only three states — Iowa, New 
Mexico, and Vermont — that don’t directly touch an ocean. Republicans similarly routed 
Democrats in gubernatorial races across the Midwest and the border states, from Ohio and 
Tennessee to Wisconsin and Iowa.  

 Republicans picked up 680 seats in state legislatures, the most in the modern era. In the 1994 
GOP wave, Republicans picked up 472 seats. The previous record was in the post-Watergate 
election of 1974, when Democrats picked up 628 seats. The GOP gained majorities in at least 
19 state house chambers. They now have unified control — meaning both chambers — of 26 
state legislatures. And across the country, Republicans now control 55 chambers, Democrats 
have 38, and two are tied. (The Nebraska legislature is unicameral.)  

 Republicans have not enjoyed this much power in state capitals since the 1920s.  
 Voters who identified as ideologically conservative accounted for 41 percent of the turnout, an 

increase from the 34 percent figure in 2008 and the highest level recorded for any election 
since 1976. 

Politico called the midterm elections a “bloodbath of a night for Democrats.” National Journal’s Ron 
Brownstein wrote, “If the U.S. genuinely used a parliamentary system, Tuesday’s result … would 
have represented a vote of no confidence in the president and the governing party.” And the 
Washington Examiner’s Michael Barone says that “you could argue that this is the best Republican 
showing ever.” 

Apart from all that, it was a splendid midterm election for President Obama and his party. 

  
WSJ 
The 1099 Democrats  
The Democrats decoupled from business—and lost the election. 
by Daniel Henninger 
  
Calvin Coolidge once said, "The chief business of the American people is business." The Democrats 
just lost America because they forgot that.  

On second thought, you can't forget what you never knew. The Democrats running things the past 
two years proved they have no clue about the business of business. In their world, the real world of 
the private economy is an abstraction, a political figment.  



Exhibit A: Along the road to ObamaCare, the party's planners inserted into the bill the now- famous 
1099 provision, requiring businesses to do an IRS report for any transaction over $600 annually. No 
member of Congress, White House staffer or party flunky thought to say, "Oh, wow, this 1099 
requirement will crush people running their own businesses. Are we sure we want to do this?" Yes, 
and that 1099 fiasco is a metaphor now for the modern Democratic Party. 

Exhibit B: The Obama ban on offshore oil drilling. It floated out of the White House, Energy 
Department and EPA without anyone thinking: "Whoa, this is going to kill hundreds of working-class 
guys and their families."  

In recent days, both President Obama and Speaker-to-go Nancy Pelosi have said that the message 
of the voters in the election was that they wanted jobs. To be sure.  

President Coolidge was more eloquent on this truth. The American people "are profoundly concerned 
with producing, buying, selling, investing and prospering in the world. The great majority of people will 
always find these are moving impulses of our life." 

But much of what this Democratic Congress did, or tried to do, was like throwing Molotov cocktails at 
business. It began in early 2009 with the cap-and-trade climate bill. The country was going to have to 
chow down its provisions no matter how many jobs got lost in Ohio, West Virginia, Michigan and other 
coal-using states. The bill portended so much damage to businesses in these states that some of the 
Senate's most liberal members had to beg off supporting it.  

At his news conference last week, Mr. Obama still wouldn't rule out the EPA's impending "carbon 
finding" to regulate emissions, another Freddy Krueger nightmare for the average business.  

The air is filling now with suggestions of what the Democrats and Mr. Obama need to do. Always 
mentioned is that the president needs to repair his bad relations with "business." But this is noted as 
just one item on the post-election to-do list: adjust the message, go to church more, reconnect with 
business, put up the storm windows.  

The party's decoupling from vast swaths of America at work didn't start with Barack Obama. Al Gore 
and John Kerry ran hard against the depredations of the insurance, pharmaceutical and oil industries. 
The post-modern Democrats, starting at the top, convey the impression that the average company 
consists entirely of three guys in spats, silk vests and top hats, like the little character on the 
Monopoly cards, who deserve to be indicted or monitored.  

And so any argument that the top marginal tax rate hits sole proprietorships and the like blows right 
by them. The "rich" gotta pay. They do pay, stop hiring and then they send money to American 
Crossroads to unelect Democrats. 

Years ago the Democrats' anti-business populism didn't matter much because most people doing 
politics, including the populists, took for granted that politics included staying connected to local 
businesses. No more. Most Democrats are driving right past the Mom-and-Pop economy to public 
union headquarters. The party's candidates are like brides of Dracula, locked forever in an embrace 
with infusions of public union political money (more than $170 million in this election).  

As to the future, look at a map done by the National Conference of State Legislatures showing state-
level party control now. The southeastern states, one of the most economically vibrant regions of the 
country, is wholly red. North Carolina has its first Republican senate since 1870. What's still blue on 
this map suggests the Democratic Party is collapsing into mostly urban, public sector redoubts—Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, New York, Boston, Chicago.  



One might argue that what the post-November 2010 Democrats need is their own tea party reform 
movement. Problem is, they just had their version—the Soros-MoveOn-Daily Kos activists who threw 
over the Clintons and put the party firmly in the hands of the progressive House chairmen who 
stopped thinking about the private sector 35 years ago.  

Many activist Democrats don't want their party to do business with business until the terms of 
engagement change. They think once the ObamaCare entitlement flows through the veins of the 
private sector, its workers also will be the party's brides. What's left of the private "impulses of our life" 
to create industries will be sopped up with permanent public subsidies to alternative-energy 
entrepreneurs. With luck, this new "low-growth" economy will produce enough tax revenue to keep 
the party's watermills going for another generation. 

There is an alternative view: The party's antibusiness compulsions have turned it to rust.  

  
  
  
National Journal 
2010's Surprise Developments 
by Charlie Cook 

Whenever I’m asked what the biggest surprise was for me in this election, I confess that there were 
several, but not many occurred on election night. 

I was stunned by Alaska Sen. Lisa Murkowski’s GOP primary loss, something I did not see coming. 
Further, one might have thought that a campaign that was completely unaware of danger during a 
primary challenge would not be able to turn on a dime to pull off a sophisticated write-in effort. But I 
was once again surprised by the Murkowski campaign’s ability to put things together in time to 
apparently win the race. 

After Murkowski’s primary loss, all eyes immediately turned to Delaware’s Republican primary and 
Rep. Michael Castle. GOP strategists were in Wilmington within hours of Joe Miller’s primary win in 
Alaska. By the weekend, they thought they were safe, but a strong rural, southern Delaware turnout 
of conservatives won the primary for Christine O’Donnell, punting the seat away. 

It became clear the weekend before the general election that a separation was occurring between the 
fight for the House and the fight for the Senate. 

In the House, we saw a fully nationalized, parliamentary-style battle between the parties. In the 
Senate, we saw more of a collection of individual candidates and races that took on lives of their own. 

The separation took what was a plausible but uphill shot at the majority in the Senate and instead 
gave Republicans a very good night with a six-seat net gain. 

With regard to governors’ races, it looks like the GOP will end up with a numerically disappointing 
five-seat gain. However, given pickups in pivotal states like Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin, the 
quality made up for the lack of quantity. 

My view is that governorships aren’t as pivotal in presidential election years as many others think. But 
for those in that school of thought, it was a devastating blow to Democrats in their math to get 270 
electoral votes in 2012. 



Much was written going into the election about the redistricting implications of 2010.  Democrats 
suffered devastating defeats around the country. Republicans will have unilateral control of the 
remapping process in states with 190 congressional districts while Democrats will have control over 
no more than 75, depending on the outcome of some closely contested chambers. 

Additionally, Democrats will be down to holding just 38 percent of the state legislative seats 
nationwide, the lowest number since 1956. This is the seed corn for the future; this is where 
congressional and statewide candidates come from. 

The final surprise of the year was Speaker Nancy Pelosi’s decision to run for minority leader once 
Democrats officially lose their majority status. I have to admit, I never saw that one coming either. 

It would be wrong to blame Pelosi for the Democratic loss, at least entirely. In addition to having a 
horrific economy with withering unemployment, there was an enormous level of exposure for 
Democrats from having great electoral victories in 2006 and 2008. Misplaced priorities and strategic 
miscalculations made in the Oval Office were highly responsible as well. It is also true that the 
Californian is the most effective fundraiser of any House speaker in history. 

Her critics invariably sell Pelosi short on her legislative skills, but she is as cagey and effective a 
behind-the-scenes political operator as there is in Washington. In some ways, she is the opposite of 
what some of her critics think. 

But it is equally wrong to allow the phenomenal amount she raised for the party and House 
candidates to absolve her of any responsibility. No speaker or congressional party leader in history 
has been as thoroughly vilified in advertising from coast to coast as Pelosi has, and her poll numbers 
reflect that. 

She became the face of the Democratic Congress in districts where the local members should have 
been. She became a symbol of the kind of coastal liberalism that the South, the Border South, the 
Midwest and the Heartlands rejected. 

No Democrats lost in 1994 because then-Speaker Tom Foley, D-Wash., and Senate Majority Leader 
George Mitchell, D-Maine, were controversial figures. In fact, they weren’t even that well known. 

By election night in 2006, former Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., and former House Majority Leader 
Tom DeLay, R-Texas, were gone and nobody lost because of then-Speaker Dennis Hastert, R-Ill., or 
Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist, R-Tenn. 

Beyond the symbolism and images, big mistakes were made and Democrats seem happy to blame 
President Obama and the economy and not accept responsibility for pursuing an agenda that turned 
independent voters, who had voted by an 18-point margin in 2006 for Democrats, to vote for 
Republicans by an 18-point margin in 2010, according to exit polls. 

This huge shift from one midterm election to the next, by a group that constitutes 26 percent of the 
electorate, is seismic. It is not a matter of turnout or partisan intensity; it is a clear indication that 
Democrats alienated voters in the middle who saw an agenda in 2009 and 2010 that was quite 
different and much more ideological that the one described in 2006 and 2008. 

For this, the bulk of House and Senate Democrats deserve responsibility but don’t seem to be 
accepting it. 



Pelosi’s election as minority leader seems a forgone conclusion; if she wants it, she’ll receive only 
token opposition. The question is whether she learns to use her strengths as an inside player and 
avoid playing to her weaknesses. 

To be sure, keeping a lower profile by doing pens and pads with journalists instead of press 
conferences and big speeches will diminish her effectiveness as a fundraiser. But it also means that 
she will be less of a burden for Democratic candidates in districts that they need to recapture to win a 
majority. Low-profile party leaders work a lot better than high-profile ones. 

  
  
  
Financial Times 
Making sense of the midterms 
by Clive Crook 

Analysts are taking away from last week’s election results mostly the same theories they arrived with. 
Interesting that so much new information has changed nobody’s mind. I am no exception. 

Everybody agrees that the economy was a huge part of the Democrats’ problem: fairly or unfairly, the 
party in power got the blame. Beyond this, for progressives, the key thing was lack of enthusiasm in 
the Democratic base–for which liberals blame Obama’s appeasement of Republicans. For 
conservatives, it was almost the opposite: the vitality of the tea party in reaction to Obama’s 
overreaching. For people in the middle, it was that swing voters were battered by the economy and 
agreed with conservatives more than with liberals about whether Obama had overreached or 
underreached. In short, a disappointed Democratic base, an energised GOP base, and the migration 
of independents from Obama. 

Hard to judge the relative importance of these forces, and beyond a certain point, why try? The main 
thing (which a lot of analysts are strangely reluctant to admit) is that it was all of the above. Once you 
understand that, you see Obama’s difficulty between now and 2012. 

Obama cannot be guilty of both overreaching and underreaching, but he can be at fault for arousing 
those contradictory impressions in different segments of the electorate. This, as I have been arguing 
these past weeks and months, is exactly what he has done, so consistently it might almost have been 
by design. Again and again, he staked out a position to the left of the one he eventually settled for. 
The staking-out alarmed the centre and right; the settling-for-less disappointed the left; and, crucially, 
the mostly defensible positions he eventually retreated to lacked a champion. Instead of infuriating 
one extreme or the other, which was unavoidable, he infuriated both, all the while failing to talk to the 
middle. Nothing in the campaign of 2008 suggested this degree of political incompetence. 

And the man is still doing it. Apparently, he is getting ready to let the Bush tax cuts be extended for 
those on high incomes as well as for everybody else. If he does go along with this, progressives will 
rightly say that he has caved again. (They will be inconsolable, too, because if you are an American 
progressive you wish, in every state of the world, regardless of all other considerations, to tax the rich 
more heavily.) Yet extending all the tax cuts, supposing Obama does go along, will get him no credit 
with the centre and right, because he started out opposing and is being made to recant. The worst 
thing is that there is no authoritative voice to make the principled case for extending all the cuts, a 
policy which makes pretty good sense so long as the extension is not permanent. 



I think many of the policy outcomes under Obama have been good. But instead of owning the policies 
from the start, he was backed into them. Not just sometimes, but every time. 

To recover in 2012 Obama will need a stronger economy, which should happen. He will need the 
GOP to discredit itself in Congress, which seems likely. It would also help if the Tea Party learned 
nothing from Delaware, Nevada, and Colorado, and kept harming its own prospects, which looks 
plausible too. But the hardest thing is that from now on Obama must lead with more conviction, and 
choose to disappoint either the left or the centre, not both. 

Obama’s unconstrained policy preferences (unlike mine) are evidently more progressive than centrist. 
For the sake of argument, suppose those preferences are correct. Suppose his uncompromised 
agenda would be good for the country. As a practical matter, he would still need to judge how far the 
country is willing to be moved. A good leader has to anticipate those limits, not blunder into them 
every time, as he has. From a tactical point of view, he should also bear two other things in mind. 
One is that the left despises compromise, making it much harder to please than the centre. The other 
is that the left, even if you let it down, is not going to vote Republican. 

  
  
National Journal 
Democrats' Losses Could Grow in 2012 
It doesn't take a crystal ball to understand that the short-term trends look dismal for Dems. 
by Josh Kraushaar 

It’s something of a professional hazard to make predictions this far out before the next election. 
Witness Karl Rove’s anticipation early in the Bush years of a permanent Republican majority, or 
James Carville’s boast in early 2009 that Democrats would dominate the political landscape for the 
next 40 years – a prediction off by 38 years. 

But there are some telltale signs of what 2012 is going to look like, and it doesn’t take a crystal ball to 
understand that the short-term trends look dismal for congressional Democrats. Even if Democrats 
turn their political fortunes around, they’re still likely to lose seats in the Senate and will be hard-
pressed to make inroads in the House, thanks to factors entirely out of their control. 

The numbers tell the story in the Senate: The president’s party will be playing defense, with 23 
Democratic-held seats up for grabs. By comparison, only 10 Republican Senate seats will be in play, 
most in solidly Republican states. It’s the most lopsided disparity for any party since 1980, when 
Democrats lost 12 Senate seats. 

And the map where all the top races are being contested is awfully daunting for Democrats. Of the 23 
seats Democrats will be defending, eight are in Republican-friendly or battleground states: Nebraska, 
Virginia, Missouri, Montana, West Virginia, North Dakota, Ohio, and Florida. 

Other Democratic senators, like Bob Casey (Pa.), Debbie Stabenow (Mich.), and Amy Klobuchar 
(Minn.) also could face competitive races if the environment doesn’t improve significantly for their 
party. 

The only two states where Democrats look to have a fighting chance of picking up Republican Senate 
seats are Massachusetts (Scott Brown) and Nevada (scandal-plagued John Ensign). Even a 
Democratic landslide in 2012 would be unlikely to yield gains, given that most GOP senators up for 
reelection represent safely Republican states like Utah, Mississippi, and Texas. 



There are already signs of strain among Democrats up for reelection in 2012. Sen.-elect Joe 
Manchin, D-W.Va., won his seat by trumpeting his differences with President Obama on such key 
issues as health care and cap-and-trade, and with a race for a full term just two years away, there’s 
no reason to believe Manchin is going to change his maverick tune any time soon. Sen. Jim Webb 
(D-Va.) hasn’t committed to running for a second term; if he retires, there isn’t much of a Democratic 
bench left in the Old Dominion, while former Sen. George Allen looks poised to run again for his old 
seat. (Paging Tim Kaine!) 

Put simply, holding a Democratic majority at 53 seats would take a herculean effort, and even holding 
a bare majority would be an accomplishment. There’s a good reason why Majority Leader Harry Reid 
has been hard-pressed to find any one of his colleagues willing to chair the Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee in 2012. 

In the House, the Republican wave couldn’t have come at a better time for the ascendant party. The 
GOP now has unilateral control of redistricting in key battleground states for the upcoming election 
cycle. That will allow the GOP to protect many of their newfound majority-makers and redistrict other 
Democrats out of existence. And that’s on top of reapportionment. The states slated to gain House 
seats – Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Nevada, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, and Washington -- as a 
whole tilt in favor of Republicans. The ones projected to lose representation are predominantly 
Democratic: Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio. 

The GOP’s massive gains in state legislatures mean they enter 2012 with as big an advantage in 
drawing districts as they’ve ever had. Many vulnerable Republicans will find themselves running in 
more favorable districts, while the party can expect to benefit from newly-created districts designed to 
their advantage. 

Republicans fully control redistricting in 15 states, including the battlegrounds of Florida, Michigan, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. They control the mapmaking for 193 
House districts, compared to 44 for the Democrats. 

The implications are significant for 2012. Take North Carolina, for example. It was a rare bright spot 
for House Democrats, who hung on to three of four contested seats despite the wipeout against the 
party in the South. Democrats still hold a 7-6 majority in the congressional delegation, thanks to a 
gerrymandered map drawn by state Democrats for generations. 

That’s likely to change with Republicans winning control of the legislature for the first time in history. 
Reps. Mike McIntyre and Larry Kissell could easily find their careers in peril, if the new lines 
exclude African-American constituencies from their districts that have been crucial to their political 
successes. 

Republicans have the ability to expand their congressional majorities in other battleground states. In 
Pennsylvania, unfettered control of redistricting will allow the GOP to draw a Democrat out of office. 
In Ohio, which will likely lose two House seats, Republicans will be able to better protect its five 
incoming freshmen, and probably will be able to force two Democrats (from the Cleveland area) to 
square off against each other. 

Republican State Legislative Committee Executive Director Chris Jankowski estimated the GOP will 
gain between 25 and 30 additional House seats from the reapportionment and redistricting process 
alone, a number that makes it all the more difficult for Democrats to win back the seats necessary to 
retake the majority. Republicans already are slated to hold between 241 and 244 seats in the new 
Congress, their largest majority since 1946. 



Adding insult to injury, Republicans effectively picked off nearly two dozen Blue Dog Democrats, 
many of whom had been entrenched in their seats. Of the 48 Democratic-held districts won by John 
McCain in the 2008 election, Republicans picked off 36 of them. In the past, Democrats' ability to 
consistently hold deeply conservative districts provided a crucial bulwark for the party's majorities. 

Democrats aren’t likely to contest many of those seats again. Good luck electing a Democrat in the 
seats that Reps. Gene Taylor (D-Miss.), Ike Skelton (D-Mo.), or John Spratt (D-S.C.) currently hold, 
to name a few, especially if Nancy Pelosi remains the face of the House Democrats. 

Pelosi’s decision to stick around as minority leader is another factor that bodes well for House 
Republicans protecting their majorities in 2012. Moderate Democrats, the kind necessary to take back 
a majority, are already fretting that her continued presence for the next two years will depress 
Democratic recruiting in swing districts, prevent Democrats from turning the page on a disastrous 
year, and fuel Republican fundraising (even as she’s a very effective fundraiser herself). 

The Democrats empowering her return to leadership are the ones who hail from safe districts and 
don’t have to worry about getting reelected. Many defeated Democrats would like to make a 
comeback, but their paths will be tougher with Pelosi in charge. One Democratic campaign manager 
whose boss lost in a northeastern swing district says her disapproval rating was near 60 percent in 
the district, with her approval rating in the teens. 

“Obama wasn’t the reason we lost. It was because of Pelosi,” the strategist said. “She was a turnout 
machine – for the other side.” 

Two years is an eternity in politics. President Obama’s popularity is poised to rebound, and 
Republicans could certainly overreach now that they’re in charge of the House. But fundamentals 
also matter. And the structural changes to the House race map and the defensive posture of Senate 
Democrats portend a very difficult cycle for Democrats. 

  
  

 
  
  



  

 
  
  
  

 
  
  
 


