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Prologue
*********
It is almost an intrinsic part of American life to go to the polls on the first Tuesday after the first Monday of November. Election Day is a time when all of the rhetoric, tracking polls, campaign events, television commercials and speeches are set aside. It is a time when Americans decide the future of their country and ultimately steer the course of history.
Elections are the driving force of a democracy. They give us confidence in our government, establish legitimacy for our leaders and provide a voice to every citizen that chooses to engage in their right. In a world full of oppression and corruption, our democratic process is something that we take for granted. Until the recent presidential election cycles of 2004 and 2008, participation was at historic lows.
That began to change dramatically, particularly with young voters, as two heavyweights in the Democratic Party scrapped with one another over the first half of 2008. The election of 2008 is one that had unexpected twists and turns seemingly every week. The outcome, though, was fairly clear early on. Only a few short days in early September did it seem possible that the Republicans could win. The rest of the campaign was a seemingly destined Democratic tidal wave on Washington.
The point of this book is not to provide an unbiased look at the 2008 election. I am a Democrat and a supporter of Barack Obama. Rather, I intend to share with the world the context of those days in 2008 when the certainty of events was not known. What I have done is compile a series of posts from my blog (kylebell.com) over the course of the 2008 election cycle with a focus on the primary between then-Senator Barack Obama and Senator Hillary Clinton. This book is meant to share my excitement, enthusiasm, frustration, anger and ultimately my reflections on a year that will go down as one of the most important in the current generation.
*****
Chapter 1: And We're Off!
*****
On November 7, 2006, in the midterm elections, Democrats gained control of the United States House of Representatives. Speaker Nancy Pelosi would be sworn in as the first female Speak of the House in United States history. The return of the Democrats to power in the House was the first time that they held the gavel since Newt Gingrich's 1994 “Republican Revolution”.
The results in the other chamber were not immediately known. Democrats in Montana and Virginia clung to slim leads. Republican Senator Conrad Burns conceded defeat the following day to Jon Tester in Montana's Senate race. Senator George Allen, who famously referred to an Indian campaign worker for his Democratic rival as a “macaca” (a racial slur meaning monkey), led most of election night only to see it dwindle away. Two days later, George Allen conceded the race to Jim Webb, handing the majority to the Democrats. Until his loss in 2006, Allen was considered one of the strongest potential conservative candidates for president in 2008.
The reason I bring up the events is quite simple: the focus of the party immediately switched gears from re-capturing Congress to re-capturing 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. November 8, 2006 was the unofficial kickoff of the 2008 presidential election. Indeed, candidates began exploring potential runs weeks following the midterm election of 2006. Some of them (like Senator Evan Bayh of Indiana), quickly decided against a run after forming exploratory committees. Other candidates quickly joined the race only to drop out. Iowa Governor Tom Vilsack was the first Democrat to confirm a run and had the distinction of being the first to exit three short months later.
This first chapter begins before the 2006 midterm election, through the early 2007 presidential campaign announcements and up to my predictions of how the Iowa caucuses would turn out the day before voting began. The day after the caucuses, I write about the actual results. Again, keep in mind that I was a supporter of Barack Obama, so while a lot of these blog posts are analytical, I am rooting for him at the same time. I think that a lot of my predictions bear out the fact that despite my strong feelings and beliefs, I was more than capable of making fairly accurate and precise conclusions before the events actually occurred.
20 Reasons to Vote Democrat - October 19, 2006
It's the middle of October and that means just 20 days until an election that could end the Bush presidency. Not in the literal "he's out of office" sense, but a Democratic Congress assures an end to the radical policies that Republicans have enacted the past 12 years that they've controlled the House of Representatives. Over the course of the next 20 days, I'm going to give you 20 reasons to vote for a Democratic majority. Republicans say on television all the time that Democrats don't have a plan. That couldn't be farther from the truth. The Democratic plan is to get back to basics, defend the working class and respect our allies in the world. With your vote, you can change the direction of America. Here are the first three reasons why you should (I'm going to be in Vancouver Friday and Saturday):
Reason 1: Democrats will defend the middle class. The Republican Party has given tax cuts to the wealthiest Americans, which Democrats vehemently oppose. While CEO salaries are skyrocketing, working class families' incomes have been flat under the Republicans – and they have to pay more for healthcare, gasoline, food, education and so much more. Democrats will raise the minimum wage, secure middle class tax cuts and repeal tax cuts for the rich.
Reason 2: Democrats will defend the Constitution. Republicans and George Bush have spat on our Constitution. Whether it is spying on American citizens, detaining people without charging them, curbing civil liberties, treating gays as second class citizens or restricting the right to vote with discriminatory laws that force people (including the poor) to pay for identification, Democrats will respect the Constitution. Republicans in Congress might like to think that the Constitution does not exist, but it does.
Reason 3: Democrats will defend us from terrorism, but will not involve us in foreign conflicts without justification. If we did not have such a reckless president and Congress, we would not be suffering the loss of thousands of soldiers and hundreds of billions of dollars today. George Bush and the Republicans led us into a war based on faulty intelligent – at best...if not intentionally manipulated. You cannot break the trust of a nation more than they have. Democrats will restore this trust with not just the American people, but the world.
Where's Bush's Apology to the Troops? - November 02, 2006
While George Bush is out making political speeches telling his opponent from two years ago to apologize for a speech, more troops are dying in Iraq. When are you going to apologize, Mr. President, for misleading our country into a war? Two words: had enough? Vote Democrat on Tuesday.
Election Predictions - November 04, 2006
It's just three days until Election Day and it's time for me to make my election predictions. Things didn't turn out as well as I hoped in 2004, but everything points to huge Democratic gains in 2006. Bush's approval rating hovers in the low to mid 30's (it was near 50% in 2004 and over 60% in 2002 when Republicans made small gains), disapproval of the Iraq war is above 60% and most American voters believe that Iraq is the most important issue.
Republican scandals have tainted their image of being the party of "family values". Four Republican Congressmen have resigned this year. Tom DeLay was indicted and Bob Ney and Duke Cunningham are either going to jail are or already there for taking bribes. Then of course there's Mark Foley, the online child predator. You also can't forget the Republican that was accused of beating his wife and Don Sherwood, who not only cheated on his wife and apologized for it, but was accused of choking his mistress. Does that sound like a party of values? Voters aren't buying it and it's going to hurt.
House Predictions:
1. Democrats gain a majority.
2. Democrats pick up 25-30 seats.
3. Democrats sweep all three competitive House races in Indiana.
4. Democrats win Tom DeLay's, Bob Ney's and Mark Foley's seats.
Senate Predictions:
1. Democrats gain a 51-49 majority.
2. Democrats pick up 6 seats.
3. Democrats pick up Ohio, Pennsylvania, Montana, Rhode Island, Missouri and Virginia
4. Missouri and Virginia will be the closest races, within 2%.
5. Republicans hold Tennessee by 5%. Bob Corker's racist ad helps him squeak by.
6. Joe Lieberman beats Ned Lamont in Connecticut by 5-7%.
America Votes for Change - November 09, 2006
Tuesday's elections in the United States were a vote of no-confidence for the Republican Congress and President Bush. After 12 years of rule, the Republican Congress was swept in one of the most historic political tsunamis in modern times. The Republican Party lost its majority in the House of Representatives (losing of over 30 seats), the Senate (losing 6 seats) and governors (losing 6 seats). As Indiana Republican Congressman Mike Pence put it, "Republicans didn't just lose our majority...I believe we lost our way."
America voted for a change. In Indiana, a state where Bush beat Kerry by over 20 points, 3 Democrats beat Republican incumbents, making the state the most important battleground in control of Congress. Democrat Joe Donnelly won in the South Bend district by 8% (he lost by the same amount in 2004), Baron Hill in the Bloomington-area district and Brad Ellsworth in his Evansville district by 22% (a district that Bush won by over 60% in 2004). Democrats won in even unlikelier places than Indiana, picking up seats in Kansas, North Carolina, 2 in Arizona, Kentucky and Texas.
The Senate was the most impressive of all. Almost no one expected the Democrats to win the Senate, and even Senate Minority Leader Harry Reid said it would take a miracle, but they did it. Republican incumbents were swept out of office in Montana, where Conrad Burns received contributions from convicted lobbyist Jack Abramoff. Senator Rick Santorum lost in Pennsylvania, as well as Senators George Allen in Virginia, Jim Talent in Missouri, Mike DeWine in Ohio and Lincoln Chaffee in Rhode Island.
Nancy Pelosi, the first woman Speaker of the House in American history, will assume her new role in January. Unlike the Republicans like Tom DeLay that preceded her, Pelosi and Democrats in the House and Senate vow that they will work in a bipartisan fashion to bring this country together. As Nancy Pelosi put it, "Democrats are not about getting even; Democrats are about helping Americans get ahead."
"This new Democratic majority has heard the voices of the American people," Pelosi said. "We will honor that trust. We will not disappoint." In the first 100 hours of the new Democratic Congress, Pelosi will act to increase the minimum wage to $7.25 an hour, enact the recommendations of the 9/11 Commission, pass ethics reform that the Republicans failed to pass after the Jack Abramoff scandal for which they were involved, increase funding to Pell grants and cut interest on student loans, and work to reduce the cost of prescription drugs. In short, the "do-nothing" Congress is over now that Democrats are in control.
We already saw how a Democratic Congress is changing our country. Today, President Bush for the first time in his presidency appeared willing to work with both parties in Congress to solve America's issues. He admitted defeat and that his party was strongly rejected by voters. We also saw the resignation of Donald Rumsfeld, despite Bush's insistence last week that Rumsfeld would remain as Secretary of Defense. The voters rebuked Bush and Rumsfeld's Iraq policy on Tuesday, forcing him to resign. Change is coming.
Baker v. Bush - December 07, 2006
The resignation of Donald Rumsfeld the day after the 2006 midterm elections seemed to set things in motion. The president and his policy advisors could no longer ignore the will of the American people. He nominated a former CIA director, Bob Gates, to replace Rumsfeld as Secretary of Defense. The Senate Armed Services Committee gave Gates a unanimous approval on Tuesday, sending his nomination to the full Senate floor where he is expected to be confirmed overwhelmingly. At the hearings, Gates admitted that the United States was "losing" the war in Iraq.
Now that Rumsfeld is being replaced, it may be possible to yet "win" in Iraq, whatever that may mean, or at least settle for some form of a stable government that would prevent the spread of a sectarian war throughout the greater Middle East. The Iraq Study Group hopes to have the answers to the situation by releasing their recommendations on Wednesday. The bipartisan commission has already met with President Bush and will release their report publicly. According to press reports, they will recommend a new Iraq strategy and a phased withdrawal of troops, something Congressional Democrats have called for over the past two years.
It is expected that the commission will recommend a gradual redeployment of United States military in Iraq. Their mission would move from combat in the streets to playing a supporting role. The goal of the commission, despite Bush's defiant stance on Iraq, is to remove military troops by early 2008, which also happens to be the start of the first primaries in the presidential election cycle. The commission is also expected to urge reaching out diplomatically to the neighbors of Iraq, including states that the US government says support terrorism, namely Syria and Iran. Bush should threaten the Iraqi government that if they do not reach certain security goals, the United States will decrease its economic and military support, the commission said.
Why is Hillary so jealous of Obama? - August 04, 2007
Last week, after a historic debate on CNN which featured nothing but video questions taken from ordinary people through YouTube, Hillary and her team went on the attack. The New York Senator attacked Obama as being "naive and irresponsible" for responding to a question regarding diplomacy. When she voted for the war and supported this president during a politically convenient time for her, that argument doesn't shake with me. Mrs. Clinton was "naive and irresponsible" for her vote to send over a hundred thousand brave men and women to fight and over 3,000 die in the middle of the desert.
I have to ask: why does she feel threatened by a successful, intelligent and new generation politician, such as Barack Obama? He rose from out of nowhere just three years ago and now he's at 30 percent in the national polls, with Hillary ahead by 5 or 10 points and Edwards at roughly 10 or 15. And while she may be ahead in the polls, she trails in fundraising, which is telling. Not only does Obama have FAR more donors, he isn't raising money from millionaires the way that she is. This signifies support more than anything. After all, if a middle class family is willing to write a check, you're probably more committed to that person than someone answering a phone call asking who you would vote for.
I respect the Clintons, I like the Clintons, but they are very much like the Bush family. They think that they "own" the Democratic Party and have a "right" to the Oval Office. The American people own both of them. The Hillary campaign thought they were going to come into the primaries being the change candidate, drawing the big crowds, raising the cash and being the "first" candidate. I guess I can see why she's jealous. Obama took away all of that from her.
As for the question of who is more likely to win in a general election, the polling that the Clinton's (and her supporters) love to tout shows a resounding gap between Obama's electability and hers, as well as the dislike for her among independents and Republicans. According to the most recent polling, Hillary Clinton has a 47% favorable, 48% unfavorable rating. Compare that to Obama with a 49% favorable, 26% unfavorable and it's clear who has the best chance of bringing Democrats (and the country) back the White House from the wealthiest Americans.
Iowa voters are very liberal. They opposed the war from the start and that is going to hurt Hillary. In New Hampshire independent voters overwhelmingly favor Obama over Hillary and Edwards. Independents are the ones that gave John McCain an 18 point win over George Bush in 2000. Unlike McCain, Obama has a ton of support and the money to back things up. Finally, in South Carolina Obama is likely to do well due to the fact that a majority of voters will be black.
According to generic polling, Democrats are winning 51 to 27 against Republicans. When you put a face on it, Obama does far better against the Republicans than Hillary. Obama beats Giuliani, while Hillary loses by several points. Polling also shows that Hillary barely beats Fred Thompson, while Obama beats him by over 10 percent. If Democratic primary voters really want change, if they really want the White House back, Obama is your guy. I honestly don't think Hillary can deliver the goods. She'll probably make it another close race, but in the end she won't pick off Ohio and she won't win Florida. She won't win Nevada, and she won't win Virginia. It will take an Illinois Senator to do that.
Funny I write this and the next day the Washington Post writes a story about the tension between the two campaigns. It's stunning to me how childish Hillary is acting. For a former First Lady, you would think she would have more class than she does. Here's what the Post writes:
The relationship began to change, according to several Democrats who are friendly to both senators, when Mr. Obama began musing aloud about a presidential bid. The day he opened his exploratory committee, several Senate observers said, he extended his hand and said hello on the Senate floor. She breezed by him, offering a cool stare.
One week later, following the State of the Union address, the two senators found themselves doing a back-to-back interview on CNN. Mr. Obama went first, with Mrs. Clinton pacing a few feet away. Finally, an aide escorted her completely around the rotunda of the Russell Senate Office Building, avoiding walking directly by Mr. Obama.
Fun with Anagrams - August 11, 2007
George Bush = He bugs Gore
Dormitory = Dirty Room
Elvis = Lives
Clint Eastwood = Old West Action
The eyes = They see
The cockroach = Cook, catch her
The Morse Code = Here Come Dots
Heavy Rain? = Hire a Navy!
Mother-in-law = Woman Hitler
Funeral = Real Fun
Another Republican Sex Scandal... - August 30, 2007
The Republican manhunt on gays is coming back to haunt them. After using gays as a political piñata used to lure their voters to the polls in 2004, there have been no less than three sex scandals in the Republican Party in the past year alone. The party that used "value voters" to launch them to victory happens to have a bit of a sex addiction - with prostitutes, minors and males in bathrooms.
It started last September with Mark Foley when it was revealed that the Florida Republican U.S. House member had sex with male pages and exchanged sexually explicit Internet messages with minors. He resigned and immediately entered himself into alcohol rehab. Within a week, he was not only blaming it on alcohol, but also on a child molesting priest that he claims he was a victim of.
Just a few weeks ago, Louisiana Republican Senator David Vitter was having sex with prostitutes using an escort service in Washington D.C. Reports also came out of Louisiana that he was having sex with prostitutes there as well. Senator Vitter campaigned on "moral values" and was a foe of gay marriage before he was elected in 2004 (and once elected).
He admitted in a press conference, wife by his side, that he had cheated on her. "I'm a lot more like Lorena Bobbitt than Hillary [Clinton]," Wendy Vitter said in a 2000 interview. "If he does something like that, I'm walking away with one thing, and it's not alimony, trust me." No word on whether Senator Vitter's genitals are still attached.
If you thought the "raunchy Republicans" of David Vitter and Mark Foley were bad compared to say, Bill Clinton, who never professed moral superiority over anyone, only an Idaho Republican could top them. Larry Craig almost makes Mark Foley look quaint. He was arrested in June (it's only coming out now) for attempting to solicit sex in a male restroom at the Minneapolis Airport. You can see a comedic re-enactment of this at http://crooksandliars.com/2007/08/29/olbermann-re-enacts-senator-craig-bathroom-scene/.
I guess what bothers me most is not just the indecent acts that Larry Craig has shown (and pleaded guilty to), but his arrogance and ridiculous denials after pleading guilty. This is a guy that voted to ban gay marriage, is against civil unions and against gays serving openly in the military, yet he is gay himself. We just didn't know about it, until now. Let me quote Senator Craig from a 1999 Meet the Press interview in which he described Bill Clinton as "a bad boy, a naughty boy". A fitting quote for someone as sexually perverted as he is. That's right Bill, you're a "bad boy". Now spank me!
All jokes aside, I have three points I want to make:
1. It wasn't the Democrats that made Mark Foley sleep with pages, David Vitter cheat on his wife and Larry Craig solicit sex to a cop in a restroom stall. With the exception of Foley (who was soliciting sex with minors) and Craig (who was soliciting sex in public), I doubt sex would even be a political issue if it wasn't for the Republican Party's hypocritical stance on moral values and their witch hunt in the 1990s against President Bill Clinton, who they tried to impeach. Each of those three Republican sex scandals in the past year alone are FAR worse than what Bill Clinton did - a consensual blow job by an intern. Even more hypocritical - Larry Craig voted to impeach Bill Clinton. It has also come to light that then-Speaker of the House Gingrich was having an affair of his own at the same time he was leading the charge to impeach Clinton! Do these guys have no shame?
2. Republicans are not the party of moral values. If you don't practice the values that you profess, you are nothing more than a fake. And that's exactly what Larry Craig is - a fake. He's a guy that's been living a double life for years, possibly his entire adult life. What's wrong with a party that uses fear and hatred to make political gains like the Republicans do against gays. It's impossible for closeted gay men to ever be true with themself if you live in a culture like the one that Republicans would like the entire country to live under.
3. There's nothing wrong with being gay. The fact that Larry Craig is gay does not make him a bad person, nor should he resign for that fact. What's wrong with him is that he's a cheat, a liar and sexual deviant. Normal people don't have sex in restroom stalls. This includes gays and straights alike. Only perverts do this. The media is acting like his gayness is what's wrong. It's no worse if a straight person solicits sex in public than if a gay person does.
A man loving a man, a woman loving a woman or a man and woman loving each other is perfectly natural. We all want to be loved by someone - a partner, a lover and companion. Gay people are just as committed to this as straight people are. If the culture were more accepting of us, we wouldn't have people like Larry Craig living a double life. That's not in any way excusing his behavior. On the contrary. He doesn't represent the majority of gay people, just as David Vitter doesn't represent the majority of straight people. He is just a product of the Republican culture of exclusion, intolerance and hate.
Wrong on the War, Wrong for America - October 29, 2007
Way back in what seems like a lifetime ago - 2002 and 2003 - most people realized that the United States was going to war with Iraq. President Bush, Vice President Cheney and members of his administration from Condi Rice to Donald Rumsfeld were drumming up the beat to war. 29 of 50 Senate Democrats were among those beating the drum to war, voting for the measure in October of 2002. Our 2004 nominee, John Kerry, and Hillary Clinton were among those that led the way to war, following hardliners like Senator Joe Lieberman (now an independent after being voted out of the party).
President Bush was "authorized to use the armed forces of the United States as he determines to be necessary and appropriate in order to (1) defend the national security of the United States against the continuing threat posed by Iraq, and (2) enforce all relevant United Nation Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq," according to the Senate resolution that Hillary Clinton voted for in 2002. If that isn't a vote for war, I don't know what is.
Senator Clinton has coyly acted like she voted to give President Bush the authority to go to war based on the condition that he allow U.N. weapons inspectors to complete a search of WMD in Iraq. The weapons inspectors were there and they found no evidence of WMD, yet we went to war anyway. Hillary Clinton knows full well that what she voted for in 2002 was war with Iraq. If she believed in what she says, she would have voted against that resolution in favor of Senator Richard Lugar of Indiana's proposal that would have required the president to come back to Congress to declare war.
Normally I wouldn't vote for someone based on a single issue. However, since Iraq is such a defining issue in our history, the choice made of going to war by Senators Hillary Clinton, John Edwards, Joe Biden and Chris Dodd should require us to hold them accountable for their vote. We cannot simply be satisfied with their argument that they would do things differently than President Bush. They had that chance in 2002 and they failed to do so.
American voters need a president who completely rebukes the most significant policy of the Bush administration: pre-emptive war against another country that poses no threat to us. It was not the sole decision of Congressional Republicans or President Bush. As a Democrat, I am ashamed that my party negligently signed off on this war instead of acting as the opposition party that they were at the time. The Democratic Party of 2002 and 2003 was essentially the Republican Party.
Thankfully, with leaders like Barack Obama running for president and new House and Senate Democrats taking a stand against the war, the Democratic Party can offer America a real change from the current course we are on. Any of the Republicans being elected would mean a continuation of military action in Iraq and possibly escalation with Iran, which could ultimately lead to a third war in this decade.
Hillary Clinton's vote to declare the Iranian Republican Guard a terrorist organization was just as irresponsible as her vote to allow President Bush to have unchecked authority to invade Iraq. No president should be allowed to declare war on another nation. Our Constitution explicitly gives such power to Congress, yet Hillary Clinton and the rest of Congress at the time handed him a blank check. As Barack Obama has stated, Hillary Clinton shouldn't be so surprised that he cashed it.
Fellow citizens, vote your conscience in 2008. We cannot afford to make the wrong choice for a third straight election. The future of our nation, the Middle East and the world is at stake. There are very clear differences between Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama, as well as the Democrats and Republicans. It is not in the interest of the United States to continue to ignore the plight of our military men and women while we at home continue to pay the bill for a failed war that is costing us lives, treasure, respect around the globe and our role as a leader of freedom.
Iowa Eve Predictions - January 2nd, 2008
Tomorrow, voters go to the polls in the state of Iowa to decide who will lead America post-Bush. After millions of dollars on ads, dozens of debates, hundreds of town hall meetings by all of the candidates and nearly a full year of campaigning, including a frantic push these past two weeks during the holiday season, things are coming into view. The Democratic race appears to be tight. Mike Huckabee, who most people had not heard of until a few weeks ago, is giving Mitt Romney the race of his life on the Republican side.
Since who I support is clear if you know me or have read my past blogs (Obama), I’m not going to make another pitch for why he should be the Democratic nominee. Instead, as I did just before the 2006 elections, correctly predicting Democrats would reclaim Congress, winning all 3 competitive House races in Indiana, as well as the Senate races in Montana, Missouri, Ohio and Virginia, I want to get on the record for who will win the Iowa caucuses and the nominations (at least the Democratic side). Here are my predictions:
1. On the Democratic side, Barack Obama wins Iowa, upsetting the “front-runner” Hillary Clinton in what will go down as one of the most historic primary upsets of all time. The former president Clinton’s wife, Hillary, will be defeated by a one-term Senator from Illinois by more than 5 percentage points. In fact, John Edwards will come in second and Hillary will stumble to an embarrassing third.
2. Mike Huckabee’s past and recent campaign gaffes will haunt him. It also won’t help that he is in California on Iowa Caucus Eve to tape a show with Jay Leno. As you may recall, Leno didn’t exactly help from Thompson take off when he skipped a New Hampshire debate to appear on the Tonight Show. Mitt Romney, despite the media’s relentless scrutiny of his Mormon faith and flip-flopping track record, will win in Iowa for his efforts on the ground spending so much time there and his get out the vote machine. This one will be closer. I would guess Romney wins only by 3-5 points.
3. This is where it gets interesting. On the Republican side, Ron Paul is going to surprise people with a third or fourth place showing. McCain will more than likely be right behind him, with Fred Thompson a distant single-digit fifth. Rudy Giuliani, the national “front-runner” will show up on the New York Times front page Friday morning a campaign-ending sixth place. Only Congressman Duncan Hunter will do worse than Rudy in Iowa.
4. Barack Obama’s win in Iowa will translate into a New Hampshire surge, where independents in the Granite State will vote overwhelming in the Democratic primary instead of the Republican primary, hurting John McCain and helping Mitt Romney win his second primary.
I predict Obama and Romney will win both Iowa and New Hampshire. I’ll leave any further predictions for another day. As I told a friend, we only see a candidate like Obama once in every few generations. Lincoln, Roosevelt, Kennedy. History changers. Obama is the leader our country needs. He has Bill Clinton’s charisma with the cross country appeal of John and Bobby Kennedy. Bill Clinton said that voting for Obama is “rolling the dice”. In other words, you know what you’re getting with the Clintons. It’s not change and it’s not something that America wants again. America needs a fresh start. Iowa is the place, tomorrow is the time.
Obama Wins Iowa - January 4th, 2008
As I said yesterday, history would be in the making today. The state of Iowa has handed the first win to a black presidential candidate in United States history. Hillary Clinton, long touted as the so-called “front-runner” lost decisively as a distant third. As John Edwards so eloquently said, “the status quo lost and change won.” He couldn’t be more right. Barack Obama won a 93% white state (only 2% black) with 38% of the vote.
Obama – 38%
Edwards – 30%
Hillary – 29%
Here are some key points from tonight’s results:
1. 57% of Obama’s support came from voters aged 18-29; Hillary was supported by 45% by voters over 65
There’s a clear generational gap and for the first time, young voters prevailed. The media says all the time how young voters do not show up and vote. They did and they did overwhelming for Barack Obama. People my age are taking control of the country away from the Baby Boomer generation that has failed us for so long.
2. Obama won among women: 35% Obama, 30% Clinton, 23% Edwards
Hillary was using the gender card most of this campaign. Women rejected her. Perhaps it was all of the negative campaigning that she employed, raising questions about Obama and drug use, digging through his kindergarten papers (literally), and using his theme of change when clearly voting for her could not bring that about.
3. 227,000 voters turned out to vote in the Democratic caucus alone. That’s nearly double the turnout in 2004, and double the turnout of the Republicans in 2008. One word: amazing.
Why is that? Because Barack Obama has cross-party appeal that Hillary Clinton does not. Not only did Obama win among Democrats, he overwhelmingly won independents. Here’s how independents voted:
Obama – 41%
Edwards – 23%
Hillary – 17%
4. The under 30 vote went the same way as the overall results of the top 3 Democrats and top 2 Republicans. In other words, younger voters are heavily influencing the process and reflect the overall outcome. More than half of caucus goers said it was their first time, and they broke for Obama 40% to 30% for Hillary. The next contest is in New Hampshire on Tuesday where independents can also vote in the primary. If they break for Obama like they did today, Hillary will lose overwhelmingly yet again and Obama will more than likely win the Democratic nomination.
Change is Coming - January 9th, 2008
Just five days after winning a historic victory in nearly all-white Iowa by 9%, Barack Obama fell just 2% of beating Hillary Clinton in New Hampshire. I won’t lie, I didn’t expect him to lose. I thought a big win was coming, but it didn’t happen tonight.
Let’s keep this loss in context:
1. Barack Obama was down by double digits weeks ago.
2. Hillary won by a little more than 5,000 votes or 2%.
3. Women made up 57% of the Democratic vote.
4. Women supported Hillary 47-34% over Obama.
5. John McCain won with 38% of the vote in the Republican primary. He drew much of his support from independents, who helped Obama win Iowa. It seems that the poll numbers showing Obama ahead so far might have led to these independents voting for McCain instead.
6. Independents yet again overwhelmingly supported Obama over Hillary.
Two states down, one thing is clear: Obama is supported by independents by more than 2-1 over Hillary Clinton. If Democrats want to win in November like we did in 2006, we need independent voters to support us in the way that they support Barack Obama. I’m a liberal Democrat. I want change. We aren’t going to get it without the support of independent voters. These voters can not stand Hillary. Neither can Republicans. That much is clear from Iowa and New Hampshire.
I support Barack Obama for his opposition to the war since day one. He was on the right side of history. I support Barack Obama because having a president who is black and has a name like that will send a message to the rest of the world: America has changed. We are not the country of the Baby Boomer generation. We are tolerant of people’s race and religion. Discrimination based on race, religion, sexual orientation and gender are over.
We can change this country. It started in Iowa and it ends in November. In the weeks ahead, Nevada and South Carolina will decide. On February 5, states like Alabama, California, Georgia, Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri, Tennessee and West Virginia will vote, as well as others. Nearly half of the nation will vote on Super Tuesday. The “Clinton coronation” that was supposed to be was the “Clinton correction” in Iowa with Barack Obama’s 9% win. Hillary might have won in New Hampshire, but by 1/3 the percent of Obama’s in Iowa. It is clear now that there will be a fight for the nomination. With the support of independents, Democrats and Republicans, Barack Obama can become the next president of the United States. Now that Iowa and New Hampshire have decided, it’s your turn. Vote.
John Kerry, Two Unions Endorse Obama - January 10th, 2008
Endorsements from politicians rarely matter. That’s the conventional wisdom. Newsweek’s Howard Fineman wrote a few weeks ago that only three politicians in the Democratic Party are popular enough to have their endorsement count: Al Gore, Ted Kennedy and John Kerry. One is a former Vice President, 2000 Democratic nominee, Oscar and now Nobel Prize winner, Kennedy is New England’s most prominent senator, and the last is also a Massachusetts senator, but more importantly, the 2004 Democratic nominee, who came within 125,000 votes of becoming president.
One shoe has fallen. Two to go.
Two days after narrow defeat in New Hampshire (and a week after crushing Hillary in Iowa), Barack Obama’s hopes have been lifted back up by a string of endorsements. NBC had reported on the night of the New Hampshire primary that the Culinary Workers Union out in Nevada was poised to endorse Obama the next day, but it was at risk after he lost by 2 points to Hillary. The next morning they announced their support for Obama. The Nevada division of the Service Employees International Union also backed Obama.
Now that John Kerry has put his weight behind Barack Obama, a signal has been sent to establishment Democrats. You have a choice between the old Democratic Party of the Clintons, one rooted in parsing words, anger, personal attacks and being like Republicans, or we can have a New Democratic Party lead by Obama. A Democratic Party that reaches out to independents and Republicans, but continues the tradition of the working class party that Roosevelt and Kennedy assembled many decades ago.
The exit polling from Iowa and New Hampshire is clear: independents supported Barack Obama by greater than 2-to-1 over Hillary. Without their support in November no Democrat will be elected president and our majorities in the House and Senate are at risk. John Kerry, the Culinary Workers and the SEIU want a winner. They want change. Not just as a political slogan. Not just as a word to conveniently use like every other campaign is now doing. As a movement we can bring about change. That’s why they backed Obama and that’s why I support him. He inspires the American people. Young, old, black and white.
Endorsements, Nevada and Bill - January 20th, 2008
I haven’t posted a blog in a little while, so time to update things. Since I last posted about John Kerry’s endorsement, a number of other people have come out in support of Obama. Below are just a few of the endorsements he has picked up, most of them from important February 5th primary states (bolded):
Senator John Kerry (Mass.)
Senator Conrad (North Dakota)
Senator Johnson (South Dakota)
Senator Ben Nelson (Nebraska)
Senator Dick Durbin (Illinois)
Senator McCaskill (Missouri)
Governor Tim Kaine (Virginia)
Governor Napolitano (Arizona)
Governor Deval Patrick (Mass.)
That’s four Senators and two governors from five different February 5 states. Other than in New York, find me a prominent Senator or Governor of a February 5 state backing Hillary. You can’t. More importantly, each of those Senators or Governors come from a state that George Bush won in 2000 and 2004, except for Illinois and Massachusetts. I don’t know if John Kerry and Deval Patrick can help Obama carry Massachusetts, she still has to be favored in most of New England, but it should help quite a bit organizationally.
Now let’s pivot away from endorsements to election results. First thing’s first: Nevada. I was personally shocked this week by the Clinton tactics in that state. Nevada never played a very important role and their slim win there doesn’t mean much. So why did they use arm twisting to win there? Charges of voter suppression were rampant with reports that the doors were closed a half hour early at 11:30 a.m. instead of 12:00 noon at the request of Clinton campaign people. Furthermore, her teacher union backers tried to prevent workers in Las Vegas from voting by going to court.
Bill Clinton went further into wacko land when he denied any involvement in the lawsuit and turned around and said he supported preventing the workers from voting. His argument was one of the oddest I’ve heard. Basically, allowing workers on the Las Vegas strip to caucus by putting caucus locations in casinos somehow gave them an advantage that no one else had. Um… you’ve lost it, Bill. Last I checked, we’ve always used schools and churches as polling places. Doesn’t that give an “unfair” advantage to teachers and ministers? Why are you complaining about shift workers getting a place to vote? Give me a break!
Last point. Hillary won Nevada with 51% of the vote to 45% for Obama. Two good things came out of Nevada:
1. Obama only lost by 6%, despite Nevada being a closed caucus. That means independents could not vote in the Democratic caucus. Independents were largely responsible for Obama’s win in Iowa, besting Hillary by more than 3-to-1 among independents. Also, Bill Clinton carried Nevada twice as president. Other than Bill Clinton, no Democrat had won Nevada since Lyndon Johnson in 1964.
2. Obama left the state with more delegates. It is starting to look like this race may continue for many months to come. If that happens, the delegate count could factor in for the first time in decades. Right now Obama has a 2 delegate lead nationally over Hillary.
The Politics of Hope vs. The Politics of Fear - January 22nd, 2008
Four years ago, a little known state senator from Illinois was the keynote speaker at the Democratic Convention in 2004 on behalf of John Kerry. He spoke eloquently about how there were no red state or blue state America, just the United States of America.
Tonight, we gather to affirm the greatness of our nation not because of the height of our skyscrapers, or the power of our military, or the size of our economy; our pride is based on a very simple premise, summed up in a declaration made over two hundred years ago: ‘We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal… … that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.’
That is the true genius of America, a faith…
… a faith in simple dreams, an insistence on small miracles; that we can tuck in our children at night and know that they are fed and clothed and safe from harm; that we can say what we think, write what we think, without hearing a sudden knock on the door; that we can have an idea and start our own business without paying a bribe; that we can participate in the political process without fear of retribution; and that our votes will be counted ― or at least, most of the time.
That speaker in Boston was Barack Obama. He spoke at a time when our country was perhaps more divided than any time since the 1960s. The divisions of the Clinton and Bush years have torn our country apart. Neighbors cannot have a civil conversation about politics. Talk show hosts yell at their guests and pundits declare victory before a single vote is cast. Hillary Clinton was all but declared the Democratic nominee before Iowa even kicked off the process.
Barack Obama proved them wrong. His message of hope and change transcended political lines, bringing Democrats, independents and Republicans together to support one candidate. But as quickly as victory was realized, the Clintons turned their sights on him. It was actually three or so weeks prior that the dump trunk began rolling back. Surrogates to the Clintons posed the question of whether Obama was a drug dealer, repeatedly distorted his record on the Iraq War, claimed that he went to a madrasa and had a Muslim heritage, and didn’t fail to remind people that his middle name was Hussein.
Americans aren’t stupid. They see exactly what the Clintons are doing and I expect them to punish them at the polls, starting in South Carolina. The Politics of Hope that Obama coined is under siege by The Politics of Fear. Former President Bill Clinton and his wife Hillary are tag teaming personal attacks on Obama, along with their classless surrogates in hopes that their tactics can bring him down.
It seems to have worked, if ever so slightly, in New Hampshire and Nevada. Yet New Hampshire and Nevada always were states where Hillary led by wide margins. It’s clear now that her crying performance helped her win women in both states, while the lack of independent voters hurt him in Nevada. If women continue to vote for Hillary in the numbers that they are, it will be impossible for Obama to win. Just as Hillary has had to give blacks reason not to vote for Obama, Obama has to give women reason not to vote for Hillary. I have several:
1. Obama’s appeal extends far past core Democrats. He can win independents and Republicans in a general election that Hillary never will.
2. The level of personal attacks and dishonesty on the part of the Clintons is on level with Bush and Cheney. They are using true Karl Rove tactics to win. Their greatest weakness may very well be that they will do anything to win.
3. Playing gender politics doesn’t advance women’s issues or the country. Not only will Hillary lose the general election, doing so will guarantee that we will not advance as a nation on important issues of race, gender and sexual orientation.
Obama has proven to be an inspiring leader the likes we haven’t seen since John F. Kennedy. In Iowa, people under the age of 30 made up 22 percent of the vote. 22 percent! They say that young people don’t vote and yet they did in overwhelming fashion. The Obama coalition of young voters, independents and anti-war Democrats was a powerful force in Iowa and will be on February 5. Kennedy didn’t have an easy road to the nomination. It took a win in Protestant West Virginia to prove that he was viable. It will likely take Obama winning women in a few states, like he did in Iowa, to win the nomination.
Rudy’s Woeful Way - January 23rd, 2008
Throughout 2007, Rudy Giuliani was the Republican “front-runner”, crowned by none other than the same media that proclaimed Hillary Clinton the Democratic nominee. When voting started he fell faster than a rock – or a Howard Dean scream. Yet where has the media been in covering the meteoric decline of Rudy Giuliani? Virtually none of the networks made much of a deal of either Rudy’s or Hillary’s losses in Iowa. New York bias, anyone?
Iowa – 6th place, 3%
Michigan – 6th place, 3%
New Hampshire – 4th place, 9%
Nevada – 6th place, 4%
South Carolina – 6th place, 2%
Wyoming – Last place, 0%
As you can see, his highest showing was a 4th place finish in New Hampshire, the same region as New York. He has yet to break into double digits in any state. Ron Paul has finished ahead of him in 4 states, a full 7% ahead of Rudy in Iowa and 10% in Nevada. The former New York mayor is all but finished long before he even gets a chance for redemption in his home state. Polls in New York even show him trailing there to John McCain. Even if he somehow manages to win Florida (a state with a considerable New York transplant population) and New York, where does he go from there? One home state and one “snow bird state” does not make a nominee.
Lessons from Washtenaw County - January 23rd, 2008
I’m just now looking at election results from last week’s Michigan primary. The Democratic side was only a symbolic vote, as the state was stripped (along with Florida) of all of its delegates due to their moving up the primary past February 5, which broke party rules for all states except Iowa, New Hampshire, Nevada and South Carolina. Well, Hillary Clinton was the only major candidate on the ballot. “Uncommitted” was her main opponent as both Barack Obama and John Edwards were not on the ballot. The statewide total was:
Hillary Clinton – 55%
Uncommitted – 40%
In other words, without any serious opponent, Hillary only won the state of Michigan by 15%. That was stunning to me. But even more stunning were the numbers within. She actually managed to lose to “Uncommitted” in Washtenaw County, home to Ann Arbor. The county has a black population of 12%, compared to a white population of 77%. Women and men both make up 50% of the population. Washtenaw County is one of the few counties in Michigan with decent growth, averaging nearly 7% population increase since 2000, compared to only 1.6% statewide. Nearly 50% are college educated, and over 90% graduated from high school, compared to 22% and 83% statewide.
The question becomes: how many Washtenaw Counties are there in America? Rather, what major cities reflect Ann Arbor in a way that could help Obama? Plenty in the Midwest, where Obama is likely to do best. Cleveland, Columbus, and Cincinnati, Ohio; Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minnesota; Milwaukee and Madison, Wisconsin; Columbia, Kansas City and St. Louis, Missouri; Iowa City, Ames and Cedar Falls, Iowa, where Obama already won. And if the primaries drag on long enough, Bloomington, South Bend, Lafayette, and Indianapolis, Indiana.
The Smears Keep on Comin’ - January 24th, 2008
CNN ran a story on the continued smear tactics being used against Barack Obama on the topic of religion. It’s sad Obama has to refute stories about him being a Muslim when he is and always has been a Christian. Not that it should even be an issue in the first place. Again, this kind of stuff just shows the Clintons will do anything, including using racial, ethnic and religious fears against Obama, to get back in the White House.
Hillary Tries to Steal Michigan and Florida Delegates - January 25th, 2008
Saw this one coming. Hillary didn’t care about Michigan or Florida… until she needed their delegates to win the Democratic nomination. Now that she ran uncontested in Michigan (and won only 55% of the vote), she wants those delegates. Obama and Edwards weren’t even on the ballot! This is yet another sign of how desperate the Clinton campaign is. They must be scared as hell of what is going to happen on February 5 if they are counting on states with 0 delegates to win. It’s obvious they don’t want to play by the rules. The report from Reuters is below:
ROCK HILL, South Carolina (Reuters) – Sen. Hillary Clinton, in an about-face, said on Friday she wants the Democratic Party delegates in two states that were barred by the national party to be reinstated and counted in the race to determine the party’s U.S. presidential nominee. In those states, Michigan and Florida, Clinton could stake claim to nearly all the delegates to the nominating convention in question ― more than 350. She was the only candidate on the Democratic ballot in Michigan and holds a strong lead in Florida, which holds its contest on Tuesday.
The national party eliminated the delegates from Michigan and Florida because the states broke party rules by holding primary voting contests before February 5. But just four days before Florida’s primary, Clinton said she wants the delegates reinstated. “I know other campaigns have tried to downplay the significance of these two states,” Clinton told reporters. “I think that is not a good strategy for Democrats or any of us who cares about the outcome of this election.”
Obama Wins South Carolina - January 26th, 2008
Just came in at the top of the hour (7 p.m. Eastern). For the first time this primary season, all the networks were able to project a winner as soon as the polls closed. Barack Obama trounced Hillary Clinton and John Edwards in South Carolina, John Edwards’ home state and a state where Hillary Clinton had led in the polls until this month. I’ll have another post later tonight about the results once all of them are in. Only 13% are reporting right now with Obama holding a 25% lead.
Yes We Can! - January 26th, 2008
Senator Barack Obama scored a historic win tonight in the Southern state of South Carolina. With 99% of precincts reporting, he currently holds a commanding lead of his chief rival, Senator Hillary Clinton. The former First Lady was hurt by the negative campaign tactics employed by her campaign and her husband. Their outright lies about Obama’s record and misquoting him evidently played a big factor into people’s votes. After 8 years of lies from the Bush administration, it is clear that Democratic voters do not want to replace George Bush with another administration of liars.
Obama – 55%
Hillary – 27%
Edwards – 18%
I am extremely proud that the state of South Carolina rebuked the negative campaigning of Bill Clinton. As I showed in the video I made earlier this week, the Clintons have been campaigning on fear. The Politics of Fear lost to the Politics of Hope tonight. And in a big way. While the Clintons undoubtedly will try to spin this 28% victory as a black man winning a black state, that same cynicism is the very reason they are in the predicament that they are in. They LOST nearly all white Iowa. They came within 3% of losing nearly all white New Hampshire. Two states with little diversity.
When we get to a state that has a lot of diversity, all of a sudden it doesn’t count? I don’t think so. That’s what the Democratic Party is about! We are the party of everyone – whites, blacks, Latinos, Muslims, Jews, Catholics, men, women, gays, the elderly and the young. This is not the Republican Party of old white men. If Hillary’s only strength is going to be among women and old people, how the heck does she expect to win in November against the Republicans? By the way, 61% of the voters today were women. That’s more than Iowa, New Hampshire and Nevada. If that wasn’t an advantage for Hillary, I don’t know what is.
Let me make my point this way: 290,000 people voted in the Democratic primaries in 2004. Barack Obama’s unofficial total is at 295,000 right now. It will go above 300,000 once all of the votes are counted. Barack Obama alone outperformed EVERY Democrat COMBINED from the 2004 primaries (John Kerry, John Edwards, Howard Dean and Dennis Kucinich). The Democratic turnout for 2008 is nearly twice what it was in 2004. Something is happening, folks. Young people are turning out in record numbers, women are supporting a man over their own, and white people (in the South no less) are doing what no one thought possible. This is astonishing. America is finally changing for the better.
The good news is, you can be a part of it. February 5, 2008 is “Super Tuesday”, the closest thing we have ever had to a national primary. 22 states will vote on Super Tuesday, including mega states like California, Illinois and New York. If you live in one of these states, VOTE. Obama needs your support! This is not going to be an easy fight. The Clintons will throw everything and the kitchen sink at Obama to prevent him from winning. They want the White House. If you live in one of the states below, please get out on February 5 and support Obama:
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Georgia
Idaho (Democratic Party Only)
Illinois
Kansas (Democratic Party Only)
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Missouri
New Jersey
New Mexico (Democratic Party Only)
New York
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Tennessee
Utah
Economics Homework - February 5th, 2008
Below is a short paper that I wrote for Macroeconomics:
Both capitalism and socialism have many strengths and weaknesses. As the video showed quite vividly, capitalism is at the whim of the market. The economy and people’s lives depend on how well companies perform, their retirement may depend on the stock market, etc. The ups and downs of the stock market greatly affect individual investors as well as the corporations who in the end of the day hire millions of workers. The stock market crash of 1929 plunged our country and indeed the world into a Great Depression. If government had been more proactive than it was under President Hoover, perhaps the Great Depression could have been stymied and been remembered as a blip on the level with 1991/1992’s and 2001/2002’s recessions.
Obviously the weakness of socialism is taxation. Western European countries are among the highest tax countries in the world. Not just on people’s incomes, but also on goods and things such as gasoline, which can be frequently as high as $5 or $6 a gallon, perhaps more in some places. This is an advantage of capitalism, as the society is much less dependent on government entitlement programs, thus requires less money in the form of taxes. I would argue that taxes are already quite high in the United States and if it was not for wasteful spending on wars and tax breaks for the wealthiest of Americans, we could achieve more spending on social programs.
Looking forward, I think that both will bring prosperity, but that socialism will end up the predominate in Europe and North America. As I noted, the United States already has many “socialist” programs. Some are popular, others are not, but I think it is undeniable that we are headed for further socialism in America due to the healthcare crisis that we find ourselves in. A healthy economy is not just dependent on strong corporations, but also healthy workers as well. Our population is aging (the Baby Boomers), our government is saddled with debt and our corporations are losing billions due to healthcare plans that are unsustainable. It would be good for business and “The People” if we adopted these policies.
*****
Chapter 2: Super Duper Tuesday
*****
Iowa, Nevada, New Hampshire and South Carolina resulted in a split result. Obama won two of them and Hillary one two of them. The uncontested primaries in Florida and Michigan were ruled invalid by the Democratic National Committee for breaking party rules and the delegates were stripped. The biggest contest of them all, Super Tuesday, was thought to be the day that the nominee would be decided. It didn't turn out that way.
Super Tuesday - February 5th, 2008
Campaign 2008 seems like it has been going on for a year. It’s only been a month, though, since Iowa cast its first-in-the-nation caucus, launching Obama’s campaign to the forefront of American politics. Since his win in Iowa, Obama has raised $32 million in January alone, compared to just $10 million for Hillary Clinton. 170,000 of the donors were new. That’s more donors than most of the donors of any other candidate, and 650,000 total donors since the campaign began. Again, this far outnumbers the number of donors for any other candidate, including Hillary Clinton, who relies heavily on wealthy donors giving her $2,500 checks.
Today is Super Tuesday, dubbed the first “national” primary as 24 states vote in the Democratic and Republican primaries for president. Up until now only a handful of states have voted. Obama started off the voting with a historic win in Iowa, followed by a massive win last Saturday in South Carolina. Hillary Clinton came back after losing Iowa by 9% to win New Hampshire by 3%. She followed that up with a win in Nevada before a 28% loss in South Carolina.
On the Republican side, Mike Huckabee surprised everyone with his only win in Iowa on January 3. John McCain came back from the dead (not literally, although he may do that too) in New Hampshire the next week. Mitt Romney was written off for dead until he won in Michigan, also winning Wyoming and Nevada. Then the past couple weeks saw McCain take off with a slight win over Mike Huckabee in South Carolina and a small but important win over Mitt Romney in Florida.
Where does that leave the race? Wide open on the Democratic side, where Obama now leads Hillary according to some national polls. McCain seems likely to win most of the states on Tuesday with moderate New England states, Arizona and possibly California. A win in California would boost Mitt Romney, yet the state was until recently expected to go to Hillary. Now, it is a toss-up. Although the winner will walk away with roughly the same amount of delegates as the second place finisher. On the Republican side, the winner takes all of the delegates, making it far more critical.
The mega states of Illinois and New York are not nearly as critical on the Democratic side as potentially the Republican side. Obama is expected to win Illinois with double Hillary’s support, and Hillary will likely win New York with roughly 20% more support, according to most recent polls. Both will offset each other’s wins in these two delegate rich states. New England appears to favor Hillary with white working class Democrats, while the Southern states favor Obama, with black voters and college educated whites. With a split in California, attention will shift to who wins the Midwest and Western states of Minnesota, Missouri, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Utah and Kansas.
Missouri may be the key indicator of who becomes the nominee: it has predicted 25 of the past 26 presidential elections. Like Ohio, Missouri is considered a “bell weather” state. Like much of the country, it has moderate economic growth, a decent size, urban centers around St. Louis and Kansas City, suburbs and of course farmland in much of the state. Large black populations in the cities and immigration of Latinos make it a diverse mix of cultures. Although it is considered Midwestern, it has long been called the gateway to the West and its Southern counties have more in common with Arkansas and Tennessee than Illinois and Iowa.
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