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Andrei Cherny’s Jesse Kelly Moment(s)

Thanks to a nice little vacation, I've been a lisicdnnected from the race for AZ09 for a few weeks.
appears | returned just in time.

In one of my previous posts on Andrei Cherny, tdssed his 2002 campaign for the California State
Assembly and theather repugnant campaign tacties utilized. Race-baiting was easily the moshbes
of his actions, but a deliberate, false attemmuiaom his pro-choice opponent was pro-life isnit fa
behind. At the time, Cherny stood by the attacid said he was “proud” of them, but once they becam
an issue in his current race, he issued one oéthon-apology apologies.

Perhaps by karma, Cherny lost that race.

The next post discussétherny’s attempto have it both ways on the Affordable Care A&ia(a
Obamacare). In 2010, Cherny spoke to the Tempd aes during his campaign for Arizona State
Treasurer and was asked whether he supported Obeenddis answer? As seen on tigeo herghe
claimed he opposed it. Yet now that he’s running Democratic primary for Congress, he says, “Watne
to defend the Affordable Care Act and build orifriclude a public option and end the unconscianabl
giveaways for drug companies.”

| happen to agree with the 2012 version of histaosibut unfortunately, that position is diamedilyg
opposed to what Cherny was telling the Tea Pastytjuo years earlier, and there’s no telling wheat h
actually believes because his two positions aradizally different.

History, of course, repeats itself, and in Chermpgse, this isn’t a good thing because that history
demonstrates that he simply lacks much credibility.

Now, Cherny is trying to run away from his suppfort Social Security privatization, just as he didem he
ran for the California Assembly.

During his 2012 campaign, Cherny has claimed toepmrivatizing Social Security.
Here’s a shot from one of his mail pieces:
There’s a problem with that claim, though: It's traue.

Cherny has done a little more than just flirt wstipporting Social Security privatization in thetpas



And even if you give him the benefit of the doudmd given his track record, there’s little reasmdd so),
the very best you can say is that even if he nquite went all the way on privatization, he hateast
made a diving slide into third base.

Back in 2000, Cherny published a book called “ThxtN\Deal,” in which he discusses his views on how
government should evolve in the technology agel sntioned in my previous post, | disagree
vehemently with some of the conclusions he reath#sat book, but | will concede that it's very
interesting and well-written.

According to the California JourndiCherny’s book promoted the privatization of Sdcecurity, a notion
praised by the likes of Newt Gingrich but considelheresy among liberal Democrats.”

According to the Los Angeles Weekigherny’s book “is a litany of New Democrat nostisi-- school
choice (verging on vouchers), Social Security paprivatization, and the kind of deregulatory nemse
that led straight to the Enron debacle.”

According to_Investor’s Business Dailgherny’s book “calls for private accounts,” whiets we all know,
is just another way of saying Social Security piization.

In the Investor'sarticle, Cherny credits none-other than Presi@aish with having successfully sold the
privatization issue.

“I think the much bigger part of why people wereking for reform is the desire for control overithe
Social Security funds and the desire for persomaisibn-making power over their own retirement,”
Cherny said. “(Bush) campaigned hard on that iszne he sold it to people from all age groups.”

Now, based on this stuff alone, it should be preliyar that Cherny indeed supported privatization.

However, having read the book, and re-read theosecthat discuss Social Security a few timesnl say
that the case is pretty much ironclad.

“... young people should decide where to invest digoiof their Social Security retirement funds and
accept a greater share of both the risk and reiM@trgrny wrote in his book.

This, as Andrei surely knows (more on this in a reat} is the very core of Social Security privatiaa
that the overwhelming majority of Democrats havergjly opposed for years.

Here’s a quote from someone other than Andrei Gheescribing basically the same thing:

“But we’'ll allow younger workers at their choice itovest some of their own money in the private mésk
to get a better rate of return so that the So@ality promise will be kept.”

That was George W. Bush back in 2000, describiagbicial Security privatization plan.

Here’s something else that isn’'t from Andrei Cherny

“However, allowing younger workers to privately st their Social Security taxes through individual
accounts will improve Social Security’s rate ofuret, provide better retirement benefits; treat wame

minorities, and low-income workers more fairly; agigdle workers real ownership and control of their
retirement funds.”

That's from the far, far-right Cato Institute, atsiime supporter of Social Security privatization.

The similarities between what Bush and Cato sayamt Cherny wrote are inescapable.

It gets a little worse for Cherny than that, though



In his book, Cherny discusses how both sides o§pleetrum view Social Security, and goes to sortiera
insulting lengths to describe the liberal reasomingvhy privatization is bad.

Liberals, according to Cherny, believe that Amaniare just too stupid to handle their own retinetse
and instead need to rely on “a huge and antiquatedi scheme.”

Yes, he went there.

He then goes on to make his case for a fundamessgilicturing (I'd argue deconstruction) of the i8bc
Security system and what is, at least, a partighpiration of the program.

Here’s a clip from his book:

Now, of course, Andrei is running for cover frons lhioth his own poor choice words and the facthleat
was advocating for policies that are completely ttally out-of-step with Democratic primary voters

The fact that Cherny sees Wall Street as the duferéSocial Security is particularly troublingiven what
the nation experienced on the stock market justayears ago.

Put another way, if Cherny had gotten his way oci&®@ecurity back in 2000, a lot of people woui/é
been wiped out by the 2008 crash, which is pregistly privatization is such a horrible idea in fivet
place.

As | noted above, though, Cherny is well aware Wizt he's saying about Social Security doesn’t bea
any resemblance to reality. He knew it back in288 well, when the California Journal reported tha
Cherny was preemptively attempting to conceal bistn.

“The Cherny camp was so worried about this thegiit out several mailers defending its candidate's
position before the Levine forces had even hit tiith it,” the Journal wrote.

Now history is repeating itself again.

Back in May, theArizona Republic reportethat “Cherny said his opponents have falsely twidn
leaders he is for privatizing Social Security.”

Unfortunately, it's not Cherny’s opponents who heéng dishonest, and his continued claims of opppsi
Social Security privatization only deepen his grogveredibility problem. With hisew TV ad
proclaiming his opposition to Social Security ptization, Cherny’s credibility gap has become a deep,
vast chasm.

It brings to mind another candidate from Arizonaowtad some trouble being consistent on the issue of
Social Security: Tucson’s Jesse Kelly, who raririaCongresswoman Gabrielle Giffords in 2010 and
then against now-Congressman Ron Barber in thdadpdection after she resigned from the House.

You may recall that Kelly had some rather radigaims on Social Security, claiming in 2010 thatslthe
biggest Ponzi scheme in history. [...] Right now, y@ve to take steps to reform it, to privatizedatphase
it out. [...] It's not an option of ‘should it be de?’ It must be done.”

Flash forward to 2012 and Kelly wdsstancing himselfrom his own words, just as Cherny is doing now.

Kelly eventually lost his bid for Congress. Candtgi Cherny’s campaign of Social Security
bamboozlement succeed where Kelly's failed?

As always, | continue to encourage you to makerdritution to one or both of his
opponentsKyrsten Sinemar David Schapira



