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PREFACE

hen Murray Rothbard and Lew Rockwell decided to found

The Rothbard—Rockwell Report in 1990, they first had to de-

cide what form the newsletter would take. Would subscrib-
ers, knowing that Murray was an economist, expect economic forecasts and
tips? As an Austrian economist, Murray knew that economic forecasting is a
mug’s game, and he was not even a lucky investor himself. For instance:

When the Soviets defeated the Czarist government in 1918, they
repudiated the Czarist bonds, which fell to pennies on the dollar. However,
Czarist bonds remained on the Over-the-Counter exchange (now the
Nasdaq), and fluctuated with the political climate. When events between
the Soviets and the West were more cordial, the bonds rose in value, on the
slim possibility that they someday might be redeemed as a gesture of
goodwill. When the Cold War became more frosty, the value of the bonds
dipped. Sometime in the 1960s, Murray bought Czarist bonds. Within days
of his purchase, the bonds, which had been on the same exchange for more
than 40 years, were delisted. You can imagine what happened to the price,
then.

And so the Tiple R became the newsletter it is—of trenchant opinions
on politics and politicians, on economics and history, on foreign policy and
government, and on religion and culture. With two such superb and prolific
writers as Lew and Murray, and with Burt Blumert, as Publisher, keeping his
eye on finances and advertising, the Triple R could not fail.

Writing for the Triple R was an important and pleasurable part of
Murray’s life for the last four years. Although he also enjoyed the scholarly
work that he did, writing for the Tisple R was the most fun he could think of.
For he had firm opinions on almost every topic and wrote with ease.

Lew writes of the joy of coming to the office and finding Murray’s
output of the night on his fax machine. The same went for Murray, who was
going to bed about the time that Lew reached the office, and could expect
many goodies to be faxed to him by the time he awoke.

Occasionally, Lew, who did the really hard work of putting the newslet-
ter together, would call and say he needed one more short article to finish an
issue, and Murray would happily sit down at his typewriter and skewer
another politician.

—JoAnn Rothbard®






INTRODUCTION

umming up the work of Murray N. Rothbard (1926-1995) and

noting its stunning range, philosopher David Gordon once won-

dered “if there are really three, four, or five geniuses writing under
his name.” These lively essays display one of those geniuses: Rothbard the
journalist, cultural critic, political observer, and movement organizer. Even
more remarkable, they represent just a fraction of what he wrote in his spare
time, for just one publication, and in just the last few years of his life.

These articles hold up magnificently on their own, but here’s the
broader context. Two massive scholarly tomes bracket Murray’s academic
life. The nine-hundred-page Man, Economy, and State—written when he
was in his early 30s and appearing in 1962—jump-started the revival of the
Austrian School of economics. It remains a masterpiece of theoretical
reasoning, and the last full-blown economic treatise.

Appearing one month after Murray’s untimely death in January 1995
was the Austrian Perspective on the History of Economic Thought in two
volumes. Its thousand pages trace the rise and fall of sound economic
thinking from Aristotle to Marx. Though it is an unfinished work—Ilike
Schumpeter’s History of Economic Analysis or Mozart’s Reguiem—it knocked
the breath out of specialists in every field. (And so did The Logic of Action a
two-volume compilation, again totaling a thousand pages, of Murray’s
most important scholarly articles, published by Edward Elgar of London in
its Economists of the Century series.)

These two masterworks would be enough to place Murray among the
gods of the social science. But there was much more from this irrepressible
genius, including a four-volume history of colonial America, a philosophical
treatise, books on money and banking, dozens of chapters in books, hun-
dreds of scholarly articles, and thousands of essays on topics of every sort.

In addition, he taught full time, counseled students at ali hours, edited
scholarly journals, spoke around the world, read everything, wrote enough
letters to fill a room, and studied formally in chess, German Baroque church
architecture, early jazz, and other areas.

Mere volume and range is not, however, the key to his intellectual
power, and neither, necessarily, was his consistent defense of human liberty
against state tyranny. Murray was irrepressible because of his burning desire
to tell the truth. He would tell the truth in any forum that would take his
work, whether a British economic publishing house, a French journal of
political science, an American magazine of culture, a daily newspaper, or an
irregular libertarian flyer. He had so much to say that he didn’t mind
appearing to “waste™ his articles (although he never thought of it like that)
on the tiniest publications.

xiii
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He wrote all night, almost every night. What a joy to arrive at the office
at 7:00am to find my fax machine filled with twenty or thirty pages of
magnificent material, representing only part of his output for the evening.
This was the popular material, which he wrote as one diversion among
many, the way others watch sports or read popular fiction (although he did
those too, and was expert in both). Meanwhile, he was also delving into
medieval theology, taking apart his critics in all fields, and advancing the
scholarship of liberty in every way he knew.

Toward the end of his life Murray began to develop consistent outlets
for his academic work, despite being shunned by the academic estab-
lishment. He began to have more commissions than even he could keep up
with. But what about those mountains of popular material? I tried to find
markets for this great writing, and often succeeded, but as any freelancer
knows, the rewrites, copyrights, deadlines, and follow-ups can tie you in
knots. What he needed, it seemed to Burton S. Blumert, his California
benefactor and friend, was a regular outlet for his non-academic work. And
since every article was a gem, Burt cringed at the thought that the world
would be denied even one sentence.

The purpose of The Rothbard—Rockwell Report was to provide him that
steady and reliable outlet. (For no good reason, he insisted that my name
also be on the masthead.) We knew there would be a demand for his
material, but what took us by surprise was the crucial role the Triple R would
play in shaping American political history. Burt tells me that I can’t reveal
the names of all the famous people who subscribed to this relatively expen-
sive publication, but it included a surprising number of players, for good
and evil, on the right.

The Triple R combined libertarian anti-government economics, decen-
tralist local patriotism, anti-war isolation, and a reactionary cultural outlook
that saw government as the key to the loss of the Old Republic. As its
reputation spread and its loyal subscriber base grew, the publication devel-
oped into a leading forum in defense of the issues and groups that had been
excluded (both as a matter of habit and policy) from conventional publica-
tions on the right. Its pages defended land-rights groups against environ-
mentalists, citizen militias against gun grabbers, isolationists against
imperialists, paleoconservatives against neoconservatives, populists against
party regulars, anti-New World Order conspiracy theorists against the
establishment, nationalists against internationalists, states righters against
libertarian centralists, the Christian right against its own leadership, and
much more.

The movement, which the Triple R embodied and which came to be
called “paleo-libertarianism” or simply “paleoism,” was the driving force
behind the anti-government intellectual and political movement of the
mid-1990s. The Triple R became the flagship and ideological inspiration for
a mass movement that swept the right and then the country, and arguably
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had much to do with the Republican takeover of Congress in 1994 (but not
with the betrayal of the revolution that occurred even before the freshmen
came to town, and which Murray was the first to see and denounce).

The irrepressible Rothbard was the reason for the rise of “paleoism.”
His cover essays, movie reviews, Congressional voting analyses, and news
reports tackled the stories and issues no one else would touch. Long-time
lovers and haters of Murray were taken aback at his newfound influence, and
some attributed his success to the new distance he placed between his views
and those of the official libertarian movement. Some of his thoughts, for
example on the culture war and immigration, appeared to be the opposite of
what the mainstream press calls “libertarian.”

Had Murray really changed his mind? Had he moved from libertarian-
ism proper to the “right”? The short answer is no. Here’s the long answer. In
dealing with lives as huge as Murray’s, we tend to divide the decades into
periods or phases. Thus Beethoven had a late period in which he experi-
mented with new harmonies and rhythms, Picasso had a “blue period” that
was moderately representational, and so on. No doubt some Rothbard
biographer will try the same thing for Murray’s journalistic work: the Old
Right Rothbard, the New Left Rothbard, the Libertarian Rothbard, and,
this, the Paleo Rothbard. Such a division may be inevitable, but let me make
my pitch anyway: it is highly misleading.

First, such a division would address only a small part of who he was as a
thinker. It might vaguely outline his political associations and publishing
outlets, but would say nothing about his academic work, which went
through no “phases.” Changes in his thinking, whether displayed in popular
or academic settings, were never a matter of repudiating his last thoughts
but merely adding to them organically, applying them in new areas, and
developing them to address new concerns.

Second, even in his politics, Murray went through no real “periods,”
but rather altered his strategies, emphases, and associations based on what the
times and circumstances required. His goal remained always and everywhere a
- principled promotion of liberty. For Murray, a change of strategy never meanta
change in principle, but only in method. No matter what political and
intellectual strategy Murray was pursuing, his core views were always the
same: he was a radical, anti-state libertarian, in the purest sense. Con-
cretely, on economics, he was a private-property, free-market anarchist of
the Austrian School; on politics, a radical decentralist; on philosophy, a
natural-rights Thomist; on culture, a man of the Old Republic and the Old
World.

A couple of clarifications are in order. Murray’s anarchism was not
antinomian; it was inseparable from the legal norm of non-aggression implied
by the doctrine of natural rights. His view was that rights are necessarily
universal, since man’s nature is universal, but enforcement of those rights
must be as local as is necessary to ensure consent. Murray’s individualism,
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moreover, focused on methodological and ethical concerns; it did not
exclude the legal rights of groups like families and communities.

Rothbardian anarchism, then, can be found in any stateless, self-gov-
erning community that recognizes property rights, including a huge planta-
tion, an authoritarian monastery, or a company town. Contra one common
libertarian error, enforcement of rights should never be centralized in the
name of protecting rights. For example, the UN shouldn’t legalize drugs
over the objections of small communities that want to keep them out. It’s
also why Rothbardian political economy is compatible with Old Right
concerns like constitutional federalism and states rights.

The core of Murray’s economic, political, and ethical views was fixed,
not because it was a settled dogma, but because logic and events daily
confirmed its validity. It was pragmatic because he was willing to work with
anyone who shared his love of liberty. Even in terms of political priorities, he
maintained a remarkable consistency throughout his public life. He always
saw the state, especially its war-making power, as liberty’s (and thus civiliza-
tion’s) greatest enemy.

All that said, and I hope understood, let’s say these writings do come
from the “paleo” period, which began roughly with the end of the Cold War
he so thoroughly despised. The shift is explained by Murray himself in these
pages, but I'll add a few points.

By the middle 1950s, Murray couldn’t identify with the conservative
movement, although the “fusionist” branch brought to life by his old friend
Frank Meyer had long respected Murray’s economic views. It was typical in
those days for conservatives to dismiss anything Murray had to say outside
economics—and even attempt to prevent people from reading him—on
grounds of the supposed “nihilism” and “extremism” of libertarian doc-
trine, and, preeminently, his foreign policy views.

For it wasn’t only the Cold War Murray opposed. He hated the world
wars as well as the wars against British Canada, Mexico, the South, Spain,
Korea, and Vietnam. He despised the U.S. empire around the globe that,
like these wars, had subverted the libertarian republic of the framers. Only
the secessionist wars for American and Southern independence were just.

As the pro-war ideology of the right grew increasingly reckless, Mur-
ray’s lone stand (which meant he had to use New Left publications as his
outlets) made him increasingly marginal among the people who, in peace-
time, would presumably have been his allies. But the end of the Cold War
offered an exciting possibility of restoring the intellectual exchange between
anti-statist conservatives and principled libertarians.

As Murray put it, “whether or not I was right about the Soviet/Com-
munist menace, and I still believe that I was, the course of human events has,
thank goodness, now made that argument obsolete and antiquarian.” This
was Murray reaching out to find new allies in the struggle for the future of
civilization, as he did throughout his life.
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Murray’s new allies, coming from highly diverse backgrounds, found
they had common ideological enemies: the left, the imperialist neoconser-
vatism of National Review and practically every other official right-wing
organ, the unfortunate ideological libertinism of the libertarians, and the
shiftiness of social democrats of all stripes. It all began with an exchange of
letters among Murray and dissident paleoconservatives who had been
expelled from the neocon orbit, and quickly grew into a full-scale, radical
intellectual paradigm for post-Cold War political action.

What he saw being revived was the diversity and anti-state activism of
the Old Right of the interwar period, a vibrant movement (now almost
forgotten) that hated corporatism, militarism, and welfarism, and longed
for a return to the Jeffersonian Republic that had been strangled by Lincoln,
Wilson, and Roosevelt. This was the revival he had long hoped for, as shown
in the final paragraph of For a New Liberty (1976).

The formation and development of paleoism had another major benefit
besides advancing the cause of liberty, which it certainly did. It introduced
Rothbardianism to a new generation of intellectuals and activists. This
might not have been possible if he had remained in the stifling circles of the
official libertarian movement, a social set with peculiar thoughts and habits
that unnecessarily tainted the Rothbardian program. It also gave him a
second hearing among intellectuals who had decided not to bother with him
based on the smears of Cold Warriors, as typified by the lying obituary of
William Buckley.

With the Tidple R, Murray developed a loyal following among home
schoolers, traditional Catholics, gun rights people, Southern secessionists,
Young Republicans, and many other groups. By the time the Mises Institute
brought Murray’s Man, Economy, and State back into print in the 1994, it had
found an entirely new constituency both inside and outside the economics
profession, and thousands of copies flew out the door. It was more evidence,
along with the booming Triple R, that Murray was irrepressible.

All this intellectual entrepreneurship may seem to involve heavy lifting,
but that’s not why people cherish Murray’s popular writing from this
period. They love it because it’s insightful, informative, accurate, brilliant,
and, above all, fun. For people unacquainted with him, this may have been
the biggest surprise.

One consequence of the anti-Rothbard slanders during the Cold War
was to give the impression that Murray was a steely-eyed fanatic who
thought only about abstractions. The smear artists tried to make an analogy
between Murray and his supposed mirror image, the humorless left-wing
radical. Was Murray the kind of intellectual who caused Oscar Wilde to
comment that socialism consumes far too many evenings?

A thumb flip through this volume is enough to show that the charge
wasn’t true. Indeed, you get the feeling that if Murray’s comparative
advantage had not been in economics, history, and philosophy, he would
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have made a great sports, music, or movie critic. And, no, he didn’t always
look at movies or music in terms of what they implied for libertarian
doctrine, even if he hated art that was little more than a stalking horse for
leftist ideology. For non-political works, he reviewed them in their own
terms, which is why his writing speaks to all sorts of people.

Even his political analysis was intensely interesting beyond particular
candidates or the philosophical implications of an election. Murray did not
confuse his ideal world of anarcho-capitalist decentralism with the political
possibilities of the moment. For example, he made a distinction between
whom we should approve of wholeheartedly, and whom we should root for
in a particular election.

In 1992, he stirred up controversy by rooting for Bush, and was
bombarded with hate mail for his column saying as much in the Los Angeles
Times. That did not mean Murray supported Bush in an absolute sense;
nobody denounced Bush more for his wars (see his riveting pieces on the
Gulf War) and increases in federal power. Murray made the argument for
Bush when compared with Clinton, just as he supported Perot over Bush,
and Buchanan over Perot in the same year. It was a matter of strategy—and
Murray, contrary to common impression—was a realist who knew the
political ins and outs as well as anyone. If you doubt it, check out such
articles as “The Bringing Down of Liz Holtzman,” “The New York Political
Circus,” and the classic “A Révederci, Mario.” You’ll think he missed his
calling as a campaign consultant.

Whenever a candidate for office wanted to meet with Murray, he was
thrilled to do so. Pat Buchanan is a case in point. Before he challenged Bush,
Pat led the movement against the ghastly war on Iraq, earning Murray’s
abiding respect. Pat, Murray hoped, would lead a break-out from the
conservative pack in backing an anti-welfare, anti-warfare program. During
Pat’s 1992 primary run against Bush, he met with Murray and they became
fast friends. Murray was disgusted by the smears against Pat, and thrilled by
his call to bring the troops home. But as anyone who knows Pat can testify,
he’s a great listener who resists advice from any quarter. It’s a good trait
when he’s bucking Rockefeller on the Mexican bailout, but a bad one when
he’s rejecting Rothbard on the free market.

Murray’s political realism led him to examine all programs and plans by
a single acid test: will this person or policy move us closer to, or further
from, the goal of freedom? This test led him, for example, to blast school
vouchers as a step-up in government power. And although Murray was
an ardent free trader, he tore Nafta and Gatt to shreds. Based on the
Republican compromises with those bills and the affiliated Mexican bail-
out, he foresaw the betrayal of the Republican 1994 Congressional
takeover.

One political issue that comes up in these pages is California’s Proposi-
tion 187, a measure that proposed to cut-off welfare benefits to illegal
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immigrants. You might think: a welfare cutoft? Now there’s something a
libertarian can support. It didn’t quite work out that way. Not only was the
entire political and media class wildly opposed to this measure, but the
necoconservative and official libertarian movements joined forces (not for
the last time) to try to defeat it. That left Murray as its most prominent
defender among intellectuals not usually associated with the anti-immigrant
wing of conservatism. :

According to the media’s tale, the immigration question is forever
bound up with the issue of free trade (as defined by the governing elites,
meaning managed-trade treaties). But no one in the media is willing to say:
let’s have absolutely open borders. Everybody with a noggin understands
that millions storming across the southern border would cause an eco-
nomic, political, and cultural upheaval. Libertarians should also understand
that such a policy would, on net, make us less free, especially because the
welfare state slathers tax dollars on all comers, and because, thanks to civil
rights, minority aliens automatically have rights to trample on property and
privacy, rights properly denied to the majority of natives.

The question then is not whether to restrict immigration (even Julian
Simon grants some restrictions are in order), but to what extent and with
what priorities in mind. Murray broke from the libertarian consensus not
only to favor Prop. 187, but to revisit the issue altogether. As he saw it, the
central government uses liberal immigration policies, or what Hans-Her-
mann Hoppe has called the global right of trespass, as a means of unsettling
bourgeois property holders and increasing the power of government.

But how can an anarchist support immigration restrictions? As he
wrote in The Ethics of Liberty (1982), “there can be no human right to
immigrate, for on whose property does someone else have the right to
trample? In short, if ‘Primus’ wishes to migrate now from some other
country to the United States, we cannot say that he has the absolute right to
immigrate to this land area; for what of these property owners who don’t
want him on their property.”

I quote the passage to demonstrate the inanity of another accusation
against Murray: that he changed his open-immigration position to a “na-
tivist” one because of his new friendship with paleoconservatives. As shown
by this volume, his late views on the subject were an outgrowth of his
general position in favor of strict property rights. Thus, he would not
restrict immigration in which people contract for labor (citizenship being
an entirely different issue).

Murray’s critics have long tried to play “gotcha” with him by spotting
some compromise. Their failed efforts were probably inspired by Murray
himself, who rightly placed special emphasis on the moral urgency of
sticking to principle. As an intellectual committed to truth above all else,
Murray had a special loathing for a common practice in politics and the
intellectual world: the sellout.
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To him, it was far better to be wrong about the issues, yet moving even
a smidgen in the right direction, than to have known the truth (about the
state or foreign policy or whatever) and then rejected it for opportunistic
reasons. For one thing, in-Murray’s view, the sellout is typically more
dangerous because he has displayed the ability to be a convincing liar. As the
great spiritual writers teach us, a person who is wrong but naive is far more
trustworthy than a person who knows the truth but seeks fame, fortune, and
political advantage instead. Keep that in mind as you read Murray’s excoria-
tions of individuals and groups identified as sellouts in these pages.

Several other pieces deserve special mention. His article on Rwanda
(“Hutus vs. Tutsis”) was hailed by the displaced king of that country as the
only piece to tell the truth about his homeland. Murray’s “Exhume! Ex-
hume!” is the first essay to my knowledge to make the general case for
digging up bodies of political figures long after they’re dead for the purposes
of arbitrating conspiracy controversies. His attack on the menace of relig-
ious leftism, as embodied in Hillary Clinton’s politics, i$ a theme picked up
by multitudes of later commentators. Murray’s piece on fluoride (“Fluori-
dation Revisited”) revived a subject long forgotten and dismissed. His
article on “King Kristol” foretold the bust that Bil’s magazine would be
among grass-roots conservatives. Finally, pay careful attention to his mani-
festo on “Big Government Libertarians” for insights into how and why
Murray changed his associations in those raucous years.

As the heavy-handed editor of this volume, I regret having to cut many
hundreds of pages. Every article was a treasure, and I apologize to any reader
whose favorite piece is missing. Going through them one-by-one made me
deeply nostalgic for his genius and his intellectual vigor. But rereading them
also recalls the complete joy with which he embraced life, and how his
extreme optimism made even the most severe setbacks tolerable. He experi-
enced great disappointments and great successes, but through it all he was
heroic, undaunted, and irrepressible. In this, as in everything else, Murray
Rothbard is the model for those who long for liberty, and work for it.

—Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr.
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hat I call the Old Right is suddenly back! The terms old and

new inevitably get confusing, with a new “new” every few

years, so let’s call it the “Original” Right, the right wing as it
existed from 1933 to approximately 1955. This Old Right was formed in
reaction against the New Deal, and against the Great Leap Forward into the
Leviathan state that was the essence of that New Deal.

This anti-New Deal movement was a coalition of three groups: (1) the
“extremists,” the individualists and libertarians, like H.L. Mencken, Albert
Jay Nock, Rose Wilder Lane, and Garet Garrett; (2) right-wing Democrats,
harking back to the laissez-faire views of the nineteenth century Democratic
party, men such as Governor Albert Ritchie of Maryland or Senator James
A. Reed of Missouri; and (3) moderate New Dealers, who thought that the
Roosevelt New Deal went too far, for example Herbert Hoover. Interest-
ingly, even though the libertarian intellectuals were in the minority, they
necessarily set the terms and the rhetoric of the debate, since theirs was the
only thought-out contrasting ideology to the New Deal.

The most radical view of the New Deal was that of libertarian essayist
and novelist Garet Garrett, an editor of the Saturday Evening Post. His
brilliant little pamphlet The Revolution Was, published in 1938, began with
these penetrating words—words that would never be fully absorbed by the
right:

There are those who still think they are holding a pass
against a revolution that may be coming up the road.
But they are gazing in the wrong direction.

The revolution is behind them.

It went by in the night of depression,

singing songs to freedom.

The revolution was, said Garrett, and therefore nothing less than a
counterrevolution is needed to take the country back. Behold, then, not a
‘conservative,’ but a radical right.

In the late 1930s, there was added to this reaction against the domestic
New Deal, a reaction against the foreign policy of the New Deal: the
insistent drive toward war in Europe and Asia. Hence, the right wing added
a reaction against big government abroad to the attack on big government
at home. The one fed on the other. The right wing called for non-interven-
tion in foreign as well as domestic affairs, and denounced FDR’s adoption
of Woodrow Wilson’s Global Crusading which had proved so disastrous in
World War 1. To Wilson-Roosevelt globalism, the Old Right countered
with a policy of America First. American foreign policy must neither be

3
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based on the interests of a foreign power—such as Great Britain—nor be in
the service of such abstract ideals as “making the world safe for democracy,”
or waging a “war to end all wars,” both of which would amount, in the
prophetic words of Charles A. Beard, to waging “perpetual war for perpet-
ual peace.”

And so the original right was completed, combating the Leviathan state
in domestic affairs. It said “no!” to the welfare-warfare state. The result of
adding foreign affairs to the list was some reshuffling of members: former
rightists such as Lewis W. Douglas, who had opposed the domestic New
Deal, now rejoined it as internationalists; while veteran isolationists, such as
Senators Borah and Nye, or intellectuals such as Beard, Harry Elmer Barnes,
or John T. Flynn, gradually but surely became domestic right-wingers in the
course of their determined opposition to the foreign New Deal.

If we know what the Old Right was against, what were they for? In
general terms, they were for a restoration of the liberty of the Old Republic,
of a government strictly limited to the defense of the rights of private
property. In the concrete, as in the case of any broad coalition, there were
differences of opinion within this overall framework. But we can boil down
those differences to this question: how much of existing government would
you repeal? How far would you roll government back?

The minimum demand which almost all Old Rightists agreed on, which
virtually defined the Old Right, was total aboliton of the New Deal, the
whole kit and kaboodle of the welfare state, the Wagner Act, the Social
Security Act, going off gold in 1933, and all the rest. Beyond that, there
were charming disagreements. Some would stop at repealing the New Deal.
Others would press on, to abolition of Woodrow Wilson’s New Freedom,
including the Federal Reserve System and especially that mighty instrument
of tyranny, the income tax and the Internal Revenue Service. Still others,
extremists such as myself, would not stop until we repealed the Federal
Judiciary Act of 1789, and maybe even think the unthinkable and restore the
good old Articles of Confederation.

Here I should stop and say that, contrary to accepted myth, the original
right did not disappear with, and was not discredited by, our entry into
World War II. On the contrary, the congressional elections of 1942—an
election neglected by scholars—was a significant victory not only for con-
servative Republicans, but for isolationist Republicans as well. Even though
intellectual rightist opinion, in books and especially in the journals, was
virtually blotted out during World War II, the right was still healthy in
politics and in the press, such as the Hearst press, the New York Dasly News,
and especially the Chicago Tribune. After World War II, there was an
intellectual revival of the right, and the Old Right stayed healthy until the
mid-1950s.

Within the overall consensus, then, on the Old Right, there were many
differences within the framework, butdifferences that remained remarkably
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friendly and harmonious. Oddly enough, these are precisely the friendly
differences within the current paleo movement: free trade or protective
tariff, immigration policy, and within the policy of “isolationism,” whether
it should be “doctrinaire” isolationism, such as my own, or whether the
United States should regularly intervene in the Western Hemisphere or in
neighboring countries of Latin America. Or whether this nationalist policy
should be flexible among these various alternatives.

Other differences, which also still exist, are more philosophical: should
we be Lockians, Hobbesians, or Burkeans: natural rightsers, or traditional-
ists, or utilitarians? On political frameworks, should we be monarchists,
check-and-balance federalists, or radical decentralists? Hamiltonians or
Jeffersonians?

One difference, which agitated the right wing before the Buckleyite
monolith managed to stifle all debate, is particularly relevant to right-wing
strategy. The Marxists, who have spent a great deal of time thinking about
strategy for their movement, always post the question: who is the agency of
social change? Which group may be expected to bring about the desired
change in society? Classical Marxism found the answer easy: the proletariat.
Then things got a lot more complicated: the peasantry, oppressed woman-
hood, minorities, etc.

The relevant question for the right wing is the other side of the coin: who
can we expect to be the bad guys? Who are agents of negative social change?
Or: which groups in society pose the greatest threats to liberty? Basically,
there have been two answers on the right: (1) the unwashed masses; and (2)
the power elites. I will return to this question in a minute.

On the differences of opinion, of the question of diversity in the Old
Right, I was struck by a remark that Tom Fleming of Chronicles made.
Tom noted that he was struck, in reading about that period, that there
was no party line, that there was no person or magazine excommunicat-
ing heretics, that there was admirable diversity and freedom of discus-
sion on the Old Right. Amen! In other words there was no National
Review.

What was the Old Right position on culture? There was no particular
position, because everyone was imbued with, and loved the old culture.
Culture was not an object of debate, either on the Old Right or, for that
matter, anywhere else. Of course, they would have been horrified and
incredulous at the accredited victimology that has rapidly taken over our
culture. Anyone who would have suggested to an Old Rightist of 1950, for
example, that in forty years, the federal courts would be redrawing election
districts all over the country so that Hispanics would be elected according to
their quota in the population, would have been considered a fit candidate
for the loony bin. As well he might.

And while ’'m on this topic, this is the year 1992, so I am tempted to
say, repeat after me: COLUMBUS DISCOVERED AMERICA!
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Even though a fan of diversity, the only revisionism I will permit on this
topic is whether Columbus discovered America, or whether it was Amerigo
Vespucci.

Poor Italian-Americans! They have never been able to make it to
accredited victim status. The only thing they ever got was Columbus Day.
And now, they’re trying to take it away! '

If T may be pardoned a personal note, I joined the Old Right in 1946. 1
grew up in New York City in the 1930s in the midst of what can only be
called a communist culture. As middle-class Jews in New York, my relatives,
friends, classmates, and neighbors faced only one great moral decision in
their lives: should they join the Communist Party and devote 100 percent of
their lives to the cause; or should they remain fellow travelers and devote
only a fraction of their lives? That was the great range of debate.

I had two sets of aunts and uncles on both sides of the family who were
in the Communist Party. The older uncle was an engineer who helped build
the legendary Moscow subway; the younger one was an editor for the
Communist-dominated Drug Workers Union, headed by one of the
famous Foner brothers. But I hasten to add that I am »ot, in the current
fashion, like Roseanne Barr Arnold or William E Buckley, Jr., claiming that
I was a victim of child abuse. (Buckley’s claim is that he was the victim of
the high crime of insouciant anti-Semitism at his father’s dinner table.)

On the contrary, my father was an individualist, and was always strongly
anti-communist and anti-socialist, who turned against the New Deal in
1938 because it had failed to correct the depression—a pretty good start. In
my high school and college career, at Columbia University, I never met a
Republican, much less anyone strongly right-wing.

By the way, even though I am admittedly several years younger than
Daniel Bell, Irving Kristol, and the rest, I must say that during all those years
I never heard of Leon Trotsky, much less of Trotskyites, until I got to
graduate school after World War II. I was fairly politically aware, and in
New York in those days, the “left” meant the Communist Party, period. So 1
think that Kristol and the rest are weaving pretty legends about the cosmic
importance of the debates between Trotskyites and Stalinists in alcoves A
and B at the City College cafeteria. As far as I'm concerned, the only
Trotskyites were a handful of academics. By the way, there is a perceptive
saying in left-wing circles in New York: that the Trotskyites all went into
academia, and the Stalinists went into real estate. Perhaps that’s why the
Trotskyites are running the world.

At Columbia College, I was only one of two Republicans on the entire
campus, the other being a literature major with whom I had little in
common. Not only that: but, a remarkable thing for a cosmopolitan place
like Columbia, Lawrence Chamberlain, distinguished political scientist, and
dean of Columbia college, admitted one time that he had never met a
Republican either.
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By 1946, I had become politically active, and joined the Young Repub-
licans of New York. Unfortunately, the Republicans in New York weren’t
much of an improvement: the Dewey-Rockefeller forces constiruted the
extreme right of the party; most of them being either pro-Communist, like
Stanley Isaacs, or social democrats like Jacob Javits. I did, however, have fun
writing a paper for the Young Republicans denouncing price control and rent
control. And after the Republican capture of Congress in 1946, I was ecstatic.
My first publication ever was a “hallelujah!” letter in the New Tork World-Tele-
gram exulting that now, at last, the Republican 80th Congress would repeal
the entire New Deal. So much for my strategic acumen in 1946.

Atanyrate, I found the Old Right and was happy there for adecade. For
a couple of years, I was delighted to subscribe to the Chicago Tribune, whose
every news item was filled with great Old Right punch and analysis. It is
tforgotten now that the only organized opposition to the Korean War was
not on the left, which, except for the Communist Party and I.E Stone, fell
tor the chimera of Wilsonian-Rooseveltian “collective security,” but was
on the so-called extreme right, particularly in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

One of the leaders was my friend Howard Buffett, Congressman from
Omaha, who was a pure libertarian and was Senator Taft’s midwestern
campaign manager at the monstrous Republican convention of 1952, when
the Eisenhower—Wall Street cabal stole the election from Robert Taft. After
that, I left the Republican Party, only to return this year for the Buchanan
campaign. During the 1950s, I joined every right-wing third party I could
find, most of which collapsed after the first meeting. I supported the last
presidential thrust of the Old Right, the Andrews-Werdel ticket in 1956, but
unfortunately, they never made it up to New York City.

After this excursion on my personal activity in the Old Right, I return to
a key strategic question: who are the major bad guys, the unwashed masses
or the power elite? Very early, I concluded that the big danger is the elite, and
not the masses, and for the following reasons.

First, even granting for a moment that the masses are the worst possi-
ble, that they are perpetually Hell-bent on lynching anyone down the block,
the mass of people simply don’t have the time for politics or political
shenanigans. The average person must spend most of his time on the daily
business of life, being with his family, secing his friends, etc. He can only get
interested in politics or engage in it sporadically.

The only people who have time for politics are the professionals: the
bureaucrats, politicians, and special interest groups dependent on political
rule. They make money out of politics, and so they are intensely interested,
and lobby and are active twenty-four hours a day. Therefore, these special
interest groups will tend to win out over the uninterested masses. This is the
basic insight of the Public Choice school of economics. The only other
groups interested full-time in politics are ideologists like ourselves, again
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not a very large segment of the population. So the problem is the ruling
elite, the professionals, and their dependent special interest groups.

A second crucial point: society is divided into a ruling elite, which is
necessarily a minority of the population, which lives off the second
group—the rest of the population. Here I point to one of the most brilliant
essays on political philosophy ever written, John C. Calhoun’s Disqusition
on Government.

Calhoun pointed out that the very fact of government and of taxation
creates inherent conflict between two great classes: those who pay taxes, and
those who live off them; the net taxpayers vs. the tax-consumers. The bigger
government gets, Calhoun noted, the greater and more intense the conflict
between those two social classes. By the way, I’ve never thought of Gover-
nor Pete Wilson of California as a distinguished political theorist, but the
other day he said something, presumably unwittingly, that was remarkably
Calhounian. Wilson lamented that the tax-recipients in California were
beginning to outnumber the tax-payers. Well, it’s a start.

If a minority of elites rule over, tax, and exploit the majority of the
public, then this brings up starkly the main problem of political theory:
what I like to call the mystery of civil obedience. Why does the majority of
the public obey these turkeys, anyway? This problem I believe, was solved
by three great political theorists, mainly but not all libertarian: Etienne de la
Boetie, French libertarian theorist of the mid-sixteenth century; David Hume;
and Ludwig von Mises. They pointed out that, precisely because the ruling class
is a minority, thatin the long run, force per se cannot rule. Even in the most
despotic dictatorship, the government can only persist when it is backed
by the majority of the population. In the long run, ideas, not force, rule,
and any government has to have legitimacy in the minds of the public.

This truth was starkly demonstrated in the collapse of the Soviet Union
last year. Simply put, when the tanks were sent to capture Yeltsin, they were
persuaded to turn their guns around and defend Yeltsin and the Russian
Parliament instead. More broadly, it is clear that the Soviet government had -
totally lost legitimacy and support among the public. To a libertarian, it was
a particularly wonderful thing to see unfolding before our very eyes, the
death of a state, particularly a monstrous one such as the Soviet Union.
Toward the end, Gorby continued to issue decrees as before, but now, no
one paid any attention. The once-mighty Supreme Soviet continued to
meet, but nobody bothered to show up. How glorious!

But we still haven’t solved the mystery of civil obedience. If the ruling
elite is taxing, looting, and exploiting the public, why does the public put up
with this for a single moment? Why does it take them so long to withdraw
their consent?

Here we come to the solution: the critical role of the intellectuals, the
opinion-molding class in society. If the masses knew what was going on,
they would withdraw their consent quickly: they would soon perceive that
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the emperor has no clothes, that they are being ripped off. That is where the
intellectuals come in.

The ruling elite, whether it be the monarchs of yore or the Communist
parties of today, are in desperate need of intellectual elites to weave apologias
for state power. The state rules by divine edict; the state insures the common
good or the general welfare; the state protects us from the bad guys over the
mountain; the state guarantees full employment; the state activates the
multiplier effect; the state insures social justice, and on and on. The apologias
differ over the centuries; the effect is always the same. As Karl Wittfogel
shows in his great work, Oriental Despotism, in Asian empires the intellectu-
als were able to get away with the theory that the emperor or pharaoh was
himself divine. If the ruler is God, few will be induced to disobey or question
his commands.

We can see what the state rulers get out of their alliance with the
intellectuals; but what do the intellectuals get out of it? Intellectuals are the
sort of people who believe that, in the free market, they are getting paid far
less than their wisdom requires. Now the state is willing to pay them
salaries, both for apologizing for state power, and in the modern state, for
staffing the myriad jobs in the welfare, regulatory state apparatus.

In past centuries, the churches have constituted the exclusive opinion-
molding classes in the society. Hence the importance to the state and its
rulers of an established church, and the importance to libertarians of the
concept of separating church and state, which really means not allowing the
state to confer upon one group a monopoly of the opinion-molding func-
tion. In the twentieth century, of course, the church has been replaced in its
opinion-molding role, or, in that lovely phrase, the “engineering of con-
sent,” by a swarm of intellectuals, academics, social scientists, technocrats,
policy scientists, social workers, journalists and the media generally, and on
and on. Often included, for old times’ sake, so to speak, is a sprinkling of
social gospel ministers and counselors from the mainstream churches.

So, to sum up: the problem is that the bad guys, the ruling classes, have
gathered unto themselves the intellectual and media elites, who are able to
bamboozle the masses into consenting to their rule, to indoctrinate them, as
the Marxists would say, with “false consciousness.” What can we, the
right-wing opposition, do about it?

One strategy, endemic to libertarians and classical liberals, is what we
can call the “Hayekian” model, after EA. Hayek, or what I have called
“educationism.” Ideas, the model declares, are crucial, and ideas filter down
a hierarchy, beginning with top philosophers, then seeping down to lesser
philosophers, then academics, and finally to journalists and politicians, and
then to the masses. The thing to do is to convert the top philosophers to the
correct ideas, they will convert the lesser, and so on, in a kind of “trickle-
down effect,” until, at last, the masses are converted and liberty has been
achieved.
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First, it should be noted that this trickle-down strategy is a very gentle
and genteel one, relying on quiet mediation and persuasion in the austere
corridors of intellectual cerebration. This strategy fits, by the way, with
Hayek’s personality, for Hayek is not exactly known as an intellectual
gut-fighter.

Of course, ideas and persuasion are important, but there are several fatal
flaws in the Hayekian strategy. First, of course, the strategy at best will take
several hundred years, and some of us are a bit more impatient than that. But
time is by no means the only problem. Many people have noted, for
example, mysterious blockages of the trickle. Thus, most real scientists have
a very different view of such environmental questions as Alar than that of a
few left-wing hysterics, and yet somehow it is always the same few hysterics
that are exclusively quoted by the media. The same applies to the vexed
problem of inheritance and IQ testing. So how come the media invariably
skew the result, and pick and choose the few leftists in the field? Clearly,
because the media, especially the respectable and influential media, begin,
and continue, with a strong left-liberal bias.

More generally, the Hayekian trickle-down model overlooks a crucial
point: that, and I hate to break this to you, intellectuals, academics and the
media are not all motivated by truth alone. As we have seen, the intellec-
tual classes may be part of the solution, but also they are a big part of the
problem. For, as we have seen, the intellectuals are part of the ruling class,
and their economic interests, as well as their interests in prestige, power
and admiration, are wrapped up in the present welfare-warfare state
system.

Therefore, in addition to converting intellectuals to the cause, the
proper course for the right-wing opposition must necessarily be a strategy of
boldness and confrontation, of dynamism and excitement, a strategy, in
short, of rousing the masses from their slumber and exposing the arro-
gant elites that are ruling them, controlling them, taxing them, and
ripping them off.

Another alternative rlght wing strategy is that commonly pursucd by
many libertarian or conservative think tanks: that of quiet persuasion, not in
the groves of academe, but in Washington, D.C., in the corridors of power.
This has been called the “Fabian” strategy, with think tanks issuing reports
calling for a two percent cut in a tax here, or a tiny drop in a regulation there.
The supporters of this strategy often point to the success of the Fabian
Society, which, by its detailed empirical researches, gently pushed the
British state into a gradual accretion of socialist power.

The flaw here, however, is that what works to increase state power does
not work in reverse. For the Fabians were gently nudging the ruling elite
precisely in the direction they wanted to travel anyway. Nudging the
other way would go strongly against the state’s grain, and the result is far
more likely to be the state’s co-opting and Fabianizing the think-tankers
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themselves rather than the other way around. This sort of strategy may, of
course, be personally very pleasant for the think-tankers, and may be
profitable in cushy jobs and contracts from the government. But that is
precisely the problem.

It is important to realize that the establishment doesn’t want excitement
in politics, it wants the masses to continue to be lulled to sleep. It wants
kinder, gentler; it wants the measured, judicious, mushy tone, and content,
of a James Reston, a David Broder, or a Washington Week in Review. 1t doesn’t
want a Pat Buchanan, not only for the excitement and hard edge of his
content, but also for his similar tone and style.

And so the proper strategy for the right wing must be what we can call
“right-wing populism”: exciting, dynamic, tough, and confrontational,
rousing, and inspiring not only the exploited masses, but the often shell-
shocked right-wing intellectual cadre as well. And in this era where the
intellectual and media elites are all establishment liberal-conservatives,
all in a deep sense one variety or another of social democrat, all bitterly
hostile to a genuine right, we need a dynamic, charismatic leader who has
the ability to short-circuit the media elites, and to reach and rouse the
masses directly. We need a leadership that can reach the masses and cut
through the crippling and distorting hermeneutical fog spread by the media
clites.

But can we call such a strategy “conservative? I, for one, am tired of the
liberal strategy, on which they have rung the changes for forty years, of
presuming to define “conservatism” as a supposed aid to the conservative
movement. Whenever liberals have encountered hard-edged abolitionists
who, for example, have wanted to repeal the New Deal or Fair Deal, they say
“but that’s not genuine conservatism. That’s radicalism.” The genuine con-
servative, these liberals go on to say, doesn’t want to repeal or abolish
anything. He is a kind and gentle soul who wants to conserve what left-liber-
als have accomplished.

The left-liberal vision, then, of good conservatives is as follows: first,
left-liberals, in power, make a Great Leap Forward toward collectivism;
then, when, in the course of the political cycle, four or eight years later,
conservatives come to power, they of course are horrified at the very idea of
repealing anything; they simply slow down the rate of growth of statism,
consolidating the previous gains of the left, and providing a bit of R&R for
the next liberal Great Leap Forward. And if you think about it, you will see
that this 1s precisely what every Republican administration has done since
the New Deal. Conservatives have readily played the desired Santa Claus
role in the liberal vision of history.

I would like to ask: how long are we going to keep being suckers? How
long will we keep playing our appointed roles in the scenario of the left?
When are we going to stop playing their game, and start throwing over the
table?
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I must admit that, in one sense, the liberals have had a point. The word
“conservative” is unsatisfactory. The original right never used the term
“conservative”: we called ourselves individualists, or “true liberals,” or
rightists. The word “conservative” only swept the board after the publica-
tion of Russell Kirk’s highly influential Conservative Mind in 1953, in the
last years of the original right.

There are two major problems with the word “conservative.” First, that
it indeed connotes conserving the status quo, which is precisely why the
Brezhnevites were called “conservatives” in the Soviet Union. Perhaps there
was a case for calling us “conservatives” in 1910, but surely not now. Now
we want to uproot the status quo, not conserve it. And secondly, the word
conservative harks back to struggles in nineteenth-century Europe, and in
America conditions and institutions have been so different that the term is
seriously misleading. There is a strong case here, as in other areas, for what
has been called “American exceptionalism.”

So what should we call ourselves? I haven’t got an easy answer, but
perhaps we could call ourselves radical reactionaries, or “radical rightists,”
the label that was given to us by our enemies in the 1950s. Or, if there is too
much objection to the dread term “radical,” we can follow the suggestion of
some of our group to call ourselves “the Hard Right.” Any of these terms is
preferable to “conservative,” and it also serves the function of separating
ourselves out from the official conservative movement which, as I shall note
in a minute, has been largely taken over by our enemies.

It is instructive to turn now to a prominent case of right-wing populism
headed by a dynamic leader who appeared in the last years of the original
right, and whose advent, indeed, marked a transition between the original
and the newer, Buckleyite right. Quick now: who was the most hated, the
most smeared man in American politics in this century, more hated and
reviled than even David Duke, even though he was not a Nazi or a Ku
Kluxer? He was not a libertarian, he was not an isolationist, he was not
even a conservative, but in fact was a moderate Republican. And yet, he was
so universally reviled that his very name became a generic dictionary
synonym for evil.

I refer, of course, to Joe McCarthy. The key to the McCarthy phenome-
non was the comment made by the entire political culture, from moderate
left to moderate right: “we agree with McCarthy’s goals, we just disagree
with his means.” Of course, McCarthy’s goals were the usual ones
absorbed from the political culture: the alleged necessity of waging
war against an international Communist conspiracy whose tentacles
reached from the Soviet Union and spanned the entire globe. McCarthy’s
problem, and ultimately his tragedy, is that he took this stuff seriously; if
communists and their agents and fellow travelers are everywhere, then
shouldn’t we, in the midst of the Cold War, root them out of American
political life?
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The unique and the glorious thing about McCarthy was not his goals or
his ideology, but precisely his radical, populist means. For McCarthy was
able, for a few years, to short-circuit the intense opposition of all the elites in
American life: from the Eisenhower-Rockefeller administration to the
Pentagon and the military-industrial complex to liberal and left media and
academic elites—to overcome all that opposition and reach and inspire the
masses directly. And he did it through television, and without any real
movement behind him; he had only a guerrilla band of a few advisers, but
no organization and no infrastructure.

Fascinatingly enough, the response of the intellectual elites to the
spectre of McCarthyism was led by liberals such as Daniel Bell and Seymour
Martin Lipset, who are now prominent neoconservatives. For, in this era,
the neocons were in the midst of the long march which was to take them
from Trotskyism to right-wing Trotskyism to right-wing social democracy,
and finally to the leadership of the conservative movement. At this stage of
their hegira the neocons were Truman-Humphrey-Scoop Jackson liberals.

The major intellectual response to McCarthyism was a book edited by
Daniel Bell, The New American Right (1955) later updated and expanded to
The Radical Right (1963), published at a time when McCarthyism was long
gone and it was necessary to combat a new menace, the John Birch Society.
The basic method was to divert attention from the content of the radical
right message and direct attention instead to a personal smear of the groups
on the right.

The classical, or sard, Marxist method of smearing opponents of social-
ism or communism was to condemn them as agents of monopoly capital or
of the bourgeoisic. While these charges were wrong, at least they had the
virtue of clarity and even a certain charm, compared to the later tactics of the
soft Marxists and liberals of the 1950s and 60s, who engaged in Marxo-Freu-
dian psychobabble to infer, in the name of psychological “science,” that their
opponents were, well, kind of crazy.

The preferred method of the time was invented by one of the contribu-
tors to the Bell volume, and also one of my least favorite distinguished
American historians, Professor Richard Hofstadter. In Hofstadter’s formu-
lation, any radical dissenters from any status quo, be they rightists or leftists,
engage in a “paranoid” style (and you know, of course, what paranoids are),
and suffer from “status anxiety.”

Logically, at any time there are three and only three social groups: those
who are declining in status, those who are rssing in status, and those whose
status is about even. (You can’t fault t4af analysis!) The declining groups are
the ones whom Hofstadter focused on for the neurosis of status anxiety,
which causes them to lash out irrationally at their betters in a paranoid style,
and you can fill in the rest. But, of course, the rising groups can also suffer
from the anxiety of trying to keep their higher status, and the level groups can
be anxious about a future decline. The result of his hocus-pocus is a
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non-falsifiable, universally valid theory that can be trotted out to smear
and dispose of any person or group which dissents from the status quo.
For who, after all, wants to be, or to associate with, paranoids and the
status anxious?

Also permeating the Bell volume is dismissal of these terrible radicals as
suffering from the “politics of resentment.” It is interesting, by the way, how
left-liberals deal with political anger. It’s a question of semantics. Anger by
the good guys, the accredited victim groups, is designated as “rage,” which
is somehow noble: the latest example was the rage of organized feminism in
the Clarence Thomas/Willie Smith incidents. On the other hand, anger by
designated gppressor groups is not called “rage,” but “resentment”: which
conjures up evil little figures, envious of their betters, skulking around the
edges of the night.

And indeed the entire Bell volume is permeated by a frank portrayal of the
noble, intelligent ivy-league governing elite, confronted and harassed by a
mass of odious, uneducated, redneck, paranoid, resentment-filled authori-
tarian working and middle-class types in the heartland, trying irration-
ally to undo the benevolent rule of wise elites concerned for the public
good.

History, however, was not very kind to Hofstadterian liberalism. For
Hofstadter and the others were consistent: they were defending what they
considered a wonderful status quo of elite rule, from any radicals whatever,
be they right or left. And so, Hofstadter and his followers went back
through American history tarring all radical dissenters from any status quo
with the status anxious, paranoid brush, including such groups as progres-
sives, populists, and Northern abolitionists before the Civil War.

At the same time, Bell, in 1960, published a once-famous work pro-
claiming the End of Ideology: from now on, consensus elitist liberalism would
rule forever, ideology would disappear, and all political problems would be
merely technical ones, such as which machinery to use to clear the streets.
(Foreshadowing thirty years later, a similar neocon proclamation of the End
of History.) But shortly afterwards, ideology came back with a bang, with the
radical civil rights and then the New Left revolutions, part of which, I am
convinced, was in reaction to these arrogant liberal doctrines. Smearing
radicals, at least Jeft-wing ones, was no longer in fashion, either in politics or
in historiography.

Meanwhile, of course, poor McCarthy was undone, partly because of
the smears, and the lack of a movement infrastructure, and partly too
because his populism, even though dynamic, had no goals and no program
whatsoever, except the very narrow one of rooting out communists. And
partly, too, because McCarthy was not really suited for the television
medium he had ridden to fame: being a “hot” person in a “cool” medium,
with his jowls, his heavy five-o’clock shadow (which also helped ruin
Nixon), and his lack of a sense of humor. And also, too, since he was neither
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a libertarian nor really a radical rightist, McCarthy’s heart was broken by the
censure of the U.S. Senate, an institution which he actually loved.

The original right, the radical right, had pretty much disappeared by the
time of the second edition of the Bell volume in 1963, and in a minute we
shall see why. But now, all of a sudden, with the entry of Pat Buchanan into
the presidential race, my God, they’re back! The radical right s back, all over
the place, feistier than ever and getting stronger!

The response to this historic phenomenon, by the entire spectrum of
established and correct thought, by all the elites from left over to official
conservatives and neoconservatives, is very much like the reaction to the
return of Godzilla in the old movies. And wouldn’t you know that they
would trot out the old psychobabble, as well as the old smears of bigotry,
anti-Semitism, the specter of Franco, and all the rest? Every interview with,
and article on Pat, dredges his “authoritarian Catholic” background (ooh!)
and the fact that he fought a lot when he was a kid (gee whiz, like most of the
American male population).

Also: that Pat has been angry a lot. Ooh, anger! And of course, since Pat
is not only a right-winger but hails from a designated oppressor group
(White Male Irish Catholic), his anger can never be righteous rage, but only
a reflection of a paranoid, status-anxious personality, filled with, you got it,
“resentment.” And sure enough, this week, January 13, the august New York
Times, whose every word, unlike the words of the rest of us, is fit to print, in
its lead editorial sets the establishment line, a line which by definition is fixed
in concrete, on Pat Buchanan,

After deploring the hard-edged and therefore politically incorrect vo-
cabulary (tsk, tsk!) of Pat Buchanan, the New York Times, I am sure for the
first time, solemnly quotes Bill Buckley as if his words were holy writ (and
I'll get to that in a minute), and therefore decides that Buchanan, if not
actually anti-Semitic, has said anti-Semitic things. And the T#mes concludes
with this final punchline, so reminiscent of the Bell-Hofstadter line of
yesteryear: “What his words convey, much as his bid for the nomination
conveys, is the politics, the dangerous politics, of resentment.”

Resentment! Why should anyone, # bis right mind, resent contempo-
rary America? Why should anyone, for example, going out into the streets
of Washington or New York, resent what is surely going to happen to him?
But, for heaven’s sake, what person in his right mind, doesn’t resent it? What
person is not filled with noble rage, or ignoble resentment, or whatever you
choose to call it?

Finally, T want to turn to the question: what happened to the original
right, anyway? And how did the conservative movement get into its present
mess? Why does it need to be sundered, and split apart, and a new radical
right movement created upon its ashes?

The answer to both of these seemingly disparate questions is the same:
what happened to the original right, and the cause of the present mess, is the
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advent and domination of the right wing by Bill Buckley and the National
Review. By the mid-1950s, much of the leadership of the Old Right was
dead or in retirement. Senator Taft and Colonel McCormick had died, and
many of the right-wing congressmen had retired.

The conservative masses, for a long time short on intellectual leader-
ship, were now lacking in political leadership as well. An intellectual and
power vacuum had developed on the right, and rushing to fill it, in 1955,
were Bill Buckley, fresh from several years in the CIA, and National Review,
an intelligent, well-written periodical staffed with ex-communists and ex-
leftists eager to transform the right from an isolationist movement into a
crusade to crush the Soviet god that had failed them.

Also, Buckley’s writing style, while in those days often witty and
sparkling, was rococo enough to give the reader the impression of profound
thought, an impression redoubled by Bill’s habit of sprinkling his prose with
French and Latin terms. Very quickly, National Review became the domi-
nant, if not the only, power center on the right-wing.

This power was reinforced by a brilliantly successful strategy (perhaps
guided by National Review editors trained in Marxist cadre tactics) of
creating front groups: ISI for college intellectuals, Young Americans for
Freedom for campus activists. Moreover, lead by veteran Republican polit-
ico and National Review publisher Bill Rusher, the National Review complex
was able to take over, in swift succession, the College Young Republicans,
then the National Young Republicans, and finally to create a Goldwater
movement in 1960 and beyond.

And so, with almost Blitzkrieg swiftness, by the early 1960s, the new
global crusading conservative movement, transformed and headed by Bill
Buckley, was almost ready to take power in America. But not quite, because
first, all the various heretics of the right, some left over from the original
right, all the groups that were in any way radical or could deprive the new
conservative movement of its much-desired respectability in the eyes of the
liberal and centrist elite, all these had to be jettisoned. Only such a dena-
tured, respectable, non-radical conserving right was worthy of power.

And so the purges began. One after another, Buckley and National
Review purged and excommunicated all the radicals, all the non-respect-
ables. Consider the roll-call: isolationists (such as John T. Flynn), anti-Zion-
ists, libertarians, Ayn Randians, the John Birch Society, and all those who
continued, like the early National Review, to dare to oppose Martin Luther
King and the civil rights revolution after Buckley had changed and decided
to embrace it. But if, by the middle and late 1960s, Buckley had purged the
conservative movement of the genuine right, he also hastened to embrace
any group that proclaimed its hard anti-communism, or rather anti-Sovie-
tism or anti-Stalinism.

And of course the first anti-Stalinists were the devotees of the martyred
communist Leon Trotsky. And so the conservative movement, while purging
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itself of genuine right-wingers, was happy to embrace anyone, any variety of
Marxist: Trotskyites, Schachtmanites, Mensheviks, social democrats (such
as grouped around the magazine The New Leader), Lovestonite theoreti-
cians of the American Federation of Labor, extreme right-wing Marxists like
the incredibly beloved Sidney Hook, anyone who could present not anti-so-
cialist but suitably anti-Soviet, anti-Stalinist credentials.

The way was then paved for the final, fateful influx: that of the exTrot-
skyite, right-wing social democrat, democrat capitalist, Truman-Hum-
phrey-Scoop Jackson liberals, displaced from their home in the Democratic
party by the loony left that we know so well: the feminist, deconstructing,
quota-loving, advanced victimological left. And also, we should point out,
at least a semi-isolationist, semi anti-war left. These displaced people are, of
course, the famed neoconservatives, a tiny but ubiquitous group with Bill
Buckley as their aging figurehead, now dominating the conservative move-
ment. Of the 35 neoconservatives, 34 seem to be syndicated columnists.

And so the neocons have managed to establish themselves as the only
right-wing alternative to the left. The neocons now constitute the right-wing
end of the ideological spectrum. Of the respectable,, responsible right wing, that
is. For the neocons have managed to establish the notion that anyone who
might be to the right of them is, by definition, a representative of the forces of
darkness, of chaos, old night, racism, and anti-Semitism. At the very least.

So that’s how the dice have been loaded in our current political game.
And virtually the only prominent media exception, the only genuine rightist
spokesman who has managed to escape neocon anathema has been Pat
Buchanan.

It was time. It was time to trot out the old master, the prince of
excommunication, the self-anointed pope of the conservative movement,
William F Buckley, Jr. It was time for Bill to go into his old act, to save the
movement that he had made over into his own image. It was time for the
man hailed by neocon Eric Breindel, in his newspaper column (New York
Post, Jan. 16), as the “authoritative voice on the American right.” It was
time for Bill Buckley’s papal bull, his 40,000-word Christmas encyclical
to the conservative movement, “In Search of Anti-Semitism,” the screed
solemnly invoked in the anti-Buchanan editorial of the New York Times.

The first thing to say about Buckley’s essay is that it is virtually unread-
able. Gone, all gone is the wit and the sparkle. Buckley’s tendency to the rococo
has elongated beyond measure. His prose is serpentine, involuted, and convo-
luted, twisted and qualified, until virtually all sense is lost. Reading the whole
thing through is doing penance for one’s sins, and one can accomplish the task
only if possessed by a stern sense of duty, as one grits one’s teeth and plows
through a pile of turgid and pointless student term papers—which, indeed,
Buckley’s essay matches in content, in learning, and instyle.

Lest anyone think that my view of Buckleys’ and National Review’s role
in the past and present right wing merely reflects my own “paranoid style,”
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we turn to the only revealing art of the Buckley piece, the introduction by his
acolyte John O’Sullivan, who, however, is at least still capable of writing a
coherent sentence.

Here is John’s remarkable revelation of National Review’s self image:
“Since its foundation, National Review has quietly played the role of con-
science of the right.” After listing a few of Buckley’s purges—although
omitting isolationists, Randians, libertarians, and anti-civil right-
sers—O’Sullivan gets to anti-Semites, and the need for wise judgment on
the issue. And then comes the revelation of Bill’s papal role: “Before
pronouncing {judgment, that is], we wanted to be sure,” and then he goes
on: was there something substantial in the charges? “Was it a serious sin
deserving ex-communication, an error inviting a paternal reproof, or some-
thing of both?” ’m sure all the defendants in the dock appreciated the
“paternal” reference: Papa Bill, the wise, stern, but merciful father of us all,
dispensing judgment. This statement of O°Sullivan’s is matched in chutzpah
only by his other assertion in the introduction that his employer’s treatise is
a “great read.” For shame, John, for shame!

The only other point worth noting on the purges is Buckley’s own
passage on exactly why he had found it necessary to excommunicate the
John Birch Society (O’Sullivan said it was because they were “cranks™). Ina
footnote, Buckley admits that “the Birch society was never anti-Semitic,”
but “it was a dangerous distraction to right reasoning and had to be exiled.
“National Review,” Bill goes on, “accomplished exactly that.”

Well, my, my! Exiled to outer Siberia! And for the high crime of “distract-
ing” pope William from his habitual contemplation of pure reason, a distrac-
tion that he never seems to suffer while skiing, yachting, or communing with
John Kenneth Galbraith or Abe Rosenthal! What a wondrous mind at work!

Merely to try to summarize Buckley’s essay is to give it far too much
credit for clarity. But, taking that risk, here’s the best I can do:

1. His long-time disciple and NR editor Joe Sobran is (a) certainly not
an anti-Semite, but (b) is “obsessed with” and “cuckoo about” Israel, and
(c) is therefore “contextually anti-Semitic,” whatever that may mean, and
yet, worst of all, (d) he remains “unrepentant”;

2. Pat Buchanan is not an anti-Semite, but he has said unacceptably
anti-Semitic things, “probably” from an “iconoclastic temperament,” yet,
curiously, Buchanan too remains unrepentant;

3. Gore Vidal is an anti-Semite, and the Nation, by presuming to
publish Vidal’s article (by the way, a hilarious one) critical of Norman
Podhoretz has revealed the left’s increasing proclivity for anti-Semitism;

4. Buckley’s bully-boy disciples at Dartmouth Review are not anti-Se-
mitic at all, but wonderful kids put upon by vicious leftists; and

5. Norman Podhoretz and Irving Kristol are wonderful, brilliant peo-
ple, and itis “unclear” why anyone should ever want to criticize them, except
possibly for reasons of anti-Semitism.
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Gore Vidal and the Nation, absurdly treated in Bill’s article, can and do
take care of themselves, in the Nation in a blistering counterattack in its
January 6-13 issue. On Buchanan and Sobran, there is nothing new,
whether of fact or insight: it’s the same thin old junk, tiresomely rehashed.

Something, however, should be said about Buckley’s vicious treatment
of Sobran, a personal and ideological disciple who has virtually worshipped
his mentor for two decades. Lashing out at a friend and disciple in public in
this fashion, in order to propitiate Podhoretz and the rest, is odious and
repellent: at the very least, we can say it is extremely tacky.

More importantly: Buckley’s latest encyclical may play well in the New
York Times, but it’s not going to go down very well in the conservative
movement. The world is different now; it is no longer 1958. National
Review is no longer the monopoly power center on the right. There are new
people, young people, popping up all over the place, Pat Buchanan for one,
all the paleos for another, who frankly don’t give a fig for Buckley’s papal
pronunciamentos. The original right, and all its heresies is back!

In fact, Bill Buckley is the Mikhail Gorbachev of the conservative
movement. Like Gorbachev; Bill goes on with his old act, but like Gor-
bachev, nobody trembles anymore, nobody bends the knee and goes into
exile. Nobody caves anymore; nobody, except the good old New York Times. Bill
Buckley should have accepted his banquet and stayed retired. His comeback
is going to be as successful as Mohammed Alf’s.

When I was growing up, I found that the main argument against
laissez-faire, and for socialism, was that socialism and communism were
inevitable: “You can’t turn back the clock!” they chanted, “you can’t turn
back the clock.” But the clock of the once-mighty Soviet Untion, the clock of
Marxism-Leninism, a creed that once mastered half the world, is not only
turned back, but lics dead and broken forever. But we must not rest content
with this victory. For though Marxism-Bolshevism is gone forever, there still
remains, plaguing us everywhere, its evil cousin: call it “soft Marxism,”
“Marxism-Humanism,” “Marxism~-Bernsteinism,” “Marxism-Trotsky-
ism,” “Marxism-Freudianism,” well; let’s just call it “Menshevism,” or
“social democracy.”

Social democracy is still here in all its variants, defining our entire
respectable political spectrum, from advanced victimology and feminism on
the left over to neoconservatism on the right. We are now trapped, in
America, inside a Menshevik fantasy, with the narrow bounds of respectable
debate set for us by various brands of Marxists. It is now our task, the task of
the resurgent right, of the paleo movement, to break those bonds, to finish
the job, to finish off Marxism forever.

One of the authors of the Daniel Bell volume says, in horror and
astonishment, that the radical right intends to repeal the twentieth cen-
tury. Heaven forfend! Who would want to repeal the twentieth century,
the century of horror, the century of collectivism, the century of mass
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destruction and genocide, who would want to repeal that! Well, we propose
to do just that.

With the inspiration of the death of the Soviet Union before us, we now
know that it can be done. We shall break the clock of social democracy. We
shall break the clock of the Great Society. We shall break the clock of the
welfare state. We shall break the clock of the New Deal. We shall break the
clock of Woodrow Wilson’s New Freedom and perpetual war. We shall
repeal the twentieth century.

One of the most inspiring and wonderful sights of our time was to see
the peoples of the Soviet Union rising up, last year, to tear down in their fury
the statues of Lenin, to obliterate the Leninist legacy. We, too, shall tear
down all the statues of Franklin D. Roosevelt, of Harry Truman, of
Woodrow Wilson, melt them down and beat them into plowshares and
pruninghooks, and usher in a twenty-first century of peace, freedom and

prosperity. ®

FRANK MEYER AND SYDNEY HOOK
January 1991

usionism was originally a creation of the fertile mind of top Na-

tional Review theoretician and editor Frank S. Meyer. It was a call

for a unified conservative movement based on a fusing of the
previously disparate and seemingly antithetical libertarian and traditionalist
wings of the conservative movement. Frank, an old and valued friend and
mentor of mine, was basically a libertarian, or a far better term, what we
would now call a paleo-libertarian. He believed in reason and tradition,
believed in individual liberty and the free market, hated the public school
system with a purple passion, detested hippie irrationality, believed in an
objective ethic, and championed decentralization and states’ rights (includ-
ing those of the Old South) against federal tyranny. He was ardently in favor
of, rather than opposed to, Christianity. (See my Frank S. Meyer: The
Fusionist as Libertarian, 1981, Burlingame, California: Center for Libertar-
ian Studies, 1985.) And strategically, Frank strongly opposed from within
the Buckley—National Review policy of purging the conservative movement
of all “extremist” groups: notably, the libertarians, the Birchers, and the
Randians. Meyer had the gift of setting forth his own ideological position
with great strength and vigor, initiating ideological debates with other
conservative thinkers, while at the same time trying to keep together all the
factions within the broader movement and maintaining personal friend-
ships with most of the clashing factions. Meyer foresaw that purging
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extremists would inevitably lead to a conservative movement shorn of all
principle except respectability and a seat at the trough of government
power.

But there was one great flaw in Meyer’s fusionism that proved to be
fatal, and destructive of fusionism itself. In an era when many, if not most,
conservative intellectuals were defectors from communism, Frank took
pride in being the top cadre communist of all. A veteran communist who
got his start as organizer at the London School of Economics, Frank was a
leading theoretician, a member of the National Committee of the Commu-
nist Party, USA, and head of the CP’s second leading cadre training school,
the Workers’ School of Chicago. As a top defector, Frank was deeply
committed to total destruction of the God That Failed, up to and including
nuclear annihilation of the Soviet Union. Hence, Frank not only disagreed
with the Old Right foreign policy of isolationism, his major interest was to
reverse it, and he was the most pro-war of all the myriad war hawks of
National Review and the conservative movement. Being militantly pro-war
also meant being in favor of U.S. imperialism and of all-out military statism
inthe U.S.

Frank Meyer’s devotion to the global crusade against communism and
the Soviet Union did not only poison the conservative movement’s explicit
foreign and military programs. For it led Frank, even though personally
strongly anti-socialist, to embrace warmly as comrades any wing of social-
ists who were defectors from or converts to anti-communism. In short,
Frank’s strategic focus, The Enemy for him and for the conservative move-
ment, was not statism and socialism but communism. Hence, it was under
Frank’s theoretical and strategic aegis that the conservative movement
rushed to welcome and honor any species of dangerous socialist so long as
they were certifiably anti-communist or anti-Soviet. Under this capacious
umbrella, every variety of Marxian socialist, whether right-wing Trotskyite,
Menshevik, Lovestonite, or Social Democrat, was able to enter and infect
the conservative movement. The invasion and conquest of the conservative
movement by Truman-Humphrey social democrats calling themselves
“neoconservatives” happened after Frank’s death; but the way had been
paved for that conquest by the uncritical embrace of anti-Stalinist socialists
that Meyer’s theoretical and strategic vision had called for and orchestrated.
And so tragically, Meyer’s fusionist doctrine had paved the way for its own
destruction; for the tough Marxist and Leninist-trained neocons were able,
by paying lip service to such venerable conservative principles as the free
market, to destroy Meyer’s own conservative guiding principles and replace
them with warmed-over social democracy in the guise of “neoconserva-
tism,” “global democracy,” “the Opportunity Society,” “progressive conser-
vatism,” or whatever other slogan of the moment might prove opportune.

In opposing the old fusionism, I tried vainly to argue with conservatives
that the Enemy was not communism or the Soviet Union but statism and
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socialism, and that once one embraces that wider vision, it would become
clear that the main enemy of both American liberty and traditional Ameri-
canism resided not in Moscow or Havana but in Washington, D.C.

THE MAIN MENACE:
FrROM COMMUNISM TO SOCIAL DEMOCRACY

Whether or not I was right about the Soviet—communist menace, and I
still believe that I was, the course of human events has, thank goodness, now
made that argument obsolete and antiquarian. The sudden and heart-warm-
ing death of communism in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe has put
an end to the communist menace. We have stressed in these pages the
enormous implications of this revolutionary event for our foreign and
military policy, and for making viable, more than ever, the Old Right policy
of “isolationism.” We have also discussed the fact that the death of centraliz-
ing communism in these countries has liberated the long suppressed and
oppressed ethnic and nationality groups, each of whom are once again
demanding freedom and independence from their national oppressors. In
many ways, we are living in a “time warp,” as 1990 and beyond take on
many of the features of 1914 or 1919 or 1945.

But another vital aspect of this new post-communist world is that The
Enemy of liberty and tradition is now revealed full-blown: social democracy.
For social democracy in all of its guises is not only still with us and has
proved longer-lived than its cousin, comnmunism, but now that Stalin and
his heirs are out of the way, social democrats are trying to reach for total
power. They have to be stopped, and one of the objectives of the new
tusionism of the paleo-libertarian and conservative movement is indeed to
put a stop to them.

At the end of World War II, at a moment in history when social
democrats and communists were allied, what is now called “the new world
order” was already prepared for us. The idea was that a new United Nations,
the old League of Nations plus enforcement power, would function as an
effective world government in the form of a condominium of the world’s
superpowers, those blessed with a permanent seat and a permanent veto on
the Security Council; the United States, the Soviet Union, Britain, France,
and China. The United States, in short, was to run this world government in
collaboration with its junior partner, the U.S.S.R. But the Cold War split
the superpowers apart, and as a consequence the U.N. was reduced to the
status of a debating society, and became an institution hated and reviled
both by the conservatives and by social democrats. But now that commu-
nism and the Cold War are ended, the U.N. is back, hailed as the governor of
the new world order by a conservative movement that has now been
captured and ruled by the social democrat neocons.

Social democrats are all around us, and so it is all too easy to discern
their reaction to the great problems of the post-Cold War era. Whether
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calling themselves neoconservatives or neoliberals, they stand foursquare in
favor of statism in every instance: that is, strongly opposed to isolationism
and in favor of U.S. intervention and war, almost as a high principle; and
secondly, as bitter opponents of the ethnic nationalisms liberated at long last
by the collapse of centralizing communism. Read a social democrat any-
where, and you will find hysterical attacks on nationalisms and national
aspirations as against centralism everywhere, whether it be in Poland,
Croatia, Lithuania, the Ukraine, or the Russian Republic. And the great
smear whether it be within the United States or against emerging Eastern
European nations, is almost invariably to raise the spectre of “anti-Semi-
tism,” to wield against nationalists or isolationists.

In short, on all crucial issues, social democrats stand against liberty and
tradition, and in favor of statism and Big Government. They are more
dangerous in the long run than the communists not simply because they
have endured, but also because their program and their rhetorical appeals
are far more insidious, since they claim to combine socialism with the
appealing virtues of “democracy” and freedom of inquiry. For a long while
they stubbornly refused to accept the libertarian lesson that economic
freedom and civil liberties are of a piece; but now, in their second line of
retreat, they give lip service to some sort of “market,” suitably taxed,
regulated, and hobbled by a massive welfare-warfare State. In short, there is
little distinction between modern social democrats and the now-discredited
“market socialists” of the 1930s who claimed to have solved the fatal flaw of
socialism first pointed out by Ludwig von Mises; the impossibility of
socialist planners calculating prices and costs, and therefore planning a
functioning modern economy.

In the collectivist arsenal of the world of the twentieth century there
used to be various competing statist programs: among them, communism,
fascism, Nazism, and social democracy. The Nazis and fascists are long dead
and buried; communism is not quite fully buried but is still dead as a
doornail. Only the most insidious remains: social democracy. Amidst a
liberal culture captured by crazed leftist social programs, with a conservative
movement lying supine before the social democrat neocons, only the paleo
New Fusionists are rising up to thwart social democrat plans for total
power, domestic and foreign.

But why are the regnant social democrats worried and trembling at the
upsurge of the New Fusionism?—and believe me they are. It is obviously
not because of our formal numbers or our limited access to funding. The
reason is that the social democrats and their ilk know full well that we
express the deepest albeit unarticulated beliefs of the mass of the American
people. Clever and cynical control of the opinion-moulding media and of
once-conservative money sources are what enable a remarkably small group
of energetic social democrats to dominate the conservative movement and
to battle, often successfully, for the levers of power in Washington. But they



24 — The Irrepressible Rothbard

are vastly outnumbered if only the American people were clued in to what is
going on, and that is why the social democrats fear our seemingly small
movement. What we need to learn is how to mobilize the overwhelming
support of the mass of Americans, and thus to undercut, or short-circuit,
their domination by a small number of opinion-moulding leaders.

THE LITMUS TEST: SIDNEY HOOK

If my characterization of neocons and neo-liberals as essentially social
democrats seems exaggerated, let us ponder the status of undoubtedly the
most beloved figure among all these groups, as well as in the modern
conservative movement: the late Sidney Hook. Long a fixture at the conser-
vative Hoover Institution, Hook was everywhere, at every conservative
intellectual gathering or organization, his every word and pronouncement
hailed adoringly by all respectable folk from the AFL-CIO to the New
Republic through National Review and points right. (Indeed the New Repub-
lic has recently canonized Sidney in a worshipful elegy.) Sometimes it
seemed that only communists or thereabouts could possibly have a sour
word to say for Hook.

What made Sidney Hook so universally beloved, so seemingly above
the merest hint of criticism? Surely it was not his personality, which was
neither particularly lovable nor charismatic. Indeed, in his enormously
overpraised autobiography, Out of Step, Hook reveals himself as a petty,
self-absorbed prig. The book is filled with brusque and remarkably unper-
ceptive dismissals of his old friends and acquaintances, none of whom
seemed to be worthy of Hook’s alleged wisdom and advice. Take, for
example, Hook’s portrayal of his long-time colleagues at Partisan Review,
once the quasi-Trotskyite, modernist center of American literary and
intellectual life. That chapter is typical of this dull, flat, and monotonic
book. Every one of his old colleagues is depicted as an unintelligent,
quasi-ignorant dolt, all of whom stubbornly failed to follow Hook’s invari-
ably wise counsel. Hook comes across as petty, peevish, narrow, and self-im-
portant, lacking either wit or insight, either into his friends or into the world
at large.

Neither can Sidney’s popularity be explained by the greatness or pro-
fundity of his intellectual contributions. In political philosophy, he was a
simple-minded pragmatist and social democrat, solving all social problems
with the fetish of “majority rule” and “democracy.” Knowing the cliches of
pragmatism and social democracy he mastered little else, whether of eco-
nomics, esthetics, history, or any other discipline.

What distinguished Sidney Hook was, first, that he was an ex-commu-
nist, not since the 1930s like his colleagues, but way back, from the 1920s.
In short, the older and precocious Hook was a communist from his adoles-
cence. Despite the story in his self-serving memoir, he remained close to the
CP for a long time, on into the late 1930s. Contrary to his grotesque title,
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Sidney all of his life was In Step, always being among the first to adopt the
newest intellectual fashion. In that way, he showed himself to be a good
“intellectual entrepreneur.” Communist, Hegelian, Deweyite, Trotskyite,
defender of World War II, anti-communist after the war, Partisan Reviewnik,
and finally extreme right-wing social democrat, Hook veered and tacked
with the intellectual fashions, and on into the “left” fringes of neoconserva-
tism and the conservative movement. More honest than his colleagues, he
referred to himself candidly until the end as a Marxist and as a socialist. Itis a
measure of the intellectual and political degeneration of the modern conser-
vative movement that Sidney put no one off by his lifelong avowal of
Marxism.

Thus, Sidney Hook, the Nestor of social democracy, was in his own
unimpressive person the living embodiment of what the conservative move-
ment has become: i.e., the disastrous subordination of every cherished
principle to the slogan of “anti-communism,” and hence the permanent
embrace of war and statism. One’s attitude toward Sidney Hook, only
recently deceased, therefore provides a convenient litmus test on whether
someone is a genuine conservative, a paleo, or some form of neo. Needless
to say, all the New Fusionists are anti-Hook to the core.

It is important to consider a final point on Hook and modern conserva-
tism. In his odious book of the early Cold War, Heresy Yes, Conspiracy No,
Hook set forth a theoretical justification for an assault upon civil liberties
and academic freedom. Heresy is OK and deserves the right to dissent,
maintained Hook, but “conspiracy” is subversive and evil and has no rights,
and therefore it is legitimate and necessary for government to crack down
upon it. Note that this is a crackdown upon speech, press, and teaching, and
not upon actions such as concrete plots to overthrow the State. The overt
use of this doctrine by Hook and the social democrats was to enable purges
of communists. But what was overlooked at the time was Hook’s general
theory of “conspiracy” which included, not simply communists, but anyone
whose mind, according to Hook, was enthralled to some sort of external
cadre, some organization external to the person or to the university where
he teaches. Such a theory could just as readily be used, e.g., to bar Jesuits
from teaching as it would communists.

All this fits with an important insight of paleocon political theorist and
historian Professor Paul Gottfried: that the neocon/social-democrat assault
on free speech and free press “absolutism,” and their insistence instead on
the importance of “democratic values,” constitutes an agenda for eventually
using the power of the State to restrict or prohibit speech or expression that
neocons hold to be “undemocratic.” This category could and would be indefi-
nitely expanded to include: real or alleged communists, leftists, fascists, neo-Na-
zis, secessionists, “hate thought” criminals, and eventually...paleoconservatives
and paleo and left-libertarians. God knows which individuals and groups might
eventually come under the “undemocratic” rubric, and therefore become
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subject to neocon/social democrat crackdown. To paraphrase an old leftist-
interventionist slogan of the 1930s and 1940s: ask not for whom the
neocon bell tolls; it tolls for thee. m

THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT:

TOWARD A COALITION
February 1993

ow is it that I, a pro-choice libertarian, stood up and cheered

when the Reverend Falwell announced, after the election, that

he might revive the Moral Majority; and was repelled when Cal
Thomas, former vice-president of that organization, from his lofty post as
one of the neocons’ favorite Christian columnists, urged Falwell not to do
so? (Nov. 12) Thomas counsels “more compassion and less confrontation,”
warning that we are in a “post-Christian culture,” so that Christian conser-
vatives should confine themselves to such “positive” measures as spending
their money on scholarships for kids to attend schools, and on crisis
pregnancy centers to offer adoption services. In other words: to abandon
political action, or any confrontation against evil.

Most libertarians think of Christian conservatives in the same lurid
terms as the leftist media, if not more so: that their aim is to impose a
Christian theocracy, to outlaw liquor and other means of hedonic enjoy-
ment, and to break down bedroom doors to enforce a Morality Police upon
the country. Nothing could be further from the truth: Christian conserva-
tives are trying to fight back against a left-liberal elite that used government
to assault and virtually destroy Christian values, principles, and culture.

BREAKING DOWN BEDROOM DOORS?

It is true that nineteenth-century Protestantism, particularly in Yankee
territories of the North was driven by post-millennial evangelical pietism to
use the government to stamp out sin, a category that was very widely
defined, to include the outlawry of liquor, as well of gambling, dancing, and
all forms of Sabbath-breaking. Sodomy was made illegal, but so too was
heterosexual immorality, such as fornication and adultery. But old-fash-
ioned post-millennial pietism has been dead as a dodo since the 1920s.
While many Christian conservatives favor keeping some or all of the sex
laws on the books for symbolic reasons, I know of no Christian group that
wants to embark on a crusade of enforcing these laws, or of having the police
break down bedroom doors. For that matter, there are very few conservative
prohibitionist groups either; if and when prohibition comes to America, it
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will be a left-liberal measure, done to improve our “health” and to reduce
accidents on the roads. There are no Christian groups that want to persecute
gays, or adulterers.

The battle now is on very different territory. The battle is over “anti-dis-
crimination” laws, to make it illegal to hire, fire, or associate, in accordance
with sexual preference or anti-preference. In the case of gays, as in the case of
blacks, women, Hispanics, “the handicapped,” and countless other victi-
mological groups targeted for “anti-discrimination” measures, new egali-
tarian “rights” are discovered that are supposed to be enforced by majesty of
the law. In the first place, these “rights” are concocted at the expense of the
genuine rights of every person over his own property; secondly, all this
“rights” talk is irrelevant, since the problem of hiring, firing, associating,
etc. is something to be decided on by people and institutions themselves, on
the basis of what’s most convenient for the particular organization.
“Rights” have nothing to do with the case. And third, the Constitution has
been systematically perverted to abandon strictly limited minimal govern-
ment on behalf of a crusade by the federal courts to multiply and enforce
such phony rights to the hilt.

On the phoniness of rights talk in these matters: suppose I decide to
open up a Chinese restaurant. I make a conscious business decision to hire
only Chinese waiters who speak both Chinese and English, since I want to
attract a largely Chinese clientele. Shouldn’t I have the right to use my
property to hire only Chinese waiters? The same sort of business decision
should be right and remain unchallenged if I should wish to hire only men,
only women, only blacks, only whites, only gays, only straights, etc. But
what if my business decision should turn out to be wrong, and I lose a lot of
non-Chinese customers? In that case, my business will suffer, and I will
either change or go out of business. Once again, it should be my decision,
period.

In sum: anti-discrimination laws of any sort are evil, aggress against the
genuine rights of person and property, and are uneconomic since they
cripple efficient business decisions.

This brings us to the first controversial move of the Clinton-elect
pre-administration: eliminating the ban on gays in the military. The military
should be considered like any other business, organization, or service; its
decisions should be based on what’s best for the military, and “rights” have
nothing to do with such decisions. The military’s long-standing ban on gays
in the military has nothing to do with “rights” or even “homophobia”;
rather it is the result of long experience as well as common sense. The
military is not like any civilian organization. Not only are its men in combat
situations (which it partially shares with civilian outfits like the police) but
the military commander has virtual total control over his subordinate’s
person and life, especially in combat situations. In such situations, open
homosexuals could engage in favoritism toward loved ones, and engage in
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sexual exploitation and abuse of subordinates under their command. Add
the discomfort of many in close and intimate situations, and you get
destruction of the morale and efficiency of combat units.

The standard answer of gays is interesting for being both abstract and
unresponsive to the point. Namely: all sexual actevities are and should be
illegal in the military, much less sexual abuse of subordinates. Make only
actions illegal say the advocates of gays in the military, and make any
orientation licit and legitimate.

One problem with this libertarian-sounding answer is that it confuses
what should be illegal per se from what should be illegal as a voluntary
member of an organization (e.g., the military) which can and should have
its own rules of membership, let alone its own hiring and promoting and
firing. In criminal law, only actions (such as robbery and murder) should be
illegal, and not mental orientation. But who should or should not be a
member of the military should depend on military rules, and not simply
include anyone who is not a criminal. Thus, frail types who are half-blind are
clearly not in a per se state of criminality; but surely, the military has the right
to bar such people from membership.

Secondly, the standard pro-gay answer ignores the facts of human
nature. Surely, libertarians in particular should be alive to the absurdity of
making sex illegal and then declaring an end to the matter. The point is that
the military understands that, while sex in the military should indeed be
outlawed, that this is not going to settle the matter, because human nature
often triumphs over the law. Prostitution has been illegal from time imme-
morial, but it has scarcely disappeared. It is precisely because of its shrewd
understanding of human nature that the military wants to keep the ban on
gays in the military. The military doesn’t naively assume that there are no
gays in the army or navy now. On the other hand, it has no intention of
going on a “witch hunt” to try to ferret out secret gays. The whole point is
that, with gays necessarily in the closet, the problem of favoritism, sexual
abuse, etc. is greatly minimized. Allow open gaydom in the military, how-
ever, and the problems, and the suffering of morale, will escalate.

The same strictures apply a fortiori to women in the military, especially
to integrated close-contact and intimate units such as exist in combat. (The
old method of segregated female units for typing, jeep-driving, etc. did not
pose such problems.) Since there are far more heterosexual than homosexual
males, and since there is no question of a “closet” here, favoritism and abuse
will be far more rampant. Once again, illegalizing sex within the military
would be even more difficult to enforce. This is especially true in the current
climate where “sexual harassment™ has been expanded to touching and even
ogling. Think of sex-integrated showers and think of Tailhook maximized to
the nth degree!

The problem of women in the military has been further aggravated by
the sex-norming of physical requirements in the military. Since it proved
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almost impossible for women to pass the standard tests for strength and
speed, these tests have been dumbed down so that most women can pass
them; and this includes such essential combat skills as carrying weapons and
throwing grenades!

Finally, libertarians will fall back on their standard argument that while
all these strictures do apply to private organizations, and that “rights” do
not apply to such organizations, egalitarian rights do apply to such govern-
mental outfits as the military. But, as I have written in the case of whether
someone has “the right” to stink up a public library just because it is public,
this sort of nihilism has to be abandoned. 'm in favor of privatizing
everything, but short of that glorious day, existing government services
should be operated as efficiently as possible. Surely, the postal service should
be privatized, but, pending that happy day, should we advocate allowing
postal workers to toss all the mail into the dumpster, in the name of making
that service as terrible as possible? Apart from the horrors such a position
would impose upon the poor consumers (that’s us), there is another grave
error to this standard libertarian position (which I confess I once held), that
it besmirches and confuses the fair concept of “rights,” and transmutes it
from a strict defense of an individual’s person and property, to a confused,
cgalitarian mishmash. Hence, “anti-discrimination” or even affirmative
action “rights” in public services sets the conditions for their admittedly
monstrous expansion into the private realm.

THE ABORTION QUESTION
AND RADICAL DECENTRALIZATION

The abortion issue is a more difficult one. Since the anti-abortion
people hold abortion to be murder of a human being, breaking down the
bedroom doors to stop murder would not then be an anti-libertarian
position. And moreover, it would obviously be in a very different category
from police enforcement of laws against sexual activity. But even here there
is considerable room for coalition between pro-choice libertarians and the
pro-life religious right. In the first place, as I have written about libertarian
Republican Congressional candidate Henry Butler, his pro-choice position
did not spare him the calumny of the pro-abortion crowd, since he opposed
taxpayer funding of abortions, not just because we are against all taxpayer
funding of medical care, but also because it is peculiarly monstrous to force
those who abhor abortion as murder to pay for such murders. Furthermore,
pro-choicers can join with pro-lifers in upholding the freedom to choose of
taxpayers, and of gynecologists, who are under increasing pressure by
pro-abortionists to commit abortions, or else.

But even apart from the funding issue, there are other arguments for a
rapprochement with pro-lifers. There is a prudential consideration: a ban on
something as murder is not going to be enforceable if only a minority
considers it as murder. A national prohibition is simply not going to work,
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in addition to being politically impossible to get through in the first place.
Pro-choice paleolibertarians can tell the pro-lifers: “Look, a national prohi-
bition is hopeless. Stop trying to pass a human life amendment to the
Constitution. Instead, for this and many other reasons, we should radically
decentralize political and judicial decisions in this country; we must end the
despotism of the Supreme Court and the federal judiciary, and return
political decisions to state and local levels.”

Pro-choice paleos should therefore hope that Roe ». Wade is someday
overthrown, and abortion questions go back to the state and local lev-
els—the more decentralized the better. Let Oklahoma and Missouri restrict
or outlaw abortions, while California and New York retain abortion rights.
Hopefully, some day we will have localities within each state making such
decisions. Conflict will then be largely defused. Those who want to have, or
to practice, abortions can move or travel to California (or Marin County) or
New York (or the West Side of Manhattan). The standard rebuttal of the
pro-abortionists that “poor women” who haven’t got the money to travel
would be deprived of abortions of course reverts back to a general egalitar-
ian redistributionist argument. Aren’t the poor “deprived” of vacation
travel now? Again, it demonstrates the hidden agenda of the pro-abortion-
ists in favor of socialized medicine and collectivism generally.

A commitment to radical decentralization means that pro-choicers
should give up the Freedom of Choice Act, which would impose abortion
rights by the federal government upon the entire country. It means that
libertarians should cease putting all their judicial eggs in the basket of
hoping to get good guys, like Richard Epstein or Alex Kozinski, on the
Supreme Court. Far more important is getting rid of federal judicial tyranny
altogether, and to decentralize our polity radically—to return to the forgot-
ten Tenth Amendment.

An unfortunate act of President-elect Clinton was to reverse the Bush
policy of not funding physicians who counsel abortions. Leftists cleverly
distorted this action as an “invasion of the free speech of physicians.” But no
“freedom of speech” was involved. People should be free to speak, but this
does not mean they must be shielded from the consequences of such speech.
No person, and hence no physician, has a “right” to receive taxpayer
funding. Everyone may have the right to say whatever they like, but not the
right to say whatever they like and szzll be funded by the taxpayers. And just
as taxpayers should not be forced to fund abortions, neither should they be
forced to fund people who counsel abortions.

“ESTABLISHING” RELIGION

Christians have, for decades, suffered an organized assault that has
driven expressions of Christianity out of the public school, the public
square, and almost out of public life altogether. The rationale has been an
absurd twisting and overinflation of the First Amendment prohibition on
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establishing a religion. Establishing a religion has a specific meaning;:
paying for ministers and churches out of taxpayer funds. To ban even
voluntary prayer from the public schools, or to ban the teaching of religion,
is a pettifogging willful misconstruction of the text and of the intent of the
framers, in order to replace our former Christian culture with a left-secular
one. The banning of creches in front of local town halls demonstrates how
far the secularists will go—indeed shows how totalitarian they are in their
drive to ban religion from public institutions.

Hence, in the competition of worldviews, ‘Christians have had to
function with both hands tied behind their back. Since the competition,
left-secularist worldview is not called a “religion,” the ouster of Christian
worldview from the schools has left the path clear for left-secularism to
conquer the field of ideas unchallenged.

Obviously, no libertarian can favor a genuine establishment of a church.
Yet, it must be pointed out that the First Amendment was only supposed to
apply to Congress, and not to the several states, and that some states
continued to have an established church well past the establishment of the
American Republic. Connecticut, for example, continued the establishment
of the Presbyterian Church past 1789, and yet we hear no stories of
Connecticut groaning under intolerable despotism. So that if even an
established church in one or two states need not be met with hysteria, what
are we to think of all the fuss and feathers about a creche, or voluntary
prayer, or “In God We Trust” on American coins?

Restoring prayer, however, will scarcely at this date solve the grievous
public school problem. Public schools are expensive and massive centers for
cultural and ideological brainwashing, at which they are unfortunately far
more effective than in teaching the 3R’s or in keeping simple order within
the schools. Any plan to begin dismantling the public school monstrosity is
met with effective opposition by the teachers’ and educators’ unions. Truly
radical change is needed to shift education from public to unregulated private
schooling, religious and secular, as well as home schooling by parents.

AGENDA FOR THE CHRISTIAN RIGHT

These are just some of the issues that invite an alliance between paleo-
libertarians and the Christian right. While the Christian right contains many
wonderful people, it too needs to get its own act together. It must take on
two vital and necessary intra-Christian tasks, for which it needs a lot more
spirit of confrontation and a lot less “compassion.” In the first place, it must
level hammer blows against the pietist and pervasive Christian left, the
treacly, egalitarian, socialistic “We Shall Overcome” left. Secondly, it must
enter the real world by inveighing against the dispensationalists and their
predictions and yearnings for an imminent Armageddon. Not only do their
repeated predictions of Armageddon subject them to justifiable ridicule, but
concentration on Armageddon fatally weakens their will to participate in
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political action and confrontation. In addition, their interpretation of the
Book of Revelation makes the dispensationalists even more fanatical Zionists
than Yitzhak Shamir and the Léikudniks.

In sum, the task of paleolibertarians is to break out of the sectarian
libertarian hole, and to forge alliances with cultural and social, as well as
politico-economic, “reactionaries.” The end of the Cold War, as well as the
rise of “political correctness,” has made totally obsolete the standard liber-
tarian view that libertarians are either half-way between, or “above,” both
right and left. Once again, as before the late 1950s, libertarians should
consider themselves people of the right. m

A NEW STRATEGY FOR LIBERTY
October 1994

merican political life has experienced a veritable transformation.

As usually happens when we are in the midst of a radical social

change, we are barely aware that anything is happening, much
less its full scope and dimension. In the words of Bob Dylan taunting the
hated bourgeoisie in the 1960s: “You don’t know what’s happening, do
you, Mr. Jones?” Except that now the tables have been turned, and “Mr.
Jones” is the comfortably ensconced member of the liberal and Beltway elite
ruling this country.

The great and inspiring new development is that, for the first time in
many a moon, a genuine grassroots right-wing people’s movement is
emerging throughout the country. This is a very different story from the
Official Conservative and Libertarian movement that we have known all
too well for many years: a movement where well-funded periodicals, think
tanks, and “public interest” law firms, snugly (and smugly) established
mostly inside the Beltway, set down the Line unchallenged for the subservi-
ent folks in the hinterlands.

Funding for these outfits comes mostly from big foundation and corporate
donors; the role of the masses “out there” throughout the country is to touch
their forelock and kick in with the rest of the dough. Often these Beltway
organizations exist only as direct-mail fundraising machines with the usual
panel of celebrities on their letterheads; the function of donations is to pay
the salaries and to finance the luxurious housing for these institutions.

Those Beltway organizations that are really active conduct indirect
lobbying on behalf of gradual, marginal reforms hoping to push Congress
or the Executive one centimeter to the right; the more important function,
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however, is to grant their major donors one of the great prizes of Official
Washington: access to leading politicians and bureaucrats.

The published reports of these outfits are mainly designed not to
advance The Cause, but to demonstrate to their donors the fact of such
access: hence, countless pictures of think-tank executives shaking hands
with Senator Dole, Alan Greenspan, or whomever.

The major purpose of the conferences held by these institutions is not to
advance the truth or the free market in the public arena, but to demonstrate,
once again, to the major donors that they are capable of bringing in
Greenspan or Dole to attend their functions.

The stated excuse of these outfits, many of whom still claim abstract
devotion to high libertarian or conservative principle, is that the reason for
their location inside the Beltway and for devoting their energies to minor
and negligible reforms is that this is the only way they can gain respectability
in Washington.

But that, of course, is precisely the problem: change the word “respect-
ability” to “access,” and the point becomes all too clear. For a long time,
these Washington organizations have not been part of the solution, however
gradual or minor; they have been part of the problem: the domination of
American life by Washington.

This sort of movement has been necessarily top-down, although many
of these outfits like to think of themselves as grassroots: the grassroots
Americans, however, live to serve the power elite, and the power elite lives
to curry favor and access with Leviathan. That is why Samuel Francis’s
metaphor is apt about the Beltway conservative movement meeting inside a
phone booth.

But in recent months, something brand new has happened. A grass-
roots, right-wing populist movement has been springing up all over the
country, a movement that has no connection whatever to Official Conserva-
tive elites. Having no connection, the Beltway conservatives can have no
control over this new right-wing uprising among the people.

Since it is a genuine grassroots movement, it is necessarily fragmented,
unsystematic, and a bit chaotic. Also, since the dominant liberal media don’t
want to hear about it, and the Official Conservative movement is frightened
of it, we hear very little of its activities.

While at this early stage the movement may be confused and inchoate, it
has one magnificent quality which gives it great intensity and abiding
strength: a deep and bitter hatred of the despotism exerted over us in so
many hundreds of ways by the central government: hatred of politicians, of
bureaucrats, and of Washington, D.C.

Note that this intense hatred, this reaction, this “backlash™ against the
drive toward collectivism, is necessarily and totally out of synch with the
Beltway strategy of Official Conservative and Big-Government Libertarian
organizations. Among the growing ranks of these grassroots rebels, this
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entire strategy and way of life is anathema. These heartland rebels are close
to the spirit, not of blow-dried Beltway think-tankers, but of the patriots of
the American Revolution.

They, in contrast even to the Reaganauts, are genuine revolutionaries;
they are ready and willing to tell Washington, in no uncertain terms, to buzz
off. To these new American rebels, the ability to sip martinis with Bob Dole
constitutes a heavy liability, not an asset. To these great people, having
“access” to tyrants means that you are aiding and abetting tyrants.

The recent revolutionary activities have been manifold and widespread.
Since we lack complete information, none of us knows their full extent.
Probably the first task of right-wing populist intellectuals is to find out what
is going on, to get an idea of the full extent of this glorious phenomenon.

Some of these activities are as follows: an erupting “county militia”
movement, in which, for example, entire counties are sworn-in as part of a
militia so that they cleverly come under the rubric of the Second Amend-
ment and the right to bear arms; an associated and extensive civil disobedi-
ence by county sheriffs to the hated and despotic Brady bill; a Tenth
Amendment movement: for example, both houses of the Colorado legisla-
ture have passed a resolution empowering the governor to call out the
National Guard to block federal activities that violate the Tenth Amend-
ment. What doesn’t? And there are similar efforts in every other state.

The Committee of the 50 States, a states’ rights group, has been
resurrected to push the Ultimatum Resolution, proclaiming the dissolution
of the federal government when the national debt reaches 6 trillion. The
Committee is headed by the magnificent and venerable J. Bracken Lee,
former mayor of Salt Lake City and governor of Utah. Lee, who would now
be called a staunch paleo-libertarian, repeatedly through his career called for
abolition of the income tax, an end to the Federal Reserve, withdrawal from
the United Nations, and the elimination of all foreign aid.

In addition, there are various flourishing separatist and secessionist
movements: for example, the desire of southwestern Nebraskans and
northwestern Kansans to get out from under the despotic controllers
and taxers of their “Eastern” big cities, such as Omaha and Wichita. Staten
Island wants to secede from horrible New York City, and Vermont wants
outof the U.S.

Southern secessionists are on the march again, in such new organiza-
tions as the Southern League and Peaceful Secession, and grassroots anti-
immigration groups are booming in California, Texas, Florida, and other
states. The growing and increasingly radical land-rights movement, fight-
ing the confiscation of private property by federal agencies in cahoots with
environmentalists, is active in the East as well as the West.

Finally, permeating all sectors of this variegated right-wing movement,
there is a healthy and intense abhorrence of the Federal Reserve. These
heartlanders may not know precisely what they want done in the field of
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money, but, happily, they are very firm on what they don’t like. In wanting
to sweep away the Fed they are right on the mark. Can you imagine what
these folks would think of a libertarian outfit that glories in its ability to
hobnob with Greenspan?

And that, I think, is the major point of this essay. There has been a
radical change in the social and political landscape in this country, and any
person who desires the victory of liberty and the defeat of the Leviathan
must adjust his strategy accordingly. New times require a rethinking of old
and possibly obsolete strategies.

I was always opposed to the marginal reform strategy endemic to the
Beltway think tanks. I always thought that any marginal and dubious
short-run gains would be earned only at the price of a disastrous long-run
abandonment of and therefore defeat for the principles of liberty. Butin the
America existing before 1994, such a Beltway strategy was at least coherent
and arguable.

Now, however, the Beltway strategy is absurd in the short as well as the
long run. There is a new mood in America, a lasting change of heart among
the conservative masses. As the Marxists used to say, “the masses are in
motion,” and our first task is to stay with them and try to help their
movement be more systematic.

No longer are the conservative masses content to send checks to the
biggies in Washington, who, in return for their donations, will tell them
what to think. No longer are they bowing to their betters who can assure
them access to the Corridors of Power. Bless them, these heartland rebels
don’t want access; they want to sweep the whole Moloch away.

Where does this marvelous and burgeoning new spirit come from:?
There was an obvious foreshadowing in the anti-politics and anti-Washing-
ton mood of 1992. An example is the flawed and incoherent Perot move-
ment, the major virtue of which was not the erratic leader but the spirit of
the rank-and-file militants, who were looking for some sort of anti-Washing-
ton Change. But that doesn’t go very far in explaining the new mass
movement, which is far more right-wing, and far more intensely focused,
than anything Perotvian two years ago.

No, it seems clear that the trigger for the emergence of this brand-new
movement has been the total loathing welling up in America for President
and Mrs. Clinton, their persons, their lives, their Cabinet, their entire rotten
crew. In all my life, I have never seen such a widespread and intense hatred
for any president, or indeed for any politician.

Unlike attacks on poor Joe McCarthy, this is not a hatred whipped up by
the elites. Quite the contrary, the liberal elites are desperately trying to cover
for Clinton, and are bewildered and appalled by the entire phenomenon. In
a recent column, Thomas Sowell noted the perplexity of the media, and
replied, in effect, that the reason the Clintons are widely “perceived” as
power-hungry sleazes is because they are power-hungry sleazes.
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Thus the movement erupted in reaction to all the objectively loathsome
attributes of the Clintons and their associates—the stream of lies, evasions,
crookery, sex scandals, and frantic attempts to run all of our lives. But
quickly the hatred of the personal attributes of Clinton spilled over to his
programs, to his ideology. Thus we had the most powerful “nuclear fusion”
in all of politics: the intense blending of the personal and ideological. The
growing realization of the socialist tyranny involved in all of Clinton’s
programs—a realization that finally cut through the rhetorical fog of the
“Mr. New Democrat”—joined with and was greatly multiplied by the
loathing for Clinton the man.

During the 1992 elections, some of us worried that a Clinton admini-
stration, in addition to being bad for America and for liberty, would also
cripple the right-wing movement strategically. For the usual pattern has
been that Democratic administrations are “good” for Beltway organizations
because the conservative heartland gets scared and pours money into their
coffers. In that way a Clinton administration would unfortunately
strengthen the conservative and libertarian Beltway elites that have long
been dominating and ruining the right-wing movement.

To some extent, this has of course happened; but more important is a
new phenomenon that none of us predicted: that Clinton and his crew
would be so monstrous, so blatant, so objectively hateful, that it would drive
into being from below a new and burgeoning real right-wing movement
that hates all of Washington, whether the actual rulers or the Official
Conservatives and Libertarians who bend the knee in behalf of access and
possible piddling reform.

Given this, what is the proper strategy for liberty? The first thing is for
any conservative or free-market group or institution to be principled, radical,
and fervently anti-Washington, and to avoid like the plague Beltway-itis, either
in form or content. That is, to denounce rather than cultivate the Corridors of
Power, and to call for principled and radical change rather than marginal
reform, change that is clearly anti-Washington and anti-federal power.

Such proposals and programs should be designed, not for the eyes and
ears of Beltway power, but to educate, inspire, and guide the extraordinarily
sound instincts of the new grassroots movement. We are entering an era in
which, happily, the principled position is evidently the proper strategy.
More than ever before, principle and strategy are fused, in behalf of the
victory of liberty. m
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RIGHTWING POPULISM
January 1992

ell, they finally got David Duke. But he sure scared the bejesus

out of them. It took a massive campaign of hysteria, of fear

and hate, orchestrated by all wings of the Ruling Elite, from
Official right to left, from President Bush and the official Republican Party
through the New York-Washington-run national media through the local
clites and down to local left-wing activists. It took a massive scare campaign,
not only invoking the old bogey images of the Klan and Hitler, but also,
more concretely, a virtual threat to boycott Louisiana, to pull out tourists
and conventions, to lose jobs by businesses leaving the state. It took a
campaign of slander that resorted to questioning the sincerity of Duke’s
conversion to Christianity—even challenging him to name his “official
church.” Even my old friend Doug Bandow participated in this cabal in the
Wall Street Journal, which virtually flipped its wig in anti-Duke hysteria, to
the extent of attacking Duke for being governed by self-interest(!)—pre-
sumably in contrast to all other politicians motivated by deep devotion to
the public weal? It took a lot of gall for Bandow to do this, since he is not a
sacramental Christian (where one can point out that the person under
attack was not received into the sacramental Church), buta picetist one, who
is opposed to any sort of official creed or liturgy. So how can a pietist
Christian challenge the bona fides of another one? And in a world where no
one challenges the Christian credentials of a Chuck Colson or a Jeb Ma-
gruder? But logic went out the window: for the entire Establishment, the
ruling elite, was at stake, and in that sort of battle, all supposedly clashing
wings of the Establishment weld together as one unit and fight with any
weapons that might be at hand.

Buteven so: David Duke picked up 55 percent of the white vote; he lost
in the runoff because the fear campaign brought a massive outpouring of
black voters. But note the excitement; politics in Louisiana rose from the
usual torpor that we have been used to for decades and brought out a
turnout rate—80 percent—that hasn’t been seen since the nineteenth cen-
tury, when party politics was fiercely partisan and ideological.

One point that has nowhere been noted: populism won in Louisiana,
because in the first primary the two winners were Duke, a right-wing
populist, and Edwin Edwards, a left-wing populist. Out in the cold were the
two Establishment candidates: incumbent Governor Buddy Roemer, high-
tax, high-spend “reform” Democrat embraced by the Bush Administration
in an attempt to stop the dread Duke; and the forgotten man, Clyde
Holloway, the official Republican candidate, a good Establishment conser-
vative, who got only five percent of the vote. (Poor Human Events kept
complaining during the campaign: why are the media ignoring Clyde
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Holloway? The simple answer is that he never got anywhere: an instructive
metaphor for what will éventually be the fate of Establishment Conserva-
tism.)

A left-wing populist, former Governor Edwards is a long-time Cajun
crook, whose motto has been the rollicking laissez les bon temps roulez (“let
the good times roll”). He has always been allegedly hated by businessmen
and by conservative elites. But this was crisis time; and in crisis the truth is
revealed: there is no fundamental difference between left-wing populism
and the system we have now. Left-wing populism: rousing the masses to
attack “the rich,” amounts to more of the same: high taxes, wild spending,
massive redistribution of working and middle-class incomes to the ruling
coalition of: big government, big business, and the New Class of bureau-
crats, technocrats, and ideologues and their numerous dependent groups.
And so, in the crunch, left-wing populism—phony populism—disap-
peared, and all crookery was forgiven in the mighty Edwards coalition. It is
instructive that the Establishment professes to believe in Edwards’ teary
promises of personal reform (“I'm 65 now; the good times have mel-
lowed”), while refusing to believe in the sincerity of David Duke’s conver-
sion.

They said in the ‘60s, when they gently chided the violent left: “stop
using violence, work within the system.” And sure enough it worked, as the
former New Left now leads the respectable intellectual classes. So why
wasn’t the Establishment willing to forgive and forget when a right-wing
radical like David Duke stopped advocating violence, took off the Klan
robes, and started working within the system? If it was OK to be a Commie,
or a Weatherman, or whatever in your wild youth, why isn’t it OK to have
been Klansmen? Or to put it more precisely, if it was OK for the revered
Justice Hugo Black, or for the lion of the Senate, Robert Byrd, to have been
a Klansman, why not David Duke? The answer is obvious: Black and Byrd
became members of the liberal elite, of the Establishment, whereas Duke
continued to be a right-wing populist, and therefore anti-Establishment,
this time even more dangerous because “within the system.”

It is fascinating that there was nothing in Duke’s current program or
campaign that could not also be embraced by paleoconservatives or paleo-
libertarians; lower taxes, dismantling the bureaucracy, slashing the welfare
system, attacking affirmative action and racial set-asides, calling for equal
rights for all Americans, including whites: what’s wrong with any of that?
And of course the mighty anti-Duke coalition did not choose to oppose
Duke on any of these issues. Indeed, even the most leftist of his opponents
grudgingly admitted that he had a point. Instead, the Establishment con-
centrated on the very “negative campaigning™ that they profess to abhor
(especially when directed against them). (Ironic note: TV pundits, who
regularly have face lifts twice a year, bitterly attacked Duke for his alleged
face lift. And nobody laughed!)
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WHAT IS RIGHTWING POPULISM?

The basic right-wing populist insight is that we live in a statist country
and a statist world dominated by a ruling elite, consisting of a coalition of
Big Government, Big Business, and various influential special interest
groups. More specifically, the old America of individual liberty, private
property, and minimal government has been replaced by a coalition of
politicians and bureaucrats allied with, and even dominated by, powerful
corporate and Old Money financial elites (e.g., the Rockefellers, the Trilat-
eralists); and the New Class of technocrats and intellectuals, including Ivy
League academics and media elites, who constitute the opinion-moulding
class in society. In short, we are ruled by an updated, twentieth-century
coalition of Throne and Altar, except that this Throne is various big business
groups, and the Altar is secular, statist intellectuals, although mixed in with
the secularists is a judicious infusion of Social Gospel, mainstream Chris-
tians. The ruling class in the State has always needed intellectuals to apolo-
gize for their rule and to sucker the masses into subservience, i.e., into
paying the taxes and going along with State rule. In the old days, in most
societies, a form of priestcraft or State Church constituted the opinion-
moulders who apologized for that rule. Now, in a more secular age, we have
technocrats, “social scientists,” and media intellectuals, who apologize for
the State system and staff in the ranks of its bureaucracy.

Libertarians have often seen the problem plainly, but as strategists for
social change they have badly missed the boat. In what we might call “the
Hayek model,” they have called for spreading correct ideas, and thereby
converting the intellectual elites to liberty, beginning with top philosophers
and then slowly trickling on down through the decades to converting
journalists and other media opinion-moulders. And of course, ideas are the
key, and spreading correct doctrine is a necessary part of any libertarian
strategy. It might be said that the process takes too long, but a long-range
strategy is important, and contrasts to the tragic futility of official conserva-
tism which is interested only in the lesser-of-two-evils for the current election
and therefore loses in the medium, let along the long, run. But the real error is
not so much the emphasis on the long run, but on ignoring the fundamental
fact that the problem is not just intellectual ervor. The problem is that the
intellectual elites benefit from the currentsystem; ina crucial sense, they are part
of the ruling class. The process of Hayekian conversion assumes that everyone, or
at least all intellectuals, are interested solely in the truth, and that economic
self-interest never gets in the way. Anyone at all acquainted with intellectuals or
academics should be disabused of this notion, and fast. Any libertarian strategy
must recognize that intellectuals and opinion-moulders are part of the
fundamental problem, not just because of error, but because their own
self-interest is tied into the ruling system.

Why then did communism implode? Because in the end the system was
working so badly that even the nomenklatura got fed up and threw in the
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towel. The Marxists have correctly pointed out that a social system collapses
when the ruling class becomes demoralized and loses its will to power;
manifest failure of the communist system brought about that demoraliza-
tion. But doing nothing, or relying only on educating the elites in correct
ideas, will mean that our own statist system will not end until our entire
society, like that of the Soviet Union, has been reduced to rubble. Surely, we
must not sit still for that. A strategy for liberty must be far more active and
aggressive.

Hence the importance, for libertarians or for minimal government
conservatives, of having a one-two punch in their armor: not simply of
spreading correct ideas, but also of exposing the corrupt ruling elites and
how they benefit from the existing system, more specifically how they are
ripping us off. Ripping the mask off elites is “negative campaigning” at its
finest and most fundamental.

This two-pronged strategy is (a) to build up a cadre of our own
libertarians, minimal-government opinion-moulders, based on correct ideas;
and (b) to tap the masses directly, to short-circuit the dominant media and
intellectual elites, to rouse the masses of people against the elites that are looting
them, and confusing them, and oppressing them, both socially and economi-
cally. But this strategy must fuse the abstract and the concrete; it must not
simply attack elites in the abstract, but must focus specifically on the
existing statist system, on those who right now constitute the ruling classes.

Libertarians have long been puzzled about whom, about which groups,
to reach out to. The simple answer: everyone, is not enough, because to be
relevant politically, we must concentrate strategically on those groups who
are most oppressed and who also have the most social leverage.

The reality of the current system is that it constitutes an unholy alliance of
“corporate liberal” Big Business and media elites, who, through big govern-
ment, have privileged and caused to rise up a parasitic Underclass, who,
among them all, are looting and oppressing the bulk of the middle and
working classes in America. Therefore, the proper strategy of libertarians
and paleos is a strategy of “right-wing populism,” that is: to expose and
denounce this unholy alliance, and to call for getting this preppie-under-
class-liberal media alliance off the backs of the rest of us: the middle and
working classes.

A RIGHTWING POPULIST PROGRAM

A right-wing populist program, then, must concentrate on dismantling
the crucial existing areas of State and elite rule, and on liberating the average
American from the most flagrant and oppressive features of that rule. In
short:

1. Slash Taxes. All taxes, sales, business, property, etc., but especially the
most oppressive politically and personally: the income tax. We must work
toward repeal of the income tax and abolition of the IRS.
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2. Slash Welfare. Get rid of underclass rule by abolishing the welfare
system, or, short of abolition, severely cutting and restricting it.

3. Abolish Racial or Group Privileges. Abolish affirmative action, set
aside racial quotas, etc., and point out that the root of such quotas is the
entire “civil rights” structure, which tramples on the property rights of every
American.

4. Take Back the Streets: Crush Criminals. And by this I mean, of
course, not “white collar criminals” or “inside traders” but violent street
criminals—robbers, muggers, rapists, murderers. Cops must be unleashed,
and allowed to administer instant punishment, subject of course to liability
when they are in error.

5. Take Back the Streets: Get Rid of the Bums. Again: unleash the
cops to clear the streets of bums and vagrants. Where will they go? Who
cares? Hopefully, they will disappear, that is, move from the ranks of the
petted and cosseted bum class to the ranks of the productive members of
society.

6. Abolish the Fed; Attack the Banksters. Money and banking are
recondite issues. But the realities can be made vivid: the Fed is an organized
cartel of banksters, who are creating inflation, ripping off the public,
destroying the savings of the average American. The hundreds of billions of
taxpayer handouts to S&L banksters will be chicken-feed compared to the
coming collapse of the commercial banks.

7. America First. A key point, and not meant to be seventh in priority.
The American economy is not only in recession; it is stagnating. The
average family is worse off now than it was two decades ago. Come home
America. Stop supporting bums abroad. Stop all foreign aid, which is aid to
banksters and their bonds and their export industries. Stop gloabaloney, and
let’s solve our problems at home.

8. Defend Family Values. Which means, get the State out of the family,
and replace State control with parental control. In the long run, this means
ending public schools, and replacing them with private schools. But we
must realize that voucher and even tax credit schemes are not, despite
Milton Friedman, transitional demands on the path to privatized education;
instead, they will make matters worse by fastening government control
more totally upon the private schools. Within the sound alternative is
decentralization, and back to local, community neighborhood control of
the schools.

Further: We must reject once and for all the left-libertarian view that all
government-operated resources must be cesspools. We must try, short of
ultimate privatization, to operate government facilities in a manner most
conducive to a business, or to neighborhood control. But that means: that
the public schools must allow prayer, and we must abandon the absurd
left-atheist interpretation of the First Amendment that “establishment of
religion” means not allowing prayer in public schools, or a creche in a
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schoolyard or a public square at Christmas. We must return to common
sense, and original intent, in constitutional interpretation.

So far: every one of these right-wing populist programs is totally
consistent with a hard-core libertarian position. But all real-world politics is
coalition politics, and there are other areas where libertarians might well
compromise with their paleo or traditionalist or other partners in a populist
coalition. For cxamplc on family values, take such vexed problems as
pornography, prostitution, or abortion. Here, pro-legalization and pro-
choice libertarians should be willing to compromise on a decentralist stance;
that is, to end the tyranny of the federal courts, and to leave these problcms
up to states and better yet, localities and ncighborhoods, that is, to “com-
munity standards.” m

PAT BUCHANAN AND THE MENACE
OF ANTI-ANTI-SEMITISM
December 1990

have it on good authority that Barbara Branden is spending a good

portion of her time lately brooding about the “rising menace of

anti-Semitism.” Poor Barbara; like all Randians, she is perpetually out
of sync. There is indeed a menace in this area, Barbara, but it is precisely the
opposite: the cruel despotism of Organized Anti-Anti-Semitism. Wielding
the fearsome brand of “Anti-Semite™ as a powerful weapon, the professional
Anti-Anti-Semite is able, in this day and age, to wound and destroy anyone
he disagrees with by implanting this label indelibly in the public mind. How
can one argue against this claim, always made with hysteria and insufferable
self-righteousness? To reply “I am not an anti-Semite” is as feeble and uncon-
vincing as Richard Nixon’s famous declaration that “Tam not a crook.”

So far, Organized Anti-Anti-Semitism has been able to destroy, to drive
out of public life, anyone who receives the “anti-Semite” treatment. True,
“anti-Semitic” expression is not yet illegal (though it is banned in many
Western “democracies,” as well as increasingly—as with other “hate
speech”—serving as grounds for expulsion, or at the very least compulsory
“reeducation,” on college campuses). But the receiver of the brand is
generally deprived of access to organs of influential opinion, and is margi-
nalized out of the centers of public life. At best, the victim of the brand may
be driven to abase himself before his persecutors, and, by suitable groveling,
apologies, and—most important—the changing of positions of crucial inter-
est to his enemies, he may work his way back into public life—at the expense of
course, of self-emasculation. Or, if, by chance, the victim manages to survive
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the onslaught, he may be induced to exercise due caution and shut up about
such issues in the future, which amounts to the same thing. In that way,
Organized Anti-Anti-Semitism (OAAS) creates, for itself, a win-win situ-
ation.

The major fount of OAAS is the venerable Anti-Defamation League of
B’nai B’rith (ADL), the head of what the grand Old Rightist John T. Flynn
referred to during World War II as the “Smear Bund.” (Flynn was forced to
publish himself his expose of the orchestrated smear of isolationists in his
pamphlet, The Smear Terror.) Since the end of World War I1, the key strategy
of the ADL has been to broaden its definition of anti-Semitism to include
any robust criticisms of the State of Israel. Indeed, the ADL and the rest of
the OAAS has formed itself into a mighty praetorian guard focusing on
Israeli interests and Isracli security.

Ever since August 2, Israel and what Pat Buchanan has brilliantly called
its extensive “amen corner” in the United States, has been beating the drums
for immediate and total destruction of Iraq, for the toppling of Saddam
Hussein, for destruction of Iraqi military capacity, and even for a “Ma-
cArthur Regency” to occupy Iraq quasi-permanently. Pat Buchanan has
distinguished himself, from the beginning, as the most prominent and
persistent critic of the war on Iraq, and as the spokesman for a return to Old
Right isolationism now that the Cold War against the Soviet Union and
international communism has ended. Hence, it is no accident that the ADL
picked the occasion of Buchanan’s hard-hitting critiques of the war hawks to
unleash its dossier, to issue and widely circulate a press release smearing
Buchanan as anti-Semitic, which was then used as fodder for an extraordi-
narily extensive press campaign against Buchanan.

The campaign was kicked off by one of OAAS’s big guns, the powerful
and well-connected editor of the New York Times, who now writes a regular
column of such tedium and downright terrible writing that it usually serves
as a far better soporific than Sominex. If you can classify Rosenthal ideologi-
cally at all, it would probably be “left neoconservative,” one of my least
favorite ideological groupings. Rosenthal rose from his usual torpor in his
column of September 14 to deliver a hate-filled, hysterical, and vituperative
assault on Buchanan, likening him to Auschwitz, no less, the Warsaw ghetto,
and “blood libel.” Rosenthal winds up with a blasphemous and fascinatingly
self-revelatory twist on Jesus’s words on the Cross: “Forgive them not, Father,
for they know what they did.” Compare the contrasting ethics offered to the
world by Jesus Christ and A.M. Rosenthal, and shudder.

Albert Hunt, defending Pat Buchanan on The Capital Gang, sternly
declared that Abe Rosenthal has “forgotten how to be a reporter.” This is all
the more true when we consider the curious point that what touched off
Rosenthal’s ire was a statement by Pat on the McLaughlin Group, which
Rosenthal oddly referred to as The McLaughlin Report. (Whaddat?) The
mystery clears when we note that the ADLs press release on Buchanan,
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issued shortly before the Rosenthal column, makes the self-same error, twice
referring to Pat’s appearance on The McLaughlin Report [sic]. Pat’s instincts
were absolutely sound when, in the marvelous rebuttal in his syndicated
column, he referred to Rosenthal’s blast as a “contract hit” orchestrated by
the ADL.

In a just society, Rosenthal’s rabid tirade would have been laughed out
of existence. Instead, it touched off a spate of editorials and columns
throughout the country, almost all backing Rosenthal, accompanied by calls
from the ADL, and the official Israeli lobby, AIPAC, to newspapers carrying
Buchanan’s column, urging them to cancel. (Probably the best single com-
pendium of the anti-Buchanan smears and their various nuances is Howard
Kurtz’s front-page article in the Style Section of the Washington Post, Sept. 20,
“Pat Buchanan and the Jewish Question.”) Clearly, what we are seeing is neither
a friendly nor even vigorous debate over issues crucial to the American
Republic. What we are witnessing is nothing less than a venomous attempt
to suppress dissent, to eliminate Buchanan’s fearless and independent voice
on the social and political scene.

Examining the attacks on Buchanan by Rosenthal and the others, we
find a variant of the old shell game. On the one hand, even Rosenthal feebly
concedes that it is theoretically possible to criticize Israel and not be an
anti-Semite. Oh? And how does one tell the difference? For Rosenthal it is
simple: “Every American...should be alert to smell the difference.” So now
we have to rely on Rosenthal’s ineffable schnozzola! How are we supposed
to distinguish one man’s sense of smell from another? Some criterion!
Interestingly enough, Rosenthal and the rest of the jackal pack carefully
omit from their screeds the concession made even by the ADL: that Pat has
often been a strong supporter of Israel! No facts, I suppose, can be allowed
to get in the way of a successful smear. As a matter of fact, Pat explains the
point in his rebuttal column: he confesses to having been an “uncritical
apologist” of Israel until 1985; but an accumulation of facts since then,
including the Pollard espionage case and the brutality against the Palestini-
ans of the intifada, have led him to change his mind. Changing one’s mind,
if it is in the wrong direction, can obviously not be tolerated.

The shell game, then, is to say, first, that Pat is not necessarily anti-Se-
mitic because he is critical of Israel, but that Rosenthal’s proboscis tells him
that Pat is an anti-Semite. Before writing his hate-Buchanan column,
Rosenthal says that he consulted none other than Elie Wiesel, the profes-
sional Holocaust survivor, who pronounced the magic words: “Although I
very rarely use the word ‘antisemite’ (Hah! That’ll be the day!), opined
Wiesel, “I feel there is something in him thatis opposed to my people.” Well,
that’s it: Who can quarrel with Wiesels ineffable “feelings™? Between
Wiesel’s inner oracle and Rosenthal’s nose, no one has much of a chance.

But can Elie Wiesel’s mystical insight really be relied upon? After all, this
is the selfsame Wiesel who, in the early 1980s, pronounced his feelings to be
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favorable to none other than the monster Ceausescu. Why? Because of
Ceausescu’s pro-Israel foreign policy, naturally. Any man who confers his
blessings upon one of the most savage butchers in the past half century, is
scarcely qualified to hurl anathemas at anyone, much less at Pat Bucha-
nan.

It is significant that all of the hostiles who know Buchanan personally
concede that he is a great guy. Thus, take Mona Charen, who worked under
Buchanan at the Reagan White House, and who provided the neat Ez tx,
Brute? touch by launching the anti-Semitic canard even before Rosenthal.
Charen concedes that “Pat is the sweetest human being on a one-to-one level
that you’d ever meet, an incredibly gentle, warm, sweet man.” And yet, by
launching the assault, the good deed that Pat performed by saving Mona
Charen’s job at the White House was not allowed to go unpunished.

The shell game on Buchanan is unwittingly illuminated by the neocon
Fred Barnes, of the New Republic, and a colleague of Buchanan’s on The
McLaughlin Group. Asked by Howard Kurtz whether Pat is anti-Semitic,
Barnes replies, with seeming judiciousness, that it all depends on one’s
definjtion. (Yes, and cabbages can become kings by definition.) “If your
definition is someone who is personally bigoted against Jews,” says Barnes
(but what else is anti-Semitism, Fred?), who “doesn’t want them in the
country club” (Note the way Barnes trivializes genuine anti-Semitism),
“then I don’t think Pat is that.” By this time we are trained to look for the
explicit or implicit “but.” But, adds Barnes, “If your definition is someone
who thinks Israel and its supporters are playing a bad role in the world, Pat
may qualify.” Aha! So Pat is not anti-Semitic personally, is not a “country
club anti-Semite,” but he is critical of Israel, so he qualifies under that
particular shell. In short, criticism of Israel, despite one’s personally not
being anti-Semitic, at last puts one into the dread category. The Zionist
definition maximized! If you can’t hook a guy as an anti-Semite under one
shell, you get him under the other, as the definitions shift endlessly.

To paraphrase a wonderful comment that Joseph Schumpeter once
wrote about left-wing intellectuals and their hatred of capitalism; the verdict
of this loaded jury—that Pat is anti-Semitic—is a given, it has already been
written in advance. The only thing a successful defense of the charge can
accomplish is to change the nature of the indictment.

Putting his two-cents worth into this witches’ brew is a pseudo-schol-
arly article by philosophy professor John K. Roth, apparently an expert on
semantics and hate (John K. Roth, “Sticks, Stones, and Words,” L.A. Times,
Sept. 20). Amidst the usual invocations of Hitler and Auschwitz, the
professor defines anti-Semitism as “the hostility aroused in irrational thinking
about Jews,” and says it is part of the “same hate-filled family” as “racism” and
“sexism” and of “irrational thinking” about “blacks or Asians or women.”
Interesting categories; but why does the professor say not a word about
“irrational thinking” and generalizations, and consequent hostility, toward



46 — The Irrepressible Rothbard

whites, Christians, or men? Are the omissions an accident? Or does he think
no such phenomenon exists? If the latter, he is invited to pick up the latest
issue of his daily paper, or of the latest scholarly journal.

The only new element added by Professor Roth is ominous indeed.
“One need not consciously intend anti-Semitism, racism or sexism to do or
say things outside legitimate criticism.” Roth then has the gall to quote the
New Testament about “You shall know them by their fruits,” in defense.
Then comes the material about Hitler and Auschwitz. But whether he
knows it or not, Professor Roth is really raising the spectre, not of the New
Testament, but of the notorious Stalinist concept of “objective™ crimes.
When Trotsky and other Old Bolsheviks were accused of being “fascist
agents,” the Stalinists had a fascinating rebuttal to those who complained
about the patent absurdity of the charge: that Trotsky and the others were
“objectively pro-fascist” because they were undermining Stalin’s rule.
So—even though by any rational criterion Buchanan may not be anti-Se-
mitic, he can be called “objectively anti-Semitic.” Why? Obviously because
he opposes many Israeli policies, and we’re back again to the shell game.

There also runs through many of the criticisms of the anti-Buchanan
pack a black thread of hatred of Christianity—a hatred, we have seen, that
Professor Roth managed to omit from his litany. In Rosenthal’s infamous
article, one of the pieces of “evidence” for Buchanan’s anti-Semitism was his
frequent attacks on the “de-Christianization” of America, which Rosenthal
apparently interprets as a code word for anti-Semitism.

Well, T have news for Mr. Rosenthal. Unlike Rosenthal, most Christians
don’t walk around thinking only about Jews. “De-Christianization” is not a
code word for anything: it means what it says: the growing secularization of
our society, our culture, and our school systems. Christians who oppose this
are anti-secular, not anti-Jewish, and, in fact, most orthodox Jews join in
much of this anti-secular and pro-religion position. Why is this a world
where such elementary propositions have to be patiently pointed out?

Then there is Leon (“The Weasel”) Wieseltier, the favorite theoretician
of the New Republic. Pat Buchanan was upset when, two years ago, interna-
tional Jewish groups led a campaign against the convent of Carmelite nuns
at the site of Auschwitz. Apparently, they held it to be a desecration for
Carmelites to pray for all those murdered at Auschwitz, Catholics as well as
Jews. Wieseltier wrote a particularly odious article on the subject, denounc-
ing Catholic defenders of the Carmelites as anti-Semitic, and Buchanan
fired back, correctly pointing out that “anti-Catholicism is the anti-Semi-
tism of the intellectual. Let’s hope the nuns at Auschwitz are praying for him
(Wieseltier). He needs it.”

The Kurtz smear article now gives The Weasel the chance to get in the last
word. “A hater’s rhetoric,” he opines. Wieseltier goes on to assert that there “can
be in a religious Catholic a theological basis for anti-semitic emotion...The
roots of some of this man’s feelings about the Jews may be theological.”
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Although Wieseltier covers his rear by hastening to add: “though I empha-
size that not all religious Catholics are anti-semites.” How gracious of The
Weasel! I am sure that Catholics everywhere are grateful for his nébl obstat.

Meanwhile, the New Republic has, predictably, made itself the GHQ of
the anti-Buchanan movement among the periodicals. An editorial accused
Buchanan of anti-Semitism, because, in the few seconds he could originally
deal with the problem on The McLaughlin Group, he mentioned only Jewish
names among the pro-war leaders. The New Republic editorial then contin-
ues with what it thinks is the clincher: referring to the much smeared
Charles Lindbergh, who, in his famous Des Moines speech in August 1941,
was “anti-Semitic” because he mentioned Jews as one of three groups that
were agitating for the U.S. to enter World War II: the other two being the
British and the Roosevelt Administration. In other words, Lindbergh was
“anti-Semitic” because, in identifying the forces for war, he identified Jews
as only one of several groups. In short, you can’t win.

The culminating smears—so far—came in the next issue of the New
Republic, in which Jacob Weisberg ties all the threads together, and adds a
vile Freudo psycho-babble twist of his own. (Weisberg, “The Heresies of Pat
Buchanan,” New Republic, Oct. 22, pp. 22-27) After dragging in 1930s
irrelevancies such as Lindbergh and Father Coughlin (the Catholic motif?),
Weisberg discusses Buchanan’s personal history, as gleaned from his autobi-
ography, Reyght From the Beginning, and concludes that Buchanan is a brute
and a proto-fascist because he liked to get into fistfights as a kid. (So much
for a large chunk of the male population!) The clincher on Buchanan as
brute and proto-Nazi comes with Buchanan’s suggested slogan for his
abortive Presidential campaign in 1988: “Let the bloodbath begin.”

Let us contemplate smear-artist Weisberg fora moment. Is he really that
much of a boob that he thought that Buchanan’s phrase was serious? Does
he really not realize that Pat was delivering a jocular and satiric thrust, aimed
precisely at such serioso dunderheads as Weisberg? It is hard to know which
is a sadder commentary on current American culture: whether Weisberg
was cynically trying to use any smear tactic that came to hand; or whether he
is really that much of a humorless left-Puritan blockhead.

Meanwhile, on the left (or should I'say, the lefter), there is John B. Judis,
the resident conservatologist for the Marxist weekly, In These Times, who has
written a surprisingly favorable biography of Bill Buckley (or come to think
of it, as we shall see, maybe not so surprising). Judis, too, admits that
Buchanan is not personally anti-Semitic: “Indeed, from the few encounters
I've had with Buchanan, he has always struck me as loyal, generous,
personable without a trace of snobbery and willing to say what he be-
lieves—whatever the consequences.” (John B. Judis, “Semitic Divisions
Engulf Conservatives,” In These Times, Oct. 3-9) Sounds admirable.
But...then comes the knife-job, with vague references to the Old Right, and
“Rothschild conspiracy” views with which Judis, in the venerable smear
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tradition, tars every isolationist of the 1930s. (Sorry, John, Buchanan was
not even alive in those days, much less sentient.) To Judis, Buchanan’s
position “represents a kind of Freudian return of the repressed.” (Again!)
So now we have an unholy combo of Marx and Freud on the attack! In
his peroration, Judis commits a real whopper, somehow linking Bucha-
nan to the “pre-Civil War anti-Catholic, anti-Jewish and anti-immigrant
Know-Nothings.” Since Judis has some pretensions to scholarship, one
might guess he would stop and think before linking up this ardent
Catholic with historic anti-Catholicism; but, I suppose that time’s a-
fleetin’, and one reaches for whatever smear brush may be around.
(Parenthetically, while the Know-Nothings were indeed one of the most
odious groups in American history, [ would be very surprised to find any
anti-Semitic expressions by them. As Protestant pietists, the Know-
Nothings were fanatically anti-Catholic, believing that the Pope was the
Antichrist and every Catholic his conscious, dedicated agent. The only
“immigrants” they were concerned about, furthermore, were Catholic
immigrants.)

Speaking of Bill Buckley, where does he stand on this? He is back at his
old stand, a kindly but firm monarch doling out positive and negative
brownie points, and trying to keep his conservative subjects from squab-
bling. Revealingly, Buckley is an old and close friend of Rosenthal while
scarcely knowing Buchanan. Rosenthal he treats with affection, like a kid
with a temper tantrum: always ready for “footloose emotional gyrations”
with resulting explosions “that know no conventional limits.” Buckley
concludes: “I deem his attack on Pat Buchanan to be an example of Rosen-
thal gone ballistic.” By focusing on Rosenthal’s hopped-up personality,
Buckley manages to avoid the main issues: the orchestrated and concerted
attack upon Buchanan.

If Rosenthal is excessively emotional, Buchanan is not anti-Semitic, but
of course—let’s hear the chorus  I-N-S-E-N-S-I:T-V-E.” (The Buckley
article is entitled, “Insensitive Maybe; Genocidal, No,” L.A. Times, Sept.
20) The stern admonition: “The Buchanans [Who are the other Bucha-
nan’s?] need to understand the nature of sensibilities in an age that coexisted
with Auschwitz.” And Mona Charen, in her second time at bat, and trying,
perhaps guiltily, to call off the war she launched, still maintains that even if
our current culture “slides into priggishness: on ethnic comments, our
ethnically diverse society requires “a fastidious sensitivity.” (Mona Charen,
“Accusations,” Washington Times, Sept. 27)

But not long ago, America’s diverse society was glorious precisely
because people were unafraid to be candid, to speak their mind, to engage in
ethnic humor. Besides, what happened to Harry Truman’s well-known
dictum that he who can’t stand the political heat should get out of the
kitchen? A free and diverse society requires candor and vigorous debate,
which is what we had in the United States until left-Puritanism did its work,
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and we are all required to be silent and mouth the Party Line. Interestingly
enough, former National Review publisher and long-time Buckley colleague -
Bill Rusher has a different, and far healthier, view. Although Rusher, like
Buckley, takes the ultra war-hawk position on Iraq, Rusher, in his column,
gently reproves Buckley’s comment on Buchanan and sensitivity, and re-
minds us that “American politics is a robust game, and it is fair to ask how
long commentators on it must continue to tiptoe past the Israeli Embassy.”
(William Rusher, “and sensitivity,” Washington Times, Sept. 27) How long,
indeed?

In contrast to the standard bromides, what this country is suffering
from is not “insensitivity” but hyper-sensitivity, what the shrinks in the
Neanderthal days used to call “neurasthenia.” It strikes me that the most
effective cure for hyper-sensitivity, as for phobias in general, is the one
proposed by the behavioral-shrinks: desensitization. Repeated exposure to
the neurotic stimulus will gradually desensitize the patient so he no longer
goes ballistic at the sight of a cat or...at reading articles by the likes of Pat
Buchanan.

ANTI-SEMITISM DEFINED

Organized anti-anti-Semites will get away with their odious calumnies
until they are finally forced to define their terms, to set up some rational
criteria for this serious charge. It is high time that they be called on this
loathsome tactic. So all right, just what is anti-Semitism: if we can get
beyond vague and ephemeral “feelings?”

It seems to me that there are only two supportable and defensible
definitions of anti-Semitism: one, focusing on the subjective mental state of
the person, and the other “objectively,” on the actions he undertakes or the
policies he advocates.

For the first, the best definition of anti-Semitism is simple and conclu-
sive: a person who hates all Jews. But here Buchanan is clearly vindicated by
everyone who has ever met him, since all agree he is not “personally”
anti-Semitic, has many Jewish friends, saved the job of Mona Charen, etc.
Here I also want to embellish a point: All my life, I have heard anti-anti-
Semites sneer at Gentiles who, defending themselves against the charge of
anti-Semitism, protest that “some of my best friends are Jews.” This phrase
is always sneered at, as if easy ridicule is a refutation of the argument. But it
secems to me that ridicule is habitually used here, precisely because the
argument is conclusive. If some of Mr. X’s best friends are indeed Jews, it is
absurd and self-contradictory to claim that he is anti-Semitic. And that
should be that.

But perhaps it might be contended that X is at heart, down deep,
anti-Semitic, and that he duplicitously acquires Jewish friends to cover his
tracks. And how, unless we are someone’s close friend, or shrink, can we
know what lies in a person’s heart? Perhaps then the focus should be, not on
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the subject’s state of heart or mind, but on a proposition that can be checked
by observers who don’t know the man personally. In that case, we should
focus on the objective rather than the subjective, that is the person’s actions
or advocacies. Well, in that case, the only rational definition of an anti-Sem-
ite is one who advocates political, legal, economic, or social disabilities to be
levied against Jews (or, of course, has participated in imposing them).

Let us then consider Pat Buchanan. Never—and the smear articles
themselves are effective testimony to this fact—never has Pat Buchanan
advocated any such policies, whether they be barring Jews from his country
club or placing maximum quotas on Jews in various occupations (both of
which have happened in the U.S. in our lifetime), let alone legal measures
against Jews. So once again, it is absurd and a vicious calumny to call Pat
anti-Semitic. If Pat passes any rational subjective or objective “litmus test”
with flying colors, what else is there? It is high time and past time that the
anti-anti-Semitic Smear Bund shut up about Buchanan and, while they’re at
it, reconsider their other vilifications as well.

But am I not redefining anti-Semitism out of existence? Certainly not.
On the subjective definition, by the very nature of the situation, I don’t
know any such people, and I doubt whether the Smear Bund does either.
On the objective definition, where outsiders can have greater knowledge,
and setting aside clear-cut anti-Semites of the past, there are in modern
America authentic anti-Semites: groups such as the Christian Identity
movement, or the Aryan Resistance, or the author of the novel Tirner’s
Diaries. But these are marginal groups, you say, of no account and not worth
worrying about? Yes, fella, and that is precisely the point. m
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WORKING OUR WAY BACK

TO THE PRESIDENT
September 1992

s often happens, our current quandary was put best by my valued

lifelong buddy and libertarian colleague, Professor Ralph Raico.

Ralph was an ardent Buchananite, but as Pat faded in the prima-
ries, and the horrible nomination of Slick Willie loomed, Ralph began to
admonish me, in his hilarious mocking half-serious tone: “Remember
Murray, we must do nothing to harm the president.” When the Perot
phenomenon hit, Ralph, for some unaccountable reason, failed to share our
enthusiasm for the little punk from East Texas. After the punk’s Great
Betrayal of the Perotvian movement, I was ranting and raving over the
phone to Ralph, who took it all in, and then concluded: “I’'m glad to see
you’re working your way back to the president.”

Yes, gulp, and here we are. It is late July, and we’re down to the grim,
realistic choice: which of two sets of bozos is going to rule us in the years
1993-1997? Lord knows, it’s a crummy, terrible choice, presented to us by
a rotten, extra-constitutional two-party system that is fastened upon us by
restrictive laws and a moribund electoral college system. But there it is, and
there we are. Which set should we choose to rule us?

No publication has been more bitterly critical of George Bush than
Titple R; certainly no publication has been more vituperatively opposed to
Bush’s lionized Gulf War: But yet, dammit, we are working our way back to
the president. What? “Four More Years?” Yes, yes, for consider the alterna-
tive. I’s come down to Bush or Clinton, and there can be only one rational
answer for the conservative, the paleolibertarian, or indeed for any sensible
American. Four More Years!

Let’s boil the reasons down into two categories: the positive reasons to
vote for Bush, and the negative reasons to vote against Bill Clinton.

For BusH

1. First and foremost, Bush ain’t Bill Clinton (see below).

2. Bush has by far the most pro-American policy on the Middle East
since Jack Kennedy; he is the only president since Kennedy not to serve as a
lick-spittle for the State of Israel, the only one not to function as an abject
tool of the powerful Zionist lobby, led by AIPAC (the American Israel
Political Action Committee, which somehow escapes being a registered
agent of the State of Israel). The greatest credit, of course, goes to Secretary
of State James Baker, who formulated this policy, and maintained it under
the most vicious pressure. But Bush deserves credit for picking Baker and
backing him up; further, with only a little stretching, Bush/Baker can take
credit for the Israeli election that deposed the little monster Shamir, and
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brought in a more rational government in Israel. Bush-Baker stood firm on
delaying the $10 billion loan guarantee until Zionist settlements are slowed
down on the Arab lands of the West Bank.

3. Despite tremendous pressure by New World Orderites at the New
York Times, by Democrats, and elsewhere, Bush has kept his cool, and has
not gotten American troops or even airmen involved in a shooting war
(read “quagmire”) in ex-Yugoslavia. As readers of Triple R know by now, no
one, even the most fanatical Croat or Bosnian Muslim, surpasses Triple R
in hatred of the Serbs; and yet we recognize that American military
involvement in the Balkans would be a catastrophe that could accom-
plish nothing. The poor Bosnian Muslims, who understandably want
someone to save them from genocidal slaughter, claim that all the U.S.
need do to take out the Serbs and save Sarajevo is to bomb Serb gun
emplacements in the mountains surrounding that bleeding city. Rub-
bish. Objective military experts estimate that it would take no less than
500,000 American infantry troops to secure Bosnia and Sarajevo, and
God knows how many more to actually roll back the Serbs. America, Keep
Out of Bosnia!

While Bush has been lauded for his action in Desert Storm, the really
sensible foreign policy is to do nothing, and Bush’s dithering nature has,
apart from the Gulf War, led him to Keep Cool and to stay out of foreign
quagmires.

4. Last but certainly not least: the president has reconciled with Pat
Buchanan. At last Bush has shown some smarts, and perhaps even a spark of
a sense of justice. After a vicious and despicable smear campaign by Bond,
Bennett, Quayle et al., the Bush people—while of course not apologiz-
ing—are at least implicitly repudiating their own smears by rolling out the
welcome mat for the “Nazi,” “fascist,” etc. Pat Buchanan, who will speak at
the Houston convention. So OK. That was the least the Bushies could do,
but they did it. The rally for the Greater Good, the rally to stop the advent of
Total Evil, can start mobilizing.

Which brings us to the ghastly spectre of Clintonian Democracy.

CONTRA CLINTON

1. Clintesist. Yikes!

2. The Clinton-managed Democrat convention was the leftest ever:
multi-culturalism reigned trinmphant, with the “Lesbian Rights” banner
almost as prevalent as “Clinton for President.” Clinton means the trinmph
of ultra-feminism, trillions more of our dough for inner cities, and the
aggrandizement of “gay rights” and other phony “rights” over the genuine
rights of private property.

3. Are we the only publication that detests Al Gore, the alleged “moder-
ate” check on Slick Willie’s possible liberalism? Al Gore was one of the biggest
spenders in the wild-spending recent Congtess. Al Gore, furthermore, is an
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extreme left-environmentalist, who shores up Clinton’s left flank on this
issue. (As an Arkansas governor, seeking jobs and growth, Clinton had a
sensible [therefore media-designated “poor”] environment record as gover-
nor.)

4. Gore and Clinton is the most toadying pro-Israel presidential ticket
in recent history. Tiple R was one of the first publications to note that David
Ifshin, general counsel for the Clinton campaign, was a leading attorney for
the sinister AIPAC. As if this were not enough, Albert Gore is undoubtedly
the politician most beloved by organized Zionism in decades. A recent New
York Times article, discussing the Clinton~Gore ticket, noted that Jews
would vote enthusiastically for Clinton because Clinton had received “the
heckscher” from Albert Gore, now vice-presidential candidate. “Heck-
scher,” the T#mes article went on to explain, is Yiddish for “imprimatur.” But
what the Times felt it unnecessary to explain is the intriguing problem:
“Why is Al Gore so beloved by Jews that he has it in his power to confer the
heckscher?” Perhaps one clue to the answer is the fact that the left-libertarian
columnist Nat Hentoff, himself a moderate Zionist, in 1988 was moved to
dub Al Gore, “the Senator from Likud.”

5. The verdamte neocons, who carry a kind of negative heckscher for us,
are shifting from Bush back to their old home, the Democracy, in honor of
the Clinton~Gore ticket. The neocon Wall Street Journal has been oozing
friendliness to the Clinton ticket, as has left Neocon Central, the New
Republic. Indeed, the neocon shift to Clinton has been detailed by one of
their own, Fred Barnes, in the New Republic. (“They’re Back!,” August 3)
Ex-Democrat neocon Richard Schifter, assistant secretary of state for hu-
man rights in the Reagan and Bush administrations, has quit Bush and is
now a foreign policy adviser to Clinton. Ditto veteran right-wing Social
Democrat and neocon Penn Kemble, of Freedom House. Then, there is a
full-scale “neocon outreach effort” being conducted by David Ifshin and by
Clinton buddy Michael Mandelbaum, professor at The Johns Hopkins
School for Advanced International Studies.

Norman Podhoretz, Field Marshall of the neocons, hasn’t quite shifted
yet, but he is strongly tempted. Even more tempted is young Commentary
smear artist and “global democrat” Joshua Muravchik, of the American
Enterprise Institute. Muravchik explains that “what’s kept me firmly in the
Republican voting column is foreign policy. But on foreign policy, Clinton’s
stands are preferable to Bush’s.” In what way? “On what I care about—hu-
man rights, promoting democracy, keeping some sense of ideals in our
foreign policy, Clinton is more amenable than Bush.” Translated from the
code words, this means, plain and simple, that Clinton is more pro-Isracl
and more devoted to a neocon-guided New World Order than George
Bush. Or, as Jeanne Kirkpatrick, herself still not back in the Clinton camp,
explains more candidly: the major factors impelling the neocons into the
Reagan camp in 1980 were “Soviet expansionism,” now disappeared; and the
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Carter administration’s alleged “hostility to Israel.” Kirkpatrick comments:
““That issue still exists but it’s flipped. George Bush is putting the pressure
[on Israel] now.”

The right-wing neocons, headed by Irving Kristol and including
Robert Bork, feel no tug toward the Clinton ticket. Partly, because the
Kiristoleans are a tad less socialistic than the others; but there is another
more personal consideration; Crown Prince Bill Kristol is the chief-of-staff,
the control, of Dannie Quayle. They’re not going to start deserting their
own ticket.

6. Let’s never, never forget the looming menace of the monster Hillary.
Sure, they cleaned up her act until November; they shut the witch up,
stopped her from openly reviling baking cookies, they bobbed and
blonded her hair and took that damned headband off (courtesy of the
chic Beverly Hills hairdresser Cristophe), and made her look like a sophis-
ticated matron instead of an aging grad student. But you can bet your
bottom dollar that if Clinton wins in November, that the monster Hillary
will be back: worse than ever, in control, nasty, tough, and very leftist—she
and her bosom buddy, the mannish, lantern-jawed left-wing lawyer Susan
Thomases.

Mom and Dad: Hillary is Out to Grab Your Kids! Hillary is the prophet of
the children’s “rights” movement, a movement now openly backed by
left-“libertarian” philosopher Tibor Machan, a movement that encourages
11-year-olds to sue their parents for “malpractice.” Any parent can be
accused by some officious biddy of “malparenting,” and since 11-year-olds
and 9-year-olds and 5-year-olds are not exactly legal beagles, you know
darned well who will really be doing the suing: leftist ACLU-type lawyers,
lawyers cut in the mold of Hillary and Thomases. When the campaign
began, ultra-left social theorist Garry Wills hailed the “brilliance” of Hillary
as a “children’s rights theorist.” That means: the government, the leftist
lawyers and social workers are out to get your kids! There is a lot of confused
discussion about family “values,” about what these terms really mean, and
about what they don’t mean. Well, there’s one clear test: “family values”
means that kids get brought up, get governed by, their parents. Anti-family
values means that other folk; bureaucrats, lawyers, duly licensed social
workers and counselors and “therapists,” the rapacious, power-hungry,
leftist New Class, get to bring up and run everyone’s kids: all in the name, of
course, of children’s “rights” and “liberation.”

A vote for Bill Clinton is a vote to destroy the last vestige of parental
control and responsibility in America. Stopping the coming to power of the
Clintons is a zz#st in any attempt to preserve American family life.

All these reasons for voting for Bush as against Clinton are, unfortu-
nately and as usual defensive: A victory for Bush will—at least partty—hold
back the hordes for another four years. Holding back the hordes may be
important, but it’s not exactly soul-satisfying. What wonld be soul-satisfying
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would be mounting our own offensive, taking the offensive at long last.
Some day, we must launch a total counterrevolution: in government, in the
economy, in the culture, everywhere, against malignant left-liberalism.
When O when do we get to start? m

GANG-STABBING THE PRESIDENT:
WHAT, WHO, AND WHY
September 1992

t should have been the ides of March, instead of late July. For surely it

was Et tu, Brute? time in the nation’s capitol. As George Bush plum-

meted in the polls, all the nation’s Official Conservative leaders,
including of course the neocons, took turns, one by one, with great delight,
in plunging the knife into the president. As Sam Francis of the Washington
Times has pointed out in a brilliant syndicated column, these are the same
people who gathered together in Bermuda in May of last year to proclaim,
in the words of neocon godfather Irving Kristol, that “President Bush is
now the leader of the conservative movement within the Republican Party.”
These are the same creeps who, shocked at Pat Buchanan’s “disloyalty” to
Bush, denounced Pat viciously as a “fascist,” “anti-Semite,” or a variant
thereof. And now, as Sam Francis writes, “with Mr. Bush’s rating lower than
a snake’s belly, it has occurred to movement conservatives that ‘principle’
demands they jump ship.”

One by one they got up, preaching on television, as if in concert, at a
time neatly orchestrated to hit the Bush forces when they were at their
lowest point, after the big Clinton-Gore bounce at the convention and their
bus trip through the heartland, surrounded by the swooning Respectable
Media who could scarcely contain their delight. First, they called on Dan
Quayle to quit, and then came the escalation, the call upon Bush to
withdraw, “for his own good,” according to the smirking sleazeballs trum-
peting this “advice.” Coming to the fore was Burt Pines, no sooner ousted
from a top spot at Heritage Foundation than to become mysteriously
anointed by the media as a major conservative “leader.” Most repellent of all
was Orange County Register editor Ken Grubbs, smirking and calling him-
self a “libertarian,” urging Bush to “fulfill his presidency” by quitting. The
sleaziest aspect of Grubbs’s operation was to wrap himself in a libertarian
cloak and say that, as a libertarian, he welcomes all retirement from power;
but why didn’t Grubbs ever call upon Ronald Reagon to abandon office? In
fact, the Orange County Register, along with the entire Hoiles Freedom
Newspaper chain, used to be magnificently and consistently libertarian; but
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the Orange County Register was taken over by neocons during the Gulf War,
and has been pushing the neocon line ever since.

At the very least, it’s an unlovely spectacle: rats scurrying off a sinking
ship. And, make no mistake, it’s a mass exodus, including all the Beltway
think-tank and policy-wonk crowd, all claiming that “Clinton is not so bad”
or that “he’s good on social issues” (translation: special-interest-group
“rights” trampling on the genuine rights of private property).

Good God, who in their right mind would have thought that it would
ever be deeply controversial for a libertarian or a conservative to oppose the
ascension to power of Bill Clinton? President Bush was never more correct
than when he mused: “It’s a weird year out there.” Yes, George, we’re “out
here” and we can confirm your gut reaction.

In his column, Sam Francis has been stressing galloping venality as
explanation for this massive shift to Clinton. The venality comes in two
parts. The first and most obvious may be summed up in the term “access.”
While Bush was president and looked strong for another term, “movement”
conservative outfits could trumpet their influence with and “access” to the
president. They could impress their donors with what they advised Presi-
dent Bush to do, and they could also revel in patronage crumbs for their
friends and disciples in various executive jobs. Hence, their paid-for “loy-
alty” to Bush in the past, and their smears against Buchanan when he
threatened to upset their applecart. A second venal factor is more subtle,
because more hidden from public view. Conservative outfits (indeed, any
and all non-profit organizations) get their funding from two main sources:
the “masses,” the small contributors who are reached by direct-mail fun-
draising; and the large contributors—the wealthy, corporations, founda-
tions—who are tapped by personal solicitations.

Every organization has its own particular mix of these two funding
sources. But all of those dependent on small contributors have been hit, and
are always suffering, during Republican administrations. Contrarily, they
always flourish when a Democrat is president. This has been true since the
birth of the conservative movement after World War II. When a Democrat
is in power, the conservative masses can be easily—and properly—fright-
ened by the imminent prospect of increased socialism ushered in by the
Democratic Party. But when a Republican is president, no matter how statist
he may be, it is very difficult to rouse the conservative masses by direct mail,
since the conservative masses have been almost perpetually imbued with the
belief that so long as Republicans are in power in the executive branch, the
American republic is safe. As a result, so long as Republicans are in power in the
presidency, mass conservative support slowly but inexorably died on the vine.
Remember that the last great flourishing of the conservative movement
came during the Carter administration, when all of our now legendary
conservative institutions came into place: including the massive shift to, and
capture of, conservatism by the formerly Democrat neocons. Ever since the
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conservative “triumph” in 1980, the mass support for conservatism has
been withering away.

Thus, both grounds for venality: access to the White House, and hope
for bad times in the White House, are now coalescing to drive conservatives
into the unlikely arms of Slick Willie.

The “Franciscan” analysis carries its penetrating power from the crucial
assumption that movement conservatism is driven almost exclusively by
cynical and corrupt careerism rather than by any vestige of conservative
principle. Clearly, Sam Francis’s analysis is all too true, arrived at not 4 priori
but from many years of deep exposure and penetrating analysis of “our
people.”

It is possible, however, to deepen the Franciscan analysis by another
notch. In addition to short-run venality, there are long-lived and crucially
important interest groups who have great influence and power in American
culture and American politics. These interest groups may have long-term
ideologies, which while not “principles” in any conservative or libertarian
sense, are based upon sophisticated views on how to further the long-term
interests of themselves and their allies. The most important such interest
group in American politics is, and has been for a half-century, the “Rockefel-
ler World Empire,” that is, the corporate and financial Eastern Estab-
lishment headed, since World War II, by the Rockefeller interests and their
allies. What the Rockefellers want should be no great surprise, embodied in
the Rockefeller family member who almost became president of the United
States: Nelson Aldrich Rockefeller. What the Rockefellers want is a world
economic and therefore political government, run by themselves and their
allies, a State-cartelized capitalism that will subsidize and privilege them,
shored up by Keynesian inflationary programs of expanding consumer
“purchasing power,” and particularly massive foreign aid to subsidize
Rockefeller-oriented exports, as well as friendly bankers who bankroll both
these export firms and the Third World governments who purchase their
products. In addition, of course, an American foreign policy must fight for
oil—for oil resources and investments, and regulate oil prices in accordance
with Rockefeller guidelines. A particular dream is a “New World Order” run
by the United States, in accordance with Rockefeller desires, as well as a
World Reserve Bank that will inflate the world economy in a manner
controlled by Rockefeller expertise. Domestically, the Rockefeller interests
want an expanded welfare state, mobilized to be allied to their overall
purposes.

All this is now called “enlightened” or “moderate” internationalism and
devotion to the welfare state—all beloved by the intelligentsia, who are
bought out by the largess of tax-exempt Rockefeller-allied foundations and
organizations. What is less well-known is that this Big Business—Big
Finance—Big Labor—Big Intellectuals and Media alliance has been going
on for a long time: certainly since the New Deal. It is little known, for
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example, that such crucial New Deal statist “reforms” as the Social Security
Act and the Wagner Act of the mid-1930s were put into place by a powerful
and malevolent alliance of left-technocratic New Deal ideologues, and
powerful Big Business leaders: notably John D. Rockefeller, Jr.’s Industrial
Relations Counselors and its successors, and W. Averill Harriman’s Business
Advisory Council of the Department of Commerce.

So the premier clue to American politics, especially since World War 11,
is to look to the Eastern Establishment headed by the Rockefellers. It is well
known that since the Rockefeller-run Council of Foreign Relations (CFR)
(peacefully taken over from Morgan control after World War II) had gotten
too large and unwieldy, it was supplemented in 1973 by David Rockefeller’s
new, small, elite, and tightly controlled Trilateral Commission. When
Rockefeller Republican Gerry Ford came into danger from Ronald Reagan
in 1976, however, the Rockefeller forces were ready with Trilat Jimmy
Carter, an unknown when he announced his candidacy toward the end of
1975, and who was vaulted to the nomination by hosannahs from the
Trilat-controlled Respectable Media, ignited by the much-sought-after
cover of Time magazine, edited by founding Trilat member Hedley W.
Donovan.

The Carter administration was a remarkable phenomenon: for the
entire Cabinet and sub-Cabinet, 26 members in all, from Carter and Vice
President Mondale on down, were all Trilat members. It was an incredible
takeover, especially when we consider that there were only 117 American
members of the Trilateral Commission all told.

Americans have been conditioned by the glitz and circus and by corrupt
Establishment political scientists to believe in the vital importance of politi-
cal parties, and to analyze politics and governance on that basis. The loss of
importance of political parties nowadays is generally conceded, but what
Americans don’t realize is that parties have not been important in determin-
ing ideologies or issues since the nineteenth century.

We can rest assured that the power elite, the crucial special interest groups
we have been analyzing, have no sentimental attachment to party labels.
Republican? Democrat? Who cares, so long as they are under control by the
“right” people. “What’s good for the is the overriding consideration,
and you can fill in the blank with any one of these power elite groups. (The
most glaring example was the 1924 presidential election, when both Presi-
dent Calvin Coolidge and Democrat candidate John W. Davis, Jr. were
personal friends, close buddies, and associates of .. Morgan, Jr., head of the
powerful “House of Morgan.” Morgan, who, in this embarrassment of riches
chose Coolidge, was delighted but not embarrassed by the situation.)

To return to the Carter administration, by the middle of his term, it was
becoming ever clearer that Carter was a loser, and so it became important to
the Rockefeller Trilats to have a suitable Republican waiting in the wings.
The pesky problem was Ronald Reagan, who in his speeches was exposing



The Political Civeus — 61

and denouncing the Trilateral Commission and its baleful influence. Reagan
was egged on by his hard-core conservative theoreticians and agitators who
had helped expose the Trilats. Everything went swimmingly for the forces of
truth and justice until shortly before the Republican Convention of 1980,
when Reagan suddenly stopped attacking the Trilateral Commission—the
name being destined never to surface again. At the Convention, the deal was
struck with the Rockefeller forces—symbolized by Reagan’s post-conven-
tion jaunt to shake the hand of David Rockefeller, and more importantly by
Reagan’s choice of George Herbert Walker Bush, Trilat, for vice president.
That was the moment when knowledgeable observers of the power elite
scene knew that the so-called “Reagan Revolution” was already down the
drain. From then on, it was all playacting, the only skill at which Reagan has
always excelled.

Bush’s accession to Total Power of course pleased the Rockefeller World
Empire (RWE), but, as usual with the power elite, sentimental loyalty ranks
very low on their value scale. As good old George began to slip in the polls
during 1991, our old friends the RWE began to look for likely satraps in the
Democrat Party. By far the likeliest was and is Governor Bill Clinton of
Arkansas, himself a member of both the CFR and the Trilats. When David
Rockefeller heard Clinton address the Bilderbergers (an elite Euro-Ameri-
can group of which David Rockefeller is a member), he pronounced himself
satisfied. A Clintonian Democrat Party would be a safe Democrat Party
from his point of view. The result: Respectable Media acclaim and the
Clinton glide to the nomination.

The result of all this is that the RWE has been neutralized for the 1992
election. Or rather: the RWE is content no matter who wins. The RWE is
out of the game.

This leaves us with a determining role played by the second most
powerful elite interest group in America: the neoconservatives, who are
particularly dominant in the Respectable Media, and in controlling conser-
vative foundation money sources. While the neocons are small in number, the
combination of money and media influence will carry you a long, long way.
Once staunch Truman-Humphrey-Scoop Jackson Democrats, the neocons
left the Democrat Party en masse in the middle of the Carter administration and
moved rightward to the Republican Party and to take over the conservative
movement and dominate the Reagan coalition. As once and present right-wing
Social Democrats, the neocons domestically are in favor of an “efficient”
welfare state. They favor expanding the welfare state and domestic statism, but
while furnishing “supply side” incentives to the rich through cuts in upper-in-
come tax rates and capital gains taxes. They are also Keynesian inflationists
seeking world economic government. They favor civil “rights” laws, but
balk at some of the extreme forms of affirmative action and feminism.

But what animates the neocons first and foremost is foreign policy. The
dominant and constant star of that foreign policy is the preservation and the
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aggrandizement, over all other considerations, of the State of Israel, the
“little democracy in the Middle East.” Consequently, they favor massive
foreign aid, especially to the State of Israel, and America as the dominant
force in a New World Order that will combat “aggression” everywhere and
impose “democracy” throughout the world, the clue to that “democracy”
being not so much voting and free elections as stamping out “human rights
violations” throughout the globe, particularly any expression, real or imag-
ined, of anti-Semitism.

Itis clear that the RWE and the neocon visions, while motivated by very
different principles and goals, are congruent almost all the way. There will
inevitably be variant and even clashing nuances in their visions, for example:
oil, as against the State of Israel. But tracing the subsequent coalitions or
clashes between these two powerful groups will go a long way toward
explaining the seeming anomalies, and even much of the “weirdness,” in
recent American political history:.

So here we are in 1992. The Rockefeller World Empire couldn’t care
less, either Bush or Clinton would be fine. And that leaves the neocons, who
have been engaged in a massive shift from Bush to Clinton. And if we
remember the venal opportunism of the Official Conservative organiza-
tions, we must now consider the large contributors, the personal solicita-
tions, where the Four Sisters, the conservative foundations (Olin, Scaife,
Bradley, Smith-Richardson) hold all the cards. And these foundations are
controlled by their staff, their executive directors, who for a number of years
have all been neocon disciples of godfather Irving Kristol. So there we have
the final missing term in our political equation. Access and direct mail argue
for Clinton; and the neocons have swung massively to Clinton, some
outright, others with scarcely camouflaged hints and nudges. The Wall
Street Journal, the major neocon organ, has been all but beating the drums
for Clinton, and urging Bush to withdraw; Bill Buckley has urged the
dumping of Quayle; Bill Bennett has denounced Bush, etc. The Kristol
family cannot of course come out for Clinton, since Crown Prince William
K. is the “control” of dimwit Vice President Quayle. Note too that the man
whom all these forces want is Jack Kemp, the Number One darling of the
neocon forces.

And so we have a massive conservative shift from Bush to Clinton
guided by corruption and venality, as well as by the ideological special
interests of the neoconservatives. During the Carter years, the neocon
concern with Israel was backed by an equally fervent anti-Stalinism and
hawkishness on the Cold War, a hawkishness connected to Israeli concerns.
The anti-Stalinism fooled the conservative movement into embracing neo-
cons as ideological blood-brothers. But now that the Cold War is gone,
Israel becomes the consideration, without the anti-Communist veneer, and
yet the rest of the conservative movement does not seem to have caught on.
Just as the neocon shift to the Republicans in late 1978 was primarily motivated
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by the increasing bad blood between Carter and Israel, so their shift from
Bush to Clinton is motivated almost exclusively by Bush’s opposition to
Shamir and the Likud and his blocking of the $10 billion loan guarantee to
Israel that the neocons had come to regard as Israel’s by divine right.

And so there we have it: the who and why of the remarkable and
otherwise incomprehensible massive shift of conservatism to the arms of a
Democratic liberalism that they once abhorred.

It used to be said that knowing economics won’t keep you out of the
breadline, but at least youw’ll know why you’re there. Knowing the real story
of the conservative mugging of President Bush may not stop the Clinton
juggernaut, but at least our readers will know why it’s happening. m

THE “WATERSHED” ELECTION
January 1993

he media call this a “watershed” election, the election of “change,”

and it is, although not quite in the way they are celebrating. It was

an clection driven by the Respectable Media which, over a year
ago, anointed Clinton as our savior and managed to engineer his election.
The media’s final burst of “unbias” came on Election Day when various
anchor people urged the public: “Please, if you want change, go out and
vote!” (For guess who?) Faking reality, carefully selecting photographs and
sound bites, the media contrived at all times to make Clinton look good and
Bush look bad. Throwing away any vestige of objectivity, they worked
diligently and even frantically at their adopted task. To which circle of Hell
should the duplicitous media be consigned?

Indeed, the entire managerial/technocratic/intellectual/cultural elite
weighed in to insure the election of Clinton, doing do as if there were no
tomorrow and their lives depended on it.

Not only did the usual hundred or so economists bestow their dubious
blessings on Clintonomics, not only did business executives support the
Democrats as never before, but so did dozens of eminent college presidents,
they who are usually so careful to be bland and not to aggravate powerful
alumni donors. Apparently, the cause was vital enough for even college presi-
dents to come out of the left-liberal closet. And not to be overlooked are the
significant early anointment of Clinton by the powerful AIPAC (American
Israel Political Action Committee) and by the Rockefeller World Empire.

Particularly wrought by this election were two significant political deaths:
that of the modern conservative movement, and of the Libertarian Party.
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THE CONSERVATIVE MOVEMENT, 1955-1992, RIP

The modern conservative movement was born in 1955 with the found-
ing of National Review. It reached its first peak, followed by a rout, with the
Goldwater campaign of 1964, it then grew more pragmatic, and regrouped
around Ronald Reagan, riding to a seeming victory in 1980. Increasingly,
the conservative movement was based on only one principle: anti-Commu-
nism, plus a subsidiary principle: strengthening and aggrandizing the State of
Israel, as well as the personality cult around Ronald Reagan. With the fading
away of Reagan, and the collapse of Communism and the Cold War, what
principles were left? It is no wonder, as Bill Bennett observed on a post-
election Crossfire, that “the conservative movement ran out of steam.” For
those of us nurtured in the pre-Buckley Old Right, the idea of the right
wing “running out of steam” would have been incomprehensible. Isn’t the
political edifice carved out since the New Deal still intact? Our half-century,
nay century and a half, of repeal and abolition of statism still lie ahead,
almost none of it accomplished. But of course the Old Right was founded ona
program of rolling back the Leviathan State to nineteenth-century levels, a far
more far-reaching and revolutionary objective than simply keeping the
Soviet Union at bay.

The conservative movement fittingly died in an orgy of self-immola-
tion, committing treason to the last vestige of its principles or allies. No
group deserves its fate more. Through the length and breadth of the
conservative movement, especially its Washington leadership, Official Con-
servatives and their neoconservative buddies either openly came out for
Clinton, or kept their Clintonian bias quasi-private, thinly veiling it by
levying potshots at President Bush even after the convention, and damning
Bush while keeping strangely mum about the Arkansas governor.

Here are some of the arguments used by conservative leaders in the
terrible fall of *92 for their move from Bush to Clinton:

1. Chinton “isn’t so bad”; “we can work with him.” The song of slimy
opportunists everywhere and in all times. Trying to be Talleyrand, trying to
keep on top, keeping the jobs and influence and contracts flowing, regard-
less of regime. Well, I’'ve got news for you, buddies; I can’t say I knew
Talleyrand personally or that he was a friend of mine, but I can assure you
this: You ain’t no Talleyrand. You’re dealing with clever sharks, hungry after
twelve years out of the executive branch. You guys are going nowhere. No
one trusts traitors, even the guys you sold out to. Bad cess to all of you—you
certainly deserve it.

2. Clinton will be so bad be will discredit the Democrats and lead to our
triumph tn four years. (An argument directly contradictory to (1), though
often advanced by the very same people. ) This is an example of “the worse the
better” argument allegedly advanced by Lenin. But again I've got news for
you: Lenin was too smart to make such an argument. I find it particularly
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irritating that my own name has been invoked as a theorist of “the worse the
better” and that therefore this is supposed to be a long-standing “Roth-
bardian” strategy. Please guys: allow me the courtesy of knowing my own
views better than you do.

In the first place, this doctrine is almost always untrue. In most cases, the
worse the worse. The government gets worse, things are bad, but the public gets
inured to these measures, they can’t identify the cause-and-effect relations
anyway, and so things steadily get worse. How come that the terrible deeds of
the Progressive Era, the Wilson administration, the New Deal, etc. have not
already provoked any backlash reaction? How come things just keep getting
worse? What makes you bozos think that four years of Clinton will be any
different? Most likely, people will be inured to more statism under Clinton, so
that we will have four more years to roll back, and less enthusiasm for doing so.

Also, remember this: the major argument that persuaded classical liberals,
at the turn of the century, to advocate the income tax, went as follows: Now,
taxes are high, because, since they are in the form of indirect, excise taxation,
people can’t see them. But income taxes will be direct and visible, and therefore
the people will make sure that income tax rates will be very low. Hah! You
know what happened to that one! The result has been higher, crippling
income taxes, plus higher excise and other indirect taxes. Lew Rockwell
reports that, twenty years ago, he had an argument with a conservative-lib-
ertarian colleague over the New York City public school system, the col-
league claiming that it’s good that the public schools are getting worse, since
then the people will abandon them and turn completely to private school-
ing. Of course, the schools have only gotten much worse since.

The worse the better is therefore nonsense as strategy; it’s also immoral,
if anyone still cares about that. Advocating more evil tends to discredit, and
rightly so, the guy doing the advocating, plus it tars his ideas with the same
brush of immorality. And for what benefit?

The actual “Leninist” doctrine does not in any sense advocate worse
times. What it says is that the existing system (“capitalism” for Lenin,
“statism and social democracy” for myself) will inevitably lead to various
grave crises—economic, social, or whatever—and that our movement
should warn people of these inevitable crises and be prepared to remind the
public of our prescience when the crises develop. But it’s not at all that we
advocate such crises; on the contrary, our task is to warn people of the crises
being brought about by the statist system we despise. Evidently, this
distinction is too subtle for a number of people who call themselves “Roth-
bardians,” but it is an important one nevertheless.

It is true that the Soviet Union at long last, was destroyed on the rock of
its own “inner contradictions”; in other words, in the Soviet Union, things
got so bad for so long, that everyone was willing to dump the regime. But is
this what our worse-the-better theorists really want: to make things as bad
as the Soviet Union, to have seventy years of unremitting horror, of
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starvation, mass murder, genocide, and Gulags, so that things will then get
better? Do they really have the gall to advocate such a strategy?

Furthermore, the Democrats successfully ran against Herbert Hoover
for two or three decades. Even though Roosevelt did not succeed in
bringing us out of the depression, blaming it all on Hoover proved to have
tremendous mileage well into the post-war boom. Does anyone doubt that
the Democrats, fortified by their near-absolute control of the media, will be
able to run, for decades, regardless of what happens, against the dread
specter of the “decade of greed” under Ronald Reagan?

The behavior of the conservative leadership has been truly bizarre in
1992. First, they slammed down on Pat Buchanan, accusing him of under-
cutting and betraying the president. Then, after the Houston convention,
when Pat took the time-honored and honorable course of uniting with the
winner against the greater danger, the conservatives oddly turned tail, and
started denouncing Bush for the same reasons, and even more heatedly, than
Pat had done, and continued to pursue this course through Election Day:.
How can we explain such seemingly irrational behavior? Only in terms of a
hidden agenda.

Consider (a) the conservatives hated Pat’s attempt to rally genuine
conservatism into a movement to Take Back America; and (b) once Pat was
safely out of the way, they could mouth the same language (attacking
betrayal of the no-new-tax pledge, etc.) but only because they yearned to
bring Bush down and elect the supposed enemy Clinton. The only way to
explain such an attitude is to conclude that these Official Conservative
leaders wanted above all to bury genuine conservatism, and to promote the
election of Clinton. Which makes them duplicitous traitors to their own
supposed cause. Why? Either to jump on the bandwagon of the winner, to
curry jobs and favors and power, and/or because they remain throughout at
the beck and call of their neocon masters.

One thing we at Tiiple R can assure our readers: the new regime, the
new “change agent,” will enjoy no “honeymoon” from us; in contrast
to other conservative outfits, we pledge unremitting hostility to Clin-
tonian Democracy in all its pomp and works, and in every facet of its
* being.

%hc self-immolation and death of the conservative movement accom-
plished one good thing: it cleared the decks. We must start from scratch,
start from under the rubble, discarding the old conservative baggage, and
build a new and mighty movement, a new Old Right, dedicated to rolling
back the Leviathan State, and to Taking Back every aspect of America, its
politics, its economy; its culture, from Clintonian social democracy. Since
the Official Conservatives and neocons have left the field, have displayed
their turncoat colors, we must build a movement without them, and make
sure that, as our movement begins to succeed, that they not be allowed to
craw] their way back in. The watchword must be: Never Again!
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DID BUSH THROW THE ELECTION?

Here I must advance the hypothesis, the fascinating possibility, that
Bush deliberately threw the election. This possibility must not be ruled
immediately out of court merely because “conspiracy” analysis is not fash-
ionable.

If Bush did not throw the election, why did he systematically retreat,
and apologize for, every single effective line of action during his cam-
paign? Why, when he attacked Clinton, did he retreat the next day after the
corrupt liberal media expressed their phony outrage? Why did Bush not
only repudiate the heroic Floyd Brown, Mr. Negative Campaign, who
was the source of the famous Willie Horton ad in 1988, but also threaten
legal action against Brown’s attempt to get the Gennifer Flower tapes
before the public? Why was Bush almost as apoplectic about Floyd Brown,
who was trying to get him elected, as was Ron Brown and the Clinton
campaign?

Why was Bush, allegedly a gut fighter in campaigning, so strangely
passive most of the time, and in the debates?

Why, after suddenly becoming determined and getting his act together
after the third debate and coming up to a dead heat by the final weekend, why
did Bush suddenly lose it, become frenetic, and call his opponents “bozos”
and Al Gore “Ozone Man”? Did he feel the race was getting too close?

Why did he repudiate the family values theme after it was drawing
blood, and even had the gall-—through his campaign officials—to blame Pat
Buchanan and Pat Robertson for the rotten state of his own campaign?

The easy answer, of course, is that Bush is a wimp without convictions,
and therefore ready to bend with every tide. Certainly, that’s a plausible
response. But what clinched the conspiracy view for me was an unremarked
but important event on October 16. That day, an Op-Ed article was written
for the New York Times endorsing Clinton. It was a terrible article, badly
written and lacking any content, simply saying, in effect, “I trust Bill Clinton
to lead us through the next four years.” The only remarkable point about the
article, and clearly the sole reason it was published, was the name of its
author: David Rockefeller, Jr., head of Rockefeller Financial Services.

In other words: David, Jr. was signaling to one and all, including the
president, that, for the first time since 1964, the Rockefeller World Empire
(RWE) was openly endorsing a Democrat. Usually, in every election, the
RWE has been content to exert control over both sides, and leave it at that,
sticking with their nominal Republicanism. Matters must be serious when
the RWE has to openly signal its support for the Democrats.

That’s when I first thought of my “conspiracy hypothesis”; before that,
Ijust thought that Bush was being his usual inept self. Consider this possible
scenario: George Bush enters the palatial office of David Rockefeller, Senior,
the Godfather, capo di tutti capi of the Rockefeller World Empire.
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“Sit down, George,” David says in the gravelly voice made famous by
Marlon Brando as Don Corleone.

“George,” David begins, “let me tell you something. You are going to
lose this election.”

“But Godfather,” protests George, “haven’t I been a good and faithful
servant of the Family?”

“Yes, you have, George,” Rockefeller assures him, “But conditions have
changed. Our multicultural friends demand another Leap Forward. So
you’re going to lose, but George, it’s important that you lose with dignity,
with honor. Nothing negative against Clinton. We don’t want to spoil his
administration.”

“George, I can assure you,” Rockefeller tells the shaken Bush, “if you
lose with dignity, your children will prosper, your grandchildren will pros-
per. If not,” Rockefeller makes a cutting gesture across his throat.

All right: if this scenario is untrue, answer me this: Why was George
Bush so darned happy on Election Night? Why were we depressed, but he,
the ostensible loser, happy? The answer that he was “relieved” that the
whole thing was over doesn’t account for his joy. How about: relief that he
hadn’t blown the deal and actually won the election?

FOUR YEARS, AHHRGGHH!

Election Night was, indeed, true misery: total loss across the board,
made particularly piquant by the spectacle of all three candidates having a
grand old time while we sat moping in front of the TV. There was, of course,
the entire Clinton and Gore entourage boogying across the stage, Clinton’s
endless victory talk, continuing smooching between Willie and Hillary, and
through it all the strains of left-egalitarian, post-millennial pietist Christian
hymns being sung by a black choir. Then, cut to Dallas, where little jug-ears
and Margot lived it up, shouted, and danced, to the cheers of the enraptured
throng of mindless Perotvians.

What were they so happy about? After all, “Just-call-me Ross, you're the
boss” got nowhere close to attaining the presidency. And, finally, George and
Barbara beaming with happiness. It was all too much to bear. Sure, George:
you’re going off to Kennebunkport, and Jim Baker is going to Wyoming,
but the rest of us are going to be stuck with four years of an unholy mess.

Which brings me to the esthetic horror of contemplating Four Years of
this insufferable turkey, this smirking, prancing, perpetually smiling,
hoarse-voiced, Arkansas-accented, implacable drone gabbling out his neo-
liberal platitudes. My problem is that, after less than a year of exposure to
Slick Willie, I can’t stand him: I can’t stand his voice, his face and image, and
I can’t stand the media’s loving recitation of His Greatness. Any of this
comes on, and I start yelling back at the screen.

I thought I was in bad shape when I found that a friend of mine, a young
Canadian scholar, is so incensed at any sight or sound of Slick Willie, or any
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news about him, that he not only shouts, but also hurls books and other
objects at the TV screen. T haven’t reached that point yet. Also, my friend’s
situation is far worse, since he has conceived an equally fiery hatred toward
the Toronto Blue Jays, who, to my friend’s horror, marched to victory in the
World Series.

THE “YEAR OF THE WOMAN” MYTH

Continuing our election analysis, let us put to rest one of the great, phony
myths of this election: that 1992 was slated to be the Year of the Woman. In
particular, Women, observing the horrifying martyrdom of “Professor”
Anita Hill on TV, took up arms to make sure that never again will a “male”
Senate inflict such barbarity on Women. Talk about media faking of reality!

After the actual TV hearings, most people, even most women, were
convinced that Hill was a malicious liar, a woman “sco’ned,” in the words of
Senator Heflin. Given a year of assiduous mythmaking, and most of the
people are now buying the leftist martyrdom line. Note, too, the brazen
inconsistency of feminist doctrine. On the one hand, they want to be
“treated equally with men” in politics or in the rest of what used to be a
“man’s world.” On the other hand, let the male senators treat Hill with just
ordinary Senatorial asperity toward a witness, and shrieks and sobs go up to
the very Heavens: Oooh, you big bad men, you! Infact, the Senators treated
Hill with abject tip-tocing deference and the supposedly Satanic Specter
was just ordinarily tough toward La Hill.

Well, if Women were rising up everywhere to establish their Year and
avenge the martyred Professor Hill, then surely Senator Specter would be
defeated. And yet, he unaccountably triumphed over the Chief Woman
Lynn Yeakel, the would-be avenging angel! Across the board, eleven
women ran for the U.S. Senate; of these five won (Boxer, Feinstein,
Murray, Braun, and Mikulski), but six lost (Yeakel, Geri Rothman-Serot,
Gloria O’Dell, Claire Sargent, Jean Lloyd-Jones, and Charlene Haar).
Then, if we want to throw in the governor’s races, three women ran for
governor (Arnesen, Leonard, Bradley), but all three lost. Year of the
Woman? Not hardly.

So: if it wasn’t the Year of the Woman, what kind of year was it?

Oddly enough, like most other years, this was The Year of the Incum-
bent! What? In a year when incumbents were supposed to be dropping like
flies, when the masses were rising up angry against the Ins, and especially
against Congress, and everyone demanded Change? That’s right.

In these female races for Senate, for example, in almost all cases, the
winner was either the incumbent or someone of the same party running for
the seat of an incumbent who had either retired or lost in the primary.
Barbara Mikulski was reelected; Barbara Boxer was running for the seat of
the retiring Alan Cranston; Patti Murray, the gnome in “tennis shoes,” was
running for the seat of retiring fellow-Democrat Brock Adams; and Carol
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Braun was running for the seat of the incumbent she had beaten in the
Democrat primary, Alan Dixon.

Of the females who lost their Senate contests, every one of them ran
against an incumbent. Similarly, the three women who lost for governor ran
against incumbents. Once again, incumbents almost all triumphed, in this
as in most previous years. And in the case of Carol Braun, she was able to
defeat the incumbent in the primary, by squeezing in past the mutual
negative campaigning of the overconfident Dixon and other, better-known
opponents. Braun’s more a fluke than a vindication of the honor of Ameri-
can, or Negro, Womanhood.

In fact, in the entire panoply of Senate races, only two or three incum-
bents, or incumbents’ seats, were defeated in November. One was the weak
candidate, the liberal California Republican John Seymour. He had never
been elected but had been appointed to the post by the unpopular liberal
Republican governor Pete Wilson. The only straightforward defeat of a
previously elected incumbent was the toppling of Senator Robert Kasten,
liberal Republican from Wisconsin, by the clownish Russell Feingold, who
claimed endorsements from the dead Elvis Presley.

The only other incumbent in doubt is left-liberal Georgia Senator
Wyche Fowler, who got 49 percent of the vote as against 48 percent for
quasi-libertarian Republican challenger, Paul Coverdell. Georgia is the only
state in the country with the excellent provision that failure to gain more
than 50 percent of a senatorial vote requires a runoff. This provision for
majority rule has idiotically been denounced by the legal and political
Establishment as “racist”—simply because the majority white population of
that or any state might decide not to vote for a black minority candidate. But
doesn’t the very meaning of “democracy,” which these people claim to
revere, rest on the concept of majority rule?

Atany rate, the remaining 3 percent of the Georgia vote (70,000 votes),
were earned by Jim Hudson, of the Libertarian Party. Hudson, displaying
remarkable maturity and good sense for a Libertarian, promptly threw his
support to Coverdell for the runoff, so a Coverdell upset is now possible. We
can, however, expect the newly triumphant Clinton machine to do every-
thing in its power to vindicate and reconfirm the Clinton “New South” of
left-liberalism with a Southern accent. (Late scoop: Coverdell won despite
Slick Willie’s efforts. Hurray!)

“LANDSLIDE” BILL?

Leading newspapers and pundits have happily referred to the Clinton
victory as a “landslide” bestowing a “mandate” upon the victor. Oh, really?
Well, let’s see. In 1992, 189 million Americans were eligible to vote: that is,
people over eighteen, who were not convicted felons. Of these, 55 percent
voted, the highest turnout rate in twenty years. Of these 104 million who
cast their ballots, 43 percent, or 44.7 million people, voted for Slick Willie
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for president. This means that 23.6 percent of voting-age Americans voted
for Clinton: less than one-quarter of our fellow-Americans. That’s a “land-
slide™?

One of the most truly repellent pronouncements of that dismal Election
Night was made by my least favorite pollster-pundit, Bill Schneider, left-lib-
eral whose position at the American Enterprise Institute fools many people
into thinking of him as a conservative. On CNN, Schneider burbled happily
that the Electoral College is so wonderful because winning politicians are
given “the appearance of a mandate,” or landslide. In short: the Electoral
College enables the winning president to sucker the public into thinking
that they have given him a sweeping mandate.

Hold on to this truth: 24 percent ain’t no mandate!

WHATTO DO NOwW?

Left-wing anarchist Joe Hill, before being executed for murder, urged
his followers: “Don’t mourn, organize.” It’s good advice for any movement
suffering a loss, especially since none of us can truly mourn the defeat of
George Bush in the first place. Bush deserved to lose; it’s just that we didn’t
deserve to have Clinton win. We have a long row to hoe; we must organize a
movement to Take Back every aspect of America: its politics, its economy, its
culture, from triumphant Fabian—Clintonian social democracy.

Inasense, even though our path is now more difficult, our task is at least
far clearer, made more evident by the collapse of the conservative movement
and of the Libertarian Party. We must build a new movement from under
the rubble of the old. But because of this rubble, we have an opportunity to
start from scratch, to build a brand new movement on far firmer and
stauncher principles: rolling back the Leviathan State, and restoring the Old
Republic in all of its aspects and facets. We must build a frankly “reaction-
ary” movement dedicated to “turning the clock back”: to restoring the
principles and institutions and culture on which America’s liberty and
prosperity and genuine greatness were founded. That means we must set
our face from the very beginning against opportunism and “pragmatism,”
against forming a Loyal Opposition to the Enemy, and against succumbing
to the siren song of “caring” and “compassion” that undermine passionate
concern for liberty and justice.

As a political vehicle, the Democratic Party is patently hopeless. In Las
Vegas, an old-fashioned “Jeffersonian Democrat” ran for the State House
against a liberal Republican. As a Jeffersonian Democrat myself, I was
delighted to see this quixotic gesture; but the gentleman, Knight Allen, had
no money from the puzzled Democrats and he was beaten by two-to-one.
The old “conservative Southern Democrat” party is also gone with the
wind. The Democrat Party must be written off as irredeemable.

That leaves the Republican Party as the political vehicle that must be
taken back before any other political goal can be achieved. Here, the mass of
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conservatives who still think of Jack Kemp or Bill Bennett as beloved leaders
must be awakened, and fast, to the true statist nature of these neocon Pied
Pipers. Paleocons must also have the maturity to use third-party vehicles as
clubs with which to hammer both Kempian and Bush-Baker country club
Republicans into continuing defeat. Here, perhaps Howie Phillips’s Tax-
payer Party network will be able to play an important role.

In forging a new paleoconservative movement, two tasks in particular
must be accomplished: Developing the principles of a new, revitalized
“reactionary” movement; and instructing the right-wing masses, on the
basis of such principles, who the good guys and the bad guys are, and how
they can be distinguished. Both of these cognate tasks are intellectual ones,
goals which must be achieved before any further attempts at mass organiz-
ing. Organizing without first deciding on principles and people can only

~end in another, and more rapid, disaster. ®

EDUCATION: RETHINKING “CHOICE”
May 1991

ow that George Bush has ended all problems in the Middle East

by exterminating several hundred thousand Iraqis, he has

moved to fulfill his campaign threat to become our “Educa-
tion President.” His first step was to fire bumbling education bureaucrat
Lauro Cavazos as Education Secretary, and to replace him with the
beloved Governor Lamar Alexander, who is under the control of those
baleful neocons. In particular, Alexander’s control is neocon education
theorist Chester Finn, aided by educational historian Diane Ravitch.
Essentially, the neocon program for education is to bring us more of the
problem rather than the solution: that is, to escalate the already calami-
tous statization of the family, and to bring all kids under the domination
of the swollen and monstrous educationist bureaucracy. In the battle
over education, the neocon view is all power to the teachers and adminis-
trators (good)—that is, to the State’s technocrat New Class, whom the
neocons represent, and all power to be taken from the parents (bad).
More renamed “magnet” schools, expensive national testing—to be admin-
istered by you know who—and we can expect that, sooner or later, the
spectre of “merit pay” boodle for the aforesaid “New Class” will not be far
behind. (N.B. Neocon attacks on the “New Class” are not to be taken
seriously. They are essentially nuanced though nonetheless bitter family
feuds within the statist New Class, waged between Truman-Humphrey
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Democrats [the neocons] and McGovern-Kennedy Democrats [“left-liber-
als”].)

But what about the tiny carrot of “choice” held out by the Bush
administration? Shouldn’t libertarians welcome any elements of parental
choice in education? Shouldn’t we therefore favor some form of federal aid
to private schools, thereby allegedly expanding parental choice?

There is no doubt about the ultimate libertarian position on the public
school question: it is to abolish that monstrous system root and branch, and
return education to the total control, management, and choice of the
parents. Another plank in the libertarian program is to abolish the despot-
ism of compulsory school laws, which dragoons kids into either the public
school system itself or into private schools duly certified and approved by the
State.

That last clause should be noted and underlined, because it underscores
the major problem with many “transition programs” that libertarians have
fallen for in recent years. Simply calling for abolition of the public school
system seems too sectarian to most libertarians, who yearn to advance their
ideas idealistically in the public arena. Hence, in education as in many other
areas, libertarians have latched onto transition demands that would bring us
half or third of the libertarian loaf as better than achieving nothing at all.
While I agree that half a loaf is better than achieving nothing atall, it is of the
utmost importance to make sure that the transition demand is (a) substan-
tial and radical enough to worry about, and (b) helps to achieve the full
program rather than undercutting it. In other words, the transition goal
must not be such as to undercut our work against the ultimate goal itself.

On education, the favorite transition demand, pushed particularly by
Friedmanite “free-market” economists is the “voucher” plan, touted as
expanding parental choice. The parent receives a voucher which he can use
to pay tuition at a private as well as a public school of his choice. I have
always opposed the voucher scheme bitterly, because it enshrines in “liber-
tarian” favor a policy forcing taxpayers to pay for the education of other
people’s children. It is in no sense a privatization or market policy.

Furthermore, Friedmanites do not even label vouchers as a transition
demand, but hail it as a good in itself. But in that case, why not have
taxpayer-financed vouchers for everything else: housing, food, clothing,
etc.? Vouchers look like nothing so much as a slightly more efficient freer
form of welfare state, and it would be especially pernicious in diverting
libertarian energies to enshrining and sanctifying that State.

As an alternative to the Friedmanite voucher scheme, I have long
supported the idea of tuition tax-credits. Parents would be able to deduct
their private school tuition off the top from their income tax bills (that is, as a
tax “credit” and not as a mere deduction from taxable income). The standard
free-marketeer critique of tax credits is that such credits are really “subsidies”
fully as much as vouchers, but I have rebutted vehemently that tax credits or
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exemptions are #ot “subsidies,” because it can never be a “subsidy” to allow
people to keep more of their own money. A subsidy to X only exists when
the State takes money out of Y’s pocket to give to X. And, of course, if you
don’t pay enough income tax to cover school tuition, then your credits are
indeed limited to your tax payment, so that the credit scheme can never
entail a genuine subsidy.

Well, once in a blue moon, I change my mind on a political issue, and
this is one case. I have now abandoned support for tax credits. I have been
convinced by an argument relayed to me from an old friend, paleoconserva-
tive Dr. Gary North, and seconded by other leading paleos. My God, have I
abandoned liberty at last, under the terrible influence of these “horrible
fascists,” as one Modal has called them? Not quite. North’s argument is as
follows, and it will be instructive for all Modals out there to parse it carefully:
whether it be vouchers or tax credits, the State will decide which private
schools are worthy to receive them. If those schools are not deemed worthy,
that is, if they are not Politically Correct in all sorts of ways, they will be
stricken from the approved list. The result, then, of vouchers or tax credits
will be, in the name of expanding parvental choice, to destroy the current private
school system and to bring it under total governmental control. Parents
who want to send their kids to really private schools, schools which may be
Politically Incorrect in many ways, will then have to pay tuition to a therd set
of genuinely private schools, after paying taxes to support two sets of
schools, the public and the Officially Approved Private.

I had only to hear this argument to be converted. It’s not that I never
thought of the problem of approved private schools before, it’s just that I
had not given it sufficient weight. One argument that paleoconservatives
make about libertarians is that we tend to become so enamored of our
“abstract” though correct theory that we tend to underweigh concrete
political or cultural problems, and here is a lovely example. Once we focus
on the question, it should be clear that, i our present rotten political and
cultural climate,, there is no way that the State would allow parents to choose
genuinely private schools in a tax credit system. So the problem with tax
credits is not the Subsidy Question, but granting the State any right to rule
over our choices.

So do we have any transitional demands left in education, short of
abolishing the public-school system? Sure we do. In addition to abolishing
compulsory schooling (i.e., school truant laws), we can battle against every
school bond issue, every expansion of public-school budgets, and in favor of
all attempts to cut and restrict them, and within those budgets to slash away
at federal and state budgets, and to try to decentralize and localize as much
as possible. Is that enough to do? =
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NEW YORK POLITICS ’93
Aungust 1993

t's 1993, and this means that the quadrennial political extravaganza
has hit New York City. New York’s mayor, other high elected city
officials, and the city council, are all up for election this year.

New York is of course a famously left-wing city, and has therefore,
sometimes slowly, sometimes rapidly, been going down the tubes for dec-
ades. But while the city may be overwhelmingly leftist and Democratic, a
complicating factor is race. New York has always been a hotbed of ethnic
and racial conflict, but in the days of the old-time political bosses, the guys in
the smoke-filled rooms could come out with electoral tickets that were
carefully racially and ethnically balanced. Now, however, that primaries, in
the name of “democracy,” have destroyed the old-time pols and their
control of the political parties, ethnic and racial conflict has become naked
and unalloyed.

In 1989, New York elected its first black mayor. David Dinkins, fa-
mously dubbed the “fancy shvartze” by Jewish comedian Jackie Mason, first
defeated long-time mayor Ed Koch in the Democratic primary, and then
went on to defeat Rudolph Giuliani, the Republican-Liberal candidate, in a
narrow squeaker in the general election. The city was hungry for racial
harmony, and Dinkins, even though a down-the-line leftist, was perceived as
“unthreatening” because of his habitually soft-spoken, nerdy, and worried
demeanor. Koch, in contrast, was a typically loud-mouth, perpetually
kvetching (complaining) and egomaniacal New Yorker, in politics a “mod-
erate” (English translation: left neocon). Because of the differences in style,
Koch was considered a racial aggravator, while Dinkins was held up as a
“racial healer.”

In the closely fought general election, Giuliani, being almost as left-lib-
eral as his opponent, could not fight on ideas, and so he battled on general
style. Giuliani’s only claim to fame was as a tough prosecutor, particularly
his reign of terror as U.S. Attorney against Wall Street investment bankers
and traders who dared to compete effectively with the Rockefeller World
Empire. And so Dinkins the black “healer” ran against Giuliani, the proudly
proclaimed tough SOB. It should be no surprise, given our present political
culture, that “healing” managed to win against to-the-knife toughness.

For the past four years, Rudolph Giuliani has been “mayor-in-exile,”
waiting to run again this year. In the meanwhile, Dinkins’s reign has been an
admitted disaster, as the city has sunk even further into poverty, bums-in-
control-of-the-streets, and racial conflict. Dinkins the fancy leftist “healer”
has turned out to be Dinkins the fancy leftist who has been totally ineffective
at his presumptive healing task. New York City contains three broad ethnic
groups: whites, blacks, and Hispanics (in effect Puerto Ricans). In 1989,
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the whites were overwhelmingly for Giuliani, blacks for Dinkins, and the
PRs, the swing votes, were two-thirds for Dinkins. Now, however, the
increasingly disillusioned Hispanics are reportedly split fifty-fifty.

And yet, oddly enough, Dinkins is still the favorite, largely for lack of an
attractive alternative. Giuliani’s chances are better this time, however, and
not only because the PRs are more favorably inclined. The big difference is
campaign staff. The 1989 Giuliani campaign was a technical disaster, with
Giuliani coming across as both mean and wooden. This year, Rudi has hired
as his manager the legendary Grand Old Man of political consultants, who
virtually pioneered this profession, Little Napoleon David Garth. Garth,
who has been around since the 1950s, has won five out of seven mayoral
campaigns. Garth’s first step was to “humanize” Rudi as much as possible,
in the process changing his severe hairdo which had tried unsuccessfully to
cover up his bald area.

More substantive, however, was Garth’s brilliant decision to revive the
old New York City tradition of “fusion” campaigns. New York has been
overwhelmingly Democratic for a century, and so the way that Republicans
can win the mayoralty is in the name of “reform” and “fusion”—that is, a
fusion of Republicans and other self-proclaimed “clean government” ele-
ments (“clean” largely because they had had few opportunities at the public
trough). In fact, there used to be a small but important liberal-wealthy
WASP “City Fusion” Party which stood ready to lend its patina to Republi-
can fusion candidates. The most notorious beneficiary of this “fusion”
gimmick was the much-beloved ultra-leftist mayoralty of Fiorello La
Guardia during the 1930s.

And so David Garth proceeded to reconstitute the Fusion concept. He
also proceeded to revive the old, time-honored “balanced” ticket of ethnic
and geographical groups as well as parties underneath the “fusion™ um-
brella. The three major offices are mayor, city council president, and comp-
troller. City council president is an office similar to the U.S. vice president;
the office-holder succeeds the mayor (president) upon death, and presides
over the city council (U.S. Senate). Hence, while important sounding and
officially Number 2, the office-holder has virtually no real function; hence it
gets no respect. Indeed, in the latest constitutional “reform™ in New York,
there was an almost successful attempt to abolish the office altogether.
Instead, the Old Guard managed to save the post, and, as “compromise,”
changed its name to public advocate, an absurd term which draws only a
horselaugh from knowledgeable New Yorkers.

To fill the three slots, there are four possible parties: Republican,
Liberal, Democrat, and Conservative. The Liberal Party was founded by
Social Democrats, in particular the Hat Workers (under Alex Rose) and the
Ladies Garment Workers (under David Dubinksy), in the 1940s as a
secession from the Communist-dominated American Labor Party. It now
remains, since Rose’s death, a patronage fiefdom under its maximum boss
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Raymond Harding. The Conservative Party, to its credit, spurned Giuliani
this time as well as last, noting Giuliani’s liberalism, and has now nominated
on its own line the estimable George Marlin, a young bond-dealer and
editor of the collected works of the great G.K. Chesterton. But the Liberals
are in Giuliani’s camp this time as well.

Dave Garth also had to juggle ethno-religious balance, as well as
geographic balance from New York’s four major boroughs: Manhattan,
Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens. In the ethnic balance, there was no need to
consider a black, since Giuliani is implicitly, though of course not explicitly,
running on a white racial slate against the Dinkins (black) domination of
New York.

Rudi Giuliant is a Republican-Liberal from Manhattan. For public
advocate, Garth reached into the Brooklyn Democrat Party, and chose City
Councilwoman Susan Alter. Not only does this bring in both the populous
borough of Brooklyn a»d Jewry, but Alter’s husband is a prominent Ortho-
dox Jew, which both cements and dramatizes the reaching out to Brooklyn
Jewry, which in contrast to left-liberal Manhattan Jewry, tends to be Ortho-
dox, socially conservative, and has also been embroiled with blacks in the
most conspicuous confrontation of Dinkins’s mayoralty. In the late summer
of 1991, long-standing tensions erupted between blacks, who tend to be more
militant in Brooklyn’s Bedford-Stuyvesant section than are the blacks in Har-
lem, and the Hasidic Jewish community of neighboring Crown Heights.
When the Lubavetcher Rebbe was returning in an auto caravan from his weekly
visit to his wife’s grave, a driver of one of the cars went through a red hght
caromed off another car, and ran over and killed a black kid. In their “rage,”
the black “community” of Crown Heights escalated their standard behavior,
and rioted for three days, particularly secking out Jews (that is visible Jews, such
as Hasidics, who wear the garb of eighteenth-century Eastern Europe) to
beat up. In the course of this continuing riot, blacks murdered a visiting
Australian Hasid, Yankel Rosenbaum. The alleged murderers of Rosen-
baum were freed by a predominately black jury; and while Brooklyn Jewry
was “enraged,” for some reason they did not “express their rage” at the jury
verdict in the rioting, looting, and murdering way that the “black commu-
nity” of Los Angeles “expressed itself” after the first verdict in the trial of the
LA cops who beat up the criminal Rodney King.

This left the comptrollership, where Dave Garth pulled off another
coup. There were originally several people running against Dinkins in the
Democrat primary for mayor, hoping that lightning will strike them as it
struck Dinkins in the primary against Koch four years ago. One of them was
Herman Badillo. Badillo is an odd case. A formerly beloved and most
prominent Puerto Rican leader from the major PR borough, the Bronx,
Badillo seemed to be the Golden Boy of Puerto Ricans in New York. He
held many high city offices, including deputy mayor, but he never achieved
the brass ring; running many times for mayor and never making it, Badillo
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has been out of politics for years, and was and is in danger of becoming the
Puerto Ricans’ Harold Stassen. A

What happened to Herman? He was prickly, but so are a lot of other
politicos. He was and is far more intelligent than most politicians, but that
might well be his problem: for he was too intelligent, too white (in both skin
color and demeanor), and too moderate in his views to be considered an
“authentic” barrio Puerto Rican by his ethnic confreres. He would never
pass muster before some Puerto Rican Lani Guinier. Furthermore, he was
and is married to a Jewish wife, and sometimes it seemed that Jews were
more enthusiastic about Herman than were the Puerto Ricans.

Still and all, Herman threw his hat into the Democratic ring for mayor,
and now, in 1993, his views had become far more conservative than his
previous left-liberalism. But Badillo ran out of money early, and had to drop
out of the mayoral primary. Hence, he was ripe for Dave Garth’s coup.
Badillo is now back, ranning for comptroller, on Democratic, Liberal, and
Republican slates, with the warm endorsement of Giuliani. Not only that:
his old friend Mayor Koch enthusiastically embraced Badillo, perhaps a
harbinger of Kochian endorsement for Giuliani himself later in the summer
or fall.

Everything was now in place for the Fusion ticket: Manhattan Italian
Catholic and Republican Rudi Giuliani for mayor, Brooklyn Orthodox
Jewish Democrat Susan Alter for public advocate, and Bronx Puerto Rican
Protestant Democrat with a Jewish wife, Herman Badillo for comptroller.

What about the Democrat, or Dinkins, side? Here there are no “tick-
ets,” and it is every man for himself. Dinkins originally had a formidable
primary opponent, Andrew Stein, now city council president and formerly
borough president of Manhattan. Stein was slated to be the Jewish Golden
Boy of New York politics. Blessed with a very wealthy, smart, and power-
broker father, the publisher Jerry Finkelstein, there seemed to be no stop-
ping Andy (who apparently changed his name to “Stein” in a feeble attempt at
Anglicization). Moving up the political ladder, Stein supposedly had every-
thing: money, good looks (his once callow youth now changing to fashion-
able graying at the temples), and a power-broker father. But there was one
pall hanging over Andy: even in a profession not exactly peopled by intellec-
tual giants, Andy became known as overweeningly, disastrously, DUMB.
Being dumb is not necessarily a disqualification in politics, of course, but it
means that he must be careful to pick very smart managers and handlers.

Usually, Andy, aided by his pop, managed to pick smart advisers. But
this year, he became a cropper. Raising and spending millions, Andy made
the disastrous boo-boo of picking as his top political consultant one Phil
Friedman, who made a series of terrible mistakes. Even now, that Andy has
dropped out of the mayoral race and fired his staff, he finds himself locked
into an ironclad and long-term contract, in which he pays Friedman an
enormous $22.000 a2 month.
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One of Andy’s big mistakes was ideological. Sensing that the way to
beat Dinkins was to Go Right, Andy had been getting increasingly conser-
vative, hanging around the free-market think-tank, the Manhattan Insti-
tute, and picking up ideas for tax-cutting and privatization. °
Unfortunately, whether he knew it or not, Andy also picked up the other
idea dominant among left-libertarian think-tanks: to combine free-mar-
ket ideas in economics with leftism in social issues. As a result, Andy
enthusiastically endorsed the pro-gay Rainbow Curriculum, which the
heroic Queens parent, Mary Cummins, managed to stop permanently in the
board of education; and Andy marched in every gay parade he could find.
While the idea of “fiscal conservatism”-and-social leftism may be big at
preppie/yuppie cockeail parties, there are not many votes for this combo
out on the hustings. Hence, the public support for Andy kept dropping
like a stone, and he was finally forced, by his own political allies, and despite
his money and Koch’s endorsement, to drop ignominiously out of the race.

What to do? Poor Andy was reduced to running for re-clection to his
own city council president (oops, public advocate) seat. But Andy’s election
is far from assured. Before he even gets the general election, he faces a
crowded and formidable group in the Democrat primary.

In addition to facing La Alter in the Democrat primary (who will continue
on the Republican and Liberal ballots in the general election), Stein faces
another Brooklyn Jewish candidate, State Senator Donald M. Halperin, and a
serious black candidate; Harlem’s State Senator David A. Paterson, son of
the important black leader and friend of Dinkins, Basil A. Paterson. In
addidon, Stein faces a formidable Puerto Rican, Bronx State Assemblyman
Roberto Ramirez. Finally, perhaps Stein’s most formidable obstacle to re-elec-
tion is the high-profile and abrasive leftist Manhattan Jew, Mark Green. Green,
former U.S. Senate candidate against AlT>’Amato, and Dinkins’s former Com-
missioner for Consumer Affairs, was a Naderite lawyer who has appeared often
as the leftist on Crossfire. Green was reportedly vetoed by Pat Buchanan as his
Crossfire counterpart after Tom Braden was kicked out by CNN.

The Stein-Green race is expected to be close, and predicting becomes
very difficult with so many in the field. Although Stein has already raised
and spent over $4 million in his mayoralty campaign, he is expected to raise
plenty more in his race for re-election. Green, on the other hand, has the
high-profile image. An interesting cross-current: Paterson will by no means
collar “the black vote.” On the contrary, as a Harlem leader, he faces a
tremendous conflict between the blacks of Harlem and of Brooklyn and
Queens. This conflict transcends ideologies, as witness the fact that the
leftist Congressman Major R. Owens of Brooklyn has endorsed Stein over
his black “brother” Paterson.

Amidst this murk, Dinkins decided the better part of valor is to endorse
no one, and to smile benignly on all. Hence, there will be no “ticket” on the
Democratic side.
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In the meanwhile, there is also a hot fight for comptroller. The incum-
bent, running for re-election, is former Congresswoman Liz Holtzman, the
tough, mannish woman from Brooklyn whose pit bull attack on the ethics
of Geraldine Ferraro, trying for a comeback in the primary for U.S. Senate
last year, managed to dump Ferraro and to nominate Bob Abrams. Running .
against Holtzman in the primary are Herman Badillo and Queens Assem-
blyman Alan Hevesi. Openly rooting against Holtzman is La Ferraro,
thirsting for revenge.

Andy Stein’s and Badillo’s withdrawal leaves Dinkins himself without
significant primary opposition, but there remains the fascinating phenome-
non of Roy Innis, head of the Congress of Racial Equality. Innis has long
since become a conservative, and his role is not so much of a “spoiler” as an
aid to Giuliani, since Innis is allowed to “play the racial card,” which Giuliani
cannot openly do. Innis, in short, can and has denounced Dinkins for black
racism against white, a charge all the more effective because Innis’s own skin
color is far “blacker” than the beige-skinned Dinkins. Innis can thereby play
to the hidden tensions within the “black community,” which itself has
always been rife with jealousies and “prejudices” among varying degrees of
skin color. Darker-skinned women, for example, are anxious to marry
“upward” with lighter-skinned males. It is no accident, therefore, that such
black conservatives as Tom Sowell and Alan Keyes are very dark-skinned,
and that their rhetoric against the black leftist elite is often shot through
with attacks against these leaders’ generally light-skinned mulatto color.
Sometimes they accuse the leftist leaders of not being “authentically” black.

Thus, Innis will definitely not win the mayoral Democrat primary, but
he will be useful to Giuliani by openly raising racial issues.

Meanwhile, since substantive issues are scarce, the big battle between
Dinkins and Rudi during June has been over semantics. Our age is all too
often a battle over the politics of language, and its Political Correctness, and
the big issue now is what term to use in referring to the Crown Heights riot
of blacks against Jews in the late summer of 1992. Jews call it a “pogrom,”
and then raise the question why Mayor Dinkins stood idly by while a
pogrom raged in Brooklyn. Giuliani has now taken up the cry, and de-
nounces the “pogrom™ at every opportunity, especially when addressing
Jewish groups. Dinkins, on the contrary, denies it was a “pogrom,” a term,
he says, that only refers to assaults against Jews organized by the govern-
ment (as in Czarist Russia). Dinkins therefore maintains it was only a “riot.”
From a strictly linguistic viewpoint, Dinkins is probably right, but of course
his position opens him up to the well-known charge of “insensitivity” to
Jewish concerns, and, of course, always peeping just beneath the surface, to
Hitler and the Holocaust. One Jewish reply on the linguistic front is that
Crown Heights riot was a “de facto-pogrom,” whatever that may be.

Talk of politics as the triumph of symbolism over substance! m
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THE BRINGING DOWN
OF L1Z HOLTZMAN
November 1993

oy oh joy! Hosanna! It would be difficuit to pick, out of an all-too-
jammed field, the most repellent politician in American life, but surely
Elizabeth Holtzman would run anyone a very close race for that
onor. Tough, dour, butch, pencil-thin, and ultra-left, Liz Holtzman has
been plaguing New Yorkers, and Americans in general, for many years. She
has always played the scene as a brutal avenging angel—or devil. In the
Watergate affair, Holtzman, as a member of the House Judiciary Commit-
tee from Brooklyn, was prominent on TV as the stern avenger, bringing and
enforcing justice, helping to bring down the Nixon administration. And
then, in her congressional stint, in the 1970s, she conceived and introduced
the bill that has been tormenting the country ever since: creating the Office
of Special Investigations as a virtually independent fiefdom in the Depart-
ment of Justice where Alan Ryan, Neil Sher, the Anti-Defamation League
and their minions can drag elderly-Eastern European immigrants out of
their beds and get them deported and often executed abroad for allegedly
“Nazi” activities engaged in half a century ago. John Demjanjuk is only one
of the innocent victims of Holtzmanesque “justice.”

But now, hallelujah! Justice has at last triumphed; the stars are once
again in their courses; the avenger has been on the receiving end of venge-
ance and how does she like it? For the famed Bringer Down and what a
plop! Liz Holtzman has been cast into total ignominy. For all political
purposes, she is finished, kaput, stone cold dead in the market. For she lost
the September 28 run-off Democratic primary for re-nomination (and
eventual re-election) as Comptroller of the City of New York to a previously
unknown opponent by no less than two-to-one, 67 to 33 percent. Wow!

At the beginning of this year’s New York City political campaign, Liz
Holtzman looked to be a shoo-in for renomination and reelection. She has
been around a long time, had big name recognition, and was in solid with
feminist, left-Jewish, and black voters.

But in the late spring and early summer, as the weather got warmer, and
homeowners began to settle in their summer or weekend homes at Fire
Island, a small but politically powerful bevy of homeowners in the commu-
nity of Saltaire began to get together and plot and scheme for the downfall
of Elizabeth Holtzman. For non-New Yorkers, Fire Island is a long and
narrow strip of sand and beach south of the Long Island mainland. Con-
trary to myth, it is not solely a summer haven for homosexuals (as is the Fire
Island community of Cherry Grove, for example). A unique feature of Fire
Island is that, by design, there are no roads and automobiles allowed on the
island. Each community is reached by separate ferries from the mainland.
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The result is very little interrelationship among the various communities,
but lots of togetherness within each village. Saltaire is a community of
middle-class politicians and assorted power-brokers from the borough of
Queens, a borough whose political complexion is moderate-to-conservative
Democratic.

A particular leading-light in Saltaire is former Congresswoman Gerald-
ine Ferraro, and the charming and likable Ferraro was very, very ticked off.
Mad as Hell. And the object of Geraldine’s total wrath was none other than
La Holtzman. It all stemmed from the 1992 race for the U.S. Senate.
Incumbent Republican Senator Alfonse D’Amato was vulnerable, he had
“ethics” problems stemming from the activities of his beloved brother
Armand (convicted after the election). It looked like a sure Democratic seat
in a Democratic year, and several politicos vied for the right to oppose
D’Amato in the Democrat primary. A supposed shoo-in was Geraldine
Ferraro, making her comeback after declining from her peak as vice presi-
dential candidate in the ill-fated Mondale campaign of 1984. Her major
opponent was the nerdy, colorless State Attorney General Robert Abrams,
who felt that it was his turn for high office. Also running were City
Comptroller Liz Holtzman, splitting the feminist vote to the tune of a lot of
wailing and breast-beating from the Sisterhood, and clownish black agitator
“the Reverend” Al Sharpton, who seemed to be in the race just to get some
credibility for future scams.

Itwas late in the primary season in 1992, and Ferraro had a comfortable
lead in the polls. While the hard-core feminists such as Bella Abzug pre-
ferred Holtzman, Ferraro’s friendliness and—yes, let’s say it, femininity
—charmed far more voters. Ferraro seemed to have it in the bag. And then,
in a last-minute blitz, La Holtzman put on her Darth Vader uniform and
struck. Borrowing over $400,000 from her buddies at the Fleet Bank,
Holtzman flooded the airwaves with bitter negative spots against Fer-
raro—dredging up the old whispered rumors about “Mafia” and “Mafia
pornographers” that had virtually ended Ferraro’s Congressional career.
The Mafia stuff had emerged during the spotlight of the presidential
campaign, when Ferraro’s husband John Zaccarro, a commercial real estate
tycoon in New York, was revealed to have alleged Mafiosos and pornogra-
phers among his tenants.

So Gerry Ferraro was not allowed to have her comeback. Defeat was
snatched from the jaws of victory, as Holtzman’s savage attacks reopened
old wounds, and Bob Abrams, who had mildly seconded the attacks on
Ferraro, squeezed into victory. But oddly enough, Holtzman herself only
succeeded in self-destructing. Only hard-core feminists were convinced by
Holtzman’s line that if men can be allowed to be tough and negative, why
can’t a woman? Everyone else was, well, repelled, and at the election
Holtzman plummeted to single digits in percentage of votes, falling even
below the clown Reverend Sharpton.
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Ferraro was so upset that she refused to endorse Abrams after his
primary victory. After lengthy negotiations between the two camps, Ferraro
made a grudging TV spot endorsing Abrams, but as one wag putit, it had all
the sincerity of Saddam’s Western hostages praising their captor. D’Amato’s
brilliantly organized campaign led enough indignant Italo-Americans to
shift to his camp and narrowly beat out Abrams.

After the election, Ferraro, of course, still burned for revenge against
her tormentor. Hence, the plottmg at Saltalrc The Saltaire group came up
with along shot to oppose Liz Holtzmar’s presumed breeze of a re-election
campaign: they decided to put up against her the totally unknown product
of the Queens Democrat machine, State Assemblyman Alan Hevesi.

The Saltarians started with a huge problem: no one in New York
politics had ever heard of Hevesi, including his own constituents, who
are scarcely alive to their local assemblyman. How could this unknown
quantity topple the mighty Holtzman? Who even knew Hevesi’s ethnic
background, always a crucial factor in New York politics: Was he Italian, or
Hispanic, or what?

The first vital step: the Saltarians put the Hevesi campaign in the hands
of one of the great political managers of our epoch: Hank Morris, who had
run a losing Hevesi campaign four years ago against Holtzman in the
primary, and who went on from there to manage one of the best political
campaigns of our day: Diane Feinstein’s for U.S. Senate in California.

Since no one had ever heard of Hevesi, Morris began the campaign by
making use of that very fact: by turning a liability into a near-asset. The TV
spots featured: “Alan Who?” “Hevesi Who?” The next step was to show
countless rounds of Hevesi greeting the masses. Hevesi turned out to be a
tall, good-looking, and very amiable middie-aged gentleman, and by show-
ing an affable Hevesi, the point was implicitly but effectively made in
pointing up the contrast to La Holtzman, whose rare smile makes her look
like a ghostly and ghastly wraith. Hevesi’s ethnic background was cleared up
by letting it be known that his grandfather had been one of the most
distinguished rabbis in Hungary. The Jewish vote! And moderate Jews who
were fed up with the leftist and pro-black Holtzman now knew they had
somewhere to turn. Ferraro’s visible and ardent support for Hevesi of
course worked the Italian and moderate feminist voters.

The next Hank Morris line was a brilliant masterstroke. Everyone knew
that Holtzman really wanted to be a senator, and was using the comp-
trollership as a base for her next move; by the summer, Herman Badillo,
whose Democratic primary race for mayor had flopped totally, had decided to
run instead for comptroller on Democrat, Liberal, and Republican tickets (this
cross-filing can be done in New York), and he became part of the Guiliani-for-
Mayor ticket. Badillo was bound to wrap up the Puerto Rican vote, which
otherwise could have gone either way. So Hank Morris now came up with this
great line: “Hevesi—the only candidate who wants to be Comptroller!” Not
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Mayor, not Senator, but Comptroller, the spot for which all these people
were vieing.

The race was tightening, and now the final clinching blow was suddenly
hammered home. It became known that the city’s Department of Investiga-
tion was investigating the curious circumstances of La Holtzman, Ms.
Integrity, and her $450,000 loan from Fleet Bank. Not only was this loan
made on security of returns from a future Holtzman fund-raiser, a benefit
that raised less than half the sum pledged and left Holtzman in a continuing
financial hole. Even more intriguing was the fact that a few months after the
election, Fleet Securities, a corporation closely connected with Fleet Bank,
received a lucrative municipal bond contract from Holtzman’s comptroller
office. Aha! Hanky-panky! Payoff?! The news of the inquiry hit the press in
the last few weeks before the primary, and the report itself was finished
shortly before the September primary. Not only that; it became known that
the Department of Investigation report was highly critical of Ms. Integrity,
La Holtzman. Now a bizarre situation exists in New York: Department of
Investigation reports on someone cannot be made public unless the subject
of the inquiry consents. The inquiry has to spend several months being
sifted by the Conflict-of-Interest Bureau.

Hevesi and Badillo naturally demanded that Holtzman release the
report; surely the people have the right to know about their servant! But
astonishingly, at the last minute before the primary, La Holtzman re-
fused—to the bitter denunciation of the press. Her flimsy claim was that the
voting public wouldn’t have time to sift through the report before voting.
An egregious blunder, since the public doesn’t sift anyway, and of course
Holtzman’s rivals and the media made the most of her gaffe.

As a result, in the September primary, a walkaway for Holtzman was
transmuted into a very tight three-way race. Each of the three rivals got
approximately one-third of the vote, with Hevesi coming in a narrow first,
and Holtzman edging out Badillo for runner-up spot, the top two then
being plunged into a runoff two weeks later, in late September. Where
would the Badillo vote go? It was likely to go more to Hevesi, since those
who liked the incumbent Holtzman would probably vote for her from the
beginning. One point was noted: Holtzman depended on the black vote,
and blacks don’t vote in primaries, especially in a runoff when neither Mayor
Dinkins nor any other black would be running.

As soon as the election was over, Holtzman surrendered on the report,
and released it, now maintaining that the public would have a full two weeks
to do the sifting. In the event, they didn’t need two weeks: the Investigation
report was damning, demonstrating Holtzman’s lies about not knowing
that the two Fleets were involved; the report actually accused La Holtzman
of “gross negligence” in office. But if she was a tough and nasty, knuckle-
wiclding leftist, but was not Ms. Integrity, but a quasi-crook like all the rest and
caught with her hand in the cookie jar to boot, why in the world vote for her?
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And so in the two weeks remaining until the runoff, a massive shift took
place: Hevesi was looking better and better: Mr. Affability, Mr. Wants-to-
be-Comptroller; whereas La Holtzman suddenly began to look like some-
one who had no virtues to offset her glaring and irritating vices. And so, on
September 28, Hevesi swamped Holtzman two-to-one. No one in New
York is going to ask “Alan Who?” anymore. If anything, it will soon be “Liz
Who?” Was the timing of the Investigation Department report a mere
coincidence, or was it all brilliantly plotted by Hank Morris and the gang?
Who knows, but you can bet your bottom dollar on this: Hank Morris will
be able to write his own ticket in the next election campaign. m

WITHIN A MONTH!
THE BRINGING DOWN
OF BOBBY RAY INMAN

March 1994

n December 16, President Clinton named retired Admiral

Bobby Ray Inman to fill the post of secretary of defense. To say

that the nominee was universally hailed would be a masterpiece
of understatement. To pundits, media people, politicians, and leading
“well-informed sources” inside the Beltway, Bobby Ray Inman could walk
on water. He was the perfect choice to bring order and prestige to Clinton’s
troubled and screwed-up foreign and military policies. Bobby Ray was
brilliant, sober, knowledgeable, the Insiders’ Insider, Mr. Intelligence.
When Bobby Ray retired from many years of public service in Washington
in the early 1980s, and returned to Texas, the reporters at Austin put on an
affectionate show in his behalf] singing, to the tune of “Jesus Christ,
Superstar”: “Bobby Ray, Superstar/Are you the messiah that they say you
are?” Clearly, Washington greeted his return on December 16 with the
fervent answer. Yes!

Moreover, Inman had come highly recommended. The main person
pushing for his appointment within the administration was Clinton’s First
Friend in the Trilateralist Establishment, Rhodes Scholar and Oxford
roomie Strobe Talbott, now deputy secretary of state, and secretary of
state-in-waiting. Inman’s coronation seemed secure.

And yet, in just three weeks from that date, on January 16, Bobby Ray
Inman, reeling from bitter attacks by New York Times columnist Bill Safire,
attacks seconded by a couple of other media people, decided to withdraw from
the fray. He waited a couple of weeks to tell the president, until Clinton’s
mother’s funeral and his Russian trip were out of the way, and then Inman went
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out in a blaze of fury, in a remarkable televised press conference on January
18, less than a week before his Senate confirmation hearings were slated to
begin.

The almost monolithic response by the media was the most instructive
and revealing aspect of the Inman Affair. Almost exclusively, the media
focused on speculations of the supposedly odd psychological state of mind
of Admiral Inman. How could Inman retreat just because Bill Safire and a
couple of other columnists were criticizing him? How could he possibly
conjure up a “conspiracy” between Safire and Senator Dole to attack him
and besmirch his character? Inman talked about “sources” but he couldn’t
prove his charges, could he? Inman was denounced as remarkably “thin-
skinned,” his behavior in charging conspiracy treated as “weird” and “bi-
zarre,” and the general reaction echoed that of Senator Dole: that someone
harboring “fantasies” of this sort was not really equipped to be the captain at
the helm of America’s defenses. In the psychobabble beloved by the media,
it was noted (which Inman had never denied) that Inman was always
reluctant about taking the job, and that therefore these fantasies and this
thin skin were really excuses for Inman’s not taking the position.

Amidst all the stress on Bobby Ray’s supposedly fragile psyche, it was
overlooked that very little space was devoted to the content of the charges
that Safire and the others were leveling against Bobby Ray; and virtually #o
space to Bobby Ray’s explanation of the hostility that Safire and the others
had long harbored against him, and which led to their anti-Inman cam-
paign.

The media accounts all stress that no Senators were opposing the Inman
nomination; but the Senate staffers were preparing detailed and thorough
“scrutiny” of Inman’s affairs. The media all imply that Inman was “para-
noid” and engaging in fantasies. But if Bobby Ray, formerly Deputy Direc-
tor of the CIA and head of the National Security Agency, is not equipped to
distinguish between “paranoia” and genuine conspiracies, who is? Surely,
“Mr. Intelligence” is better equipped for this task than reporters for the New
York Times or the Wall Street Journal.

So let’s stop the juvenile psychoanalyzing of Bobby Ray and cut to the
content. The charges about to surface against Inman in the hearings in-
cluded possible financial and even criminal peccadilloes in the private sector,
centering around two companies. One was Inman’s role as a member of the
board of International Signal and Control, a firm found by a federal district
judge to be a criminal enterprise engaged in illegal arms dealing, money
laundering, and business fraud on a massive scale. The other firm was
Tracor, Inc., an Austin, Texas military contractor of which Bobby Ray was
chief executive, but not before Inman received nearly $1 million in executive
compensation. Then, of course, there was Inman’s Nannygate, in which he
hastily paid $6,000 in back Social Security taxes for an aged part-time
housekeeper only after he had been nominated for secretary of defense.



The Political Circus — 87

Furthermore, Bill Safire was not above ridiculing Inman’s name in his
widely influential column. Brushing aside the knowledge that a name like
“Bobby Ray” is common in Texas and throughout the South, Safire ridi-
culed such a name for a grown man.

There was also a particularly ugly side to the media campaign against
Inman. One of the points dredged up against Inman was that, while a high
official in intelligence in 1980, he had acted to keep a gay in the National
Security Agency from being fired from his post. Part of the anti-Inman
tactic was a vicious whispering campaign to the effect that Inman himself]
though married, is a secret gay. Before he dropped out, Inman told friends
that no less than four reporters had called him up to ask him if he is gay.

Is itany wonder that Inman, who had left Washington because he hated
the chronic back-stabbing, decided to Hell with it, and that, in fury, he
decided to strike back at his tormentors instead of giving the usual bromides
about “personal reasons” for withdrawal and making a quick exit from the
scene?

It is fascinating, by the way, that so many of the Liberal media, always
quick to attack “homophobia” and to proclaim that they are pro-gayer than
thou, should not be above vicious gay-bashing against political figures they
dislike. (The last time they pulled this stunt was against Vladimir Zhiri-
novsky, after he won the Russian election, but of course the U.S. media are
still a bit less powerful in Moscow than they are in Washington, D.C.)

Saluting “The Withdrawal of Admiral Inman,” the New York Times (Jan.
20) crowed that “there was no politician or commentator so contrarian as to
believe his [Inman’s] improbable parting charge of a conspiracy” between
Senator Dole and William Safire. Hey, not so fast, fella! You forgot to check
with us at Triple R. Why not believe it? Stranger things have happened in
Washington, and in recent weeks many neocons (e.g., at the Wall Street
Journal) have been making noises about shifting their allegiance for 1996
from Jack Kemp to none other than Senator Dole, who of course is eagerly
seeking media support. And Bill Safire is a powerful leader of the neocon
forces. And, as we said above, who in the U.S. is in a position to know more
about political conspiracies than Admiral Inman?

This is not to say that Inman’s conspiracy charge is proven. What we
need to find out the truth is an all out, tough congressional investigation,
armed with subpoena power, to get to the bottom of the entire mess. None
of the principals or their henchmen should be spared. Big Media has become
an excessively powerful and malignant force in American political life; and it
1s high time that its machinations are exposed to public view.

The most fascinating, but oddly enough the least reported, aspect of the
Inman Affair, is the source of the implacable hostility that Safire and his
allies have borne for many years toward Bobby Ray Inman. Inman revealed
the source in his famous January 18 press conference, but he failed to bring
out the background. The source: In early 1981, Israel suddenly bombed
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Irag’s nuclear reactor. Puzzled, Inman, then deputy head of the CIA,
realized that Israel could only have known where the nuclear reactor was
located by having gotten access to U.S. satellite photographs. But Israel’s
access was supposed to be limited to photographs of direct threats to Israel,
which would not include Baghdad. On looking into the matter, further-
more, Inman found that Israel was habitually obtaining unwarranted access
to photographs of regions even farther removed, including Libya and
Pakistan. In the absence of Reagan’s head of the CIA, Bill Casey, Inman
ordered Israel’s access to U.S. satellite photographs limited to 250 miles of
its border. When Casey returned from a South Pacific trip, his favorite
journalist and former campaign manager, Bill Safire, urged Casey to reverse
the decision, a pressure that coincided with complaints from Israeli Defense
Minister General Ariel Sharon, who had rushed to Washington to try to
change the new policy.

Secretary of Defense Cap Weinberger, however held firm, supported
Inman, and overruled Casey, and from then on Safire pursued a vendetta
against Bobby Ray Inman.

This incident must be understood against its structural background: the
CIA had long consisted of two clashing factions: the hard-line hawks,
fanatical Cold Warriors, pro-Zionists and close to Israel’s spy agency Mos-
sad; and the moderates, close to the Establishment and the Rockefeller
World Empire. The hard-liners and Mossadniks were big in the Operations
department, and included Ops chief James Jesus Angleton, and Bill Buck-
ley’s CIA mentor and buddy E. Howard Hunt; they were headed by
William J. Casey. The moderates were strong in the Intelligence depart-
ment, and included William Colby and Admiral Inman.

Cut to the present, and the conspiracy charge by Inman against Safire
and Company begins to make sense. For one point rarely mentioned in the
media accounts is that Inman, in his press conference, did not only mention
Safire and Senator Dole. He also mentioned, as part of the campaign against
him, not only the editors of the New York Times, but three other media
powers: New York Times columnist Anthony Lewis, Boston Globe columnist
Ellen Goodman, and Washington Post cartoonist Herblock (Herbert Block).
On the face of it, a concerted campaign by these people against Inman
would seem implausible; after all, Safire is a neocon, whereas the New York
Times, Tony Lewis, Ellen Goodman, and Herblock are all notorious left-lib-
erals. What could they all possibly have in common?

The answer is that they all have one important thing in common, one tie
that binds. They are all ardent Zionists, and the source of the hostility to
Inman at not being sufficiently pro-Israel now makes sense in underpinning
the vendetta when Inman reluctantly agreed to Clinton’s and Talbott’s
importuning to return in triumph to Washington.

In a fuller perspective, then, Admiral Bobby Ray Inman does not seem
to be a paranoid nut after all. On the contrary, no one can blame him for
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saving himself and fleeing back to the warmer milieu of Austin, Texas. It is
no wonder that Bobby Ray feels more “comfortable” in Austin than in
Washington, to use one of his favorite words. But it would have been far
healthier for America, and for Americans’ knowledge of the political forces
at work in this country, if Bobby Ray had stood fast, and had forced a
knock-down drag-out confrontation, in the course of which much of the
truth might have come to the surface. As it is, it is inevitable that Safire &
Company will be accorded near-legendary political influence from now on.
In a town that worships Power, Bill Safire has now virtually attained the
status of a Rajah. m

THE APOTHEOSIS OF TRICKY DICK
June 1994

t is another fiendish turn of the screw, the latest acceleration of

rampant statolatry in our culture. Every eighth-rate Supreme Court

Justice who retires now gets elevated to the pantheon: First it was the
nitwit “Thoroughgood” Marshall, keened over as a giant among men; and
now it is the little creep Blackmun, hailed as a “spokesman for the op-
pressed,” as if that is supposed to be a proper function for a high level jurist.
(How about “upholding the Constitution,” for starters?)

But Supreme Court judges, while close to divine status, sit only at the
right hand of the godhead Himself, El Presidente. It is the president, any
president, who now embodies the Supreme Power, and must be invested
with divine attributes to match the scope of his powers. And so in death,
every ex-president, regardless of party, of his status or reputation in life,
must become clothed in the robes of magnificence, wisdom, and glory.

It keeps getting worse. For now the very man driven out of office in
disgrace, returns, first as Wise Elder Statesman, and now, in death, cloaked
in the robes of splendor. His nominal political enemy, Slick Willie, whose
wife once helped Bring the Monster Milhous Down, now declares a “day of
national homage” to none other than Tricky Dick, and we are even to be
deprived of a day of postal delivery in Devious Dick’s honor—as if these
intrepid couriers needed any encouragement to deprive us of our mail!

And so the State, both parts of our sacred Two-Party System, bands
together, swiftly and easily, to pay tribute to one of Their Own, and the rest
of us are sucked into Playing the State’s Game. And now it turns out that
Willie has been receiving Wise Counsel from the Tricky One ever since his
accession to the Throne. Would that Tricky had advised Clinton to concoct
some potion that would make Willie disappear, once and for ali!
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And so history is revised and twisted out of all substance. All presidents,
and especially ex-presidents, are noble and good, and they all get trotted out,
like vultures perched on a wire, every time the current president wants to
put across another “bipartisan” scam on the American people, such as
Nafta, or Gatt. How long has it been since an ex-president roundly de-
nounced the current occupier of the oftice? Has anyone done so since Hoover
went after FDR?

In this entire scam, the Respectable Media, of course, participate enthu-
siastically in the anointment. If a man is perceived as an eighth-rater before
taking office (such as Truman), then he, inevitably is hailed for “growing in
stature” in office, so that he leaves, four or eight years later, close to the gods.
And if his term of office is brief or shameful, as in the case of Jimmy Carter
or the Tricky One, then the man Grows as ex-president. So that Carter’s
disastrous term is overlarded by his dotty Good Works ever since—maybe
we can send Jimmy to supervise closely, the next “free elections” in, say,
Rwanda? And Devious Dick’s shattered term is buried in the encomiums
for his buttinski role as Elder Foreign Policy Statesman. Even more
irritating, if possible, than Nixon’s Foreign Policy status as a Kissinger-
and-a-half, was his obvious delight in posing as yet another of the host of
“Value-Free” Political Pundits that already infest the airwaves. Given a
few more years, he might even have surpassed the likes of Wolf Blitzer
and Bill Schneider.

But regardless how it’s done, the key point is to make sure that by the
time the ex-president shuffles off his mortal coil, the Bad is swiftly interred
with his bones, and the Good, real or fabricated, lives after him, in a blare of
trumpets.

It is fitting, I suppose, that Tricky Dick should go down in life and in
History as a “conservative.” If any one man may be picked to sum up the
victory of statist substance over the tinpot rhetoric, of the triumph of Big
Government Conservatism, Richard Nixon is that man.

Let us consider the Nixonian record— office, that is, and not as the
prosecutor of Alger Hiss or the Invisible Man on post-Nixon National
Security Councils. What essentially did the Tricky One do? He succeeded in
propelling the United States more vigorously toward socialism than even
his power-mad, brutish, and blackguardly predecessor, Lyndon Baines
Johnson. The Tricky One, despite or perhaps because of his “conservative”
billing, managed to:

¢ give an enormous and significant push to the march of socialized
medicine—it is a straight and short line from the Tricky One to
Hillary;

* accelerate the welfare state;

* give an enormous boost to “civil rights” and affirmative action;

* propose a monstrous plan to replace welfare by a guaranteed annual
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income for all—a far worse scheme even than Slick Willie’s proposal
to “end welfare as we know it”;

* go totally off the gold standard, and thereby usher in a quarter-cen-
tury of accelerated inflation and volatile economies;

* impose a disastrous system of price and wage freezes and controls, a
scheme which he cynically imposed even though he realized before,
during, and afterwards that it could never work;

* fastening the horrors of OSHA regulation on industry in the name of
“safety”;

* giving a crucial impetus to environmentalism by pushing through the
horrible Environmental Protection Agency.

We are told that Nixon was willing to turn over the entire vital realm of
domestic policy to the liberals so that he could concentrate on his real love:
foreign policy. But what precisely did he accomplish in foreign affairs?

Allegedly trying to end the Vietnam War, he lengthened and greatly
widened it, stepping up the mass murder.

But what about détente? Well, yes, he eased tensions a bit in the Cold
War, but all that really amounted to is that he didn’t go to war against the
Russians. But, after all, none of the other presidents, for all their bluster, did
either.

But what of Nixon’s allegedly supreme triumph, his Opening to China?
But, after all, so what? It was nice to ease tensions with China, but, after the
Chinese kicked the American rear in the Korean War, there was never a
chance that the U.S. would go to war against the ChiComs either.

I submit that Richard Nixon’s record was as empty and as bleak in
foreign affairs as in domestic. Any achievements at all in the midst of the
Nixonian miasma? Well, he 4id get rid of the draft. And he was personally a
bright man, if that’s any consolation.

And what of Watergate? What are its lessons? The most fascinating
lesson is that the very Liberals who Brought Him Down with such glee are
the ones busily rehabilitating his image from the grave, and burying Water-
gate in all the hoopla about Nixon’s alleged wisdom.

But did Nixon deserve to be brought down? And wasnt Nixon’s
third-rate burglary no worse than the dark deeds committed by his prede-
cessors? Yes, and yes. What Nixon did was no worse than FDR before him,
or of course, Slick Willie did after him. The point is that they all, all,
deserved to be Brought Down, and the sooner the better. The great thing
about Watergate is that it made the unthinkable thinkable atlong last, that it
established the precedent for impeaching the Monster in the White House.
And while they can bury Watergate, and they can rehabilitate the Tricky
One’s image all they want, they can install him in the Valhalla reserved for all
ex-presidents, but they can’t take away from us the lovely knowledge that
he—and Agnew just before him—was Brought Down, and if it can happen
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to him, it can happen to any one, even to whoever the current occupant may
be. To throw one of the Liberal’s favorite words in their face, what T loved
most about Watergate was “the process”—the process of impeachment, of
Bringing the Man Down.

For a heady year or two, I actually believed that Watergate had perma-
nently discredited the Office of the president, and not just the man Nixon,
that never again would the American public trust any politician, especially
any occupant of the Oval Office. I was of course wrong—especially after
Ronald Reagan restored The Trust that the Establishment yearns to inspire
in every American sucker. But still he was tossed out; they can never take
that knowledge away from us. And for that, in an ironic sense, we are forever
indebted to the Man Milhous. m

THE NEW YORK POLITICAL CIRCUS
September 1994

or political junkies like myself there is nothing quite so bracing as

the tangle, the complexity, the ethnopolitics, the back-stabbing,

and the downright sleaze of New York politics in an election year.
The state elections law establish, for each primary, a state convention in late
May, or early June, followed by a primary in September. A party convention
endorsement carries more than moral or financial clout; one crucial clause
mandates that a losing candidate for a state post gets automatically on the
ballot in the party’s September primary, provided that he gets at least 25
percent of the vote at the convention. Getting anything less than the magic
25 percent means that the poor candidate can only get on the primary ballot
via petition, a route which, in New York, has been deliberately made arcane
and extremely difficult by the state’s ruling political class. Going the petition
route costs a great deal of time, money, and energy, and only someone with
the unlimited funds or support of Ross Perot in 1992 never has to worry
about the process.

1994 is an election year for all the major New York posts: governor and
lieutenant-governor, comptroller, and attorney-general in the executive
branch, and U.S. senator. All these plum jobs are now in Democrat hands,
and the Republicans, rising up throughout the nation in this horrible Age of
Clinton, have been feeling their oats this year. Unfortunately, as usual, the
New York Republicans quickly began their traditional mode of shooting
themselves in the foot.

There have long been not two but four major (or at least quasi-major)
parties in New York. Inaddition to the Democrats and Republicans, there is the
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Liberal Party, founded by Jewish Social Democrats in the Ladies Garment
Workers and Hat Workers Unions after World War II to provide a left-
Democrat alternative to the Communist-dominated (now defunct) Ameri-
can Labor Party; and the Conservative Party, founded by the Buckley family to
form a principled conservative opposition to the then Rockefeller-dominated,
leftist Republican party. Ever since, the Conservative Party, now dominated
by Brooklyn Conservative head Michael Long, has been struggling between
principle and pragmatism, with the latter, of course, all too often winning
out.

This year seemed to present a golden opportunity to topple the famed
three-term governor: the smart, eloquent, witty, alert, thin-skinned pre-
tend-philosopher and left Catholic lay theologian Mario Cuomo. A disciple
of the late left-heretical French Jesuit Teilhard de Chardin, Mario is the
well-known expounder of the view that America (the world?) is an organic
“family.” The result is the sort of collectivist ideology one might expect from
that kind of world-outlook.

Mario, however, has palled in office; New Yorkers are tired of Mario, of
his lousy performance, the rampant crime, the high taxes and spending, the
visible decay of New York in his twelve years of office. His coy and evasive
performance in every national election finally irritated and exhausted his
supporters after he finally pulled out of the presidential race in 1992. The
Republicans sensed victory, and their theme at this year’s convention is the
plausible “It’s all Mario’s fault.”

In 1988, however, Mario seemed vulnerable too, and the Republicans
kicked away any chance of toppling him by alienating their natural allies, the
Conservatives, by nominating the unknown and tom-fool leftish economist
and former adviser to President Nixon, Pierre Rinfret. Rinfret, the only
Nixon adviser who actually believed in price controls, proved to be a clown
and a disaster on the stump, and as a result he barely edged out the
Conservative nominee, Jewish academic Dr. Herbert London.

The 1994 lesson for Republicans, and for Conservatives, seemed clear:
unity against Mario. But, on deeper look, the question is not so simple. For
both parties, the question soon became: Unity at what price? How much
principle would have to be abandoned?

Unity turned out not to be easy to achieve. For one thing, the two major
Republican leaders, both Italo-Americans: U.S. Senator Alfonse D’Amato,
and State Senate Majority Leader Ralph Marino, are ferocious enemies.
D’Amato, the abrasive product of the notorious Margiotta machine of
Nassau County, is the leader of the center-right of the party. As the cham-
pion of conservative forces, however, D’Amato is, to say the least, a weak
reed; if ever there was a politician who fit the word “opportunist” D’Amato
would be it. Marino, for his part, is the leader of the Republican left; a close
friend of the governor, he might well be termed a “Mario Cuomo Republi-
can.”
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As the Republican convention approached in late May; it was clear that
the D’Amato machine was in charge of the delegates. Unfortunately, how-
ever, D’Amato could come up only with a hand-picked unknown, State
Senator George Pataki of Peekskill. Running hard against Pataki was Herb
London, appealing to the conservative elements of the party, and fresh from
his sterling campaign in 1988. One of the critical issues in the New York
right is the vexed abortion question; D’Amato had been pledged against
abortion, but, his finger characteristically to the wind, he has begun to move
leftward on the issue. Pataki, an economic conservative and a Hungar-
ian-American Catholic, is pro-choice but opposed to taxpayer funding of
abortions. London, an Orthodox Jew, is strongly anti-abortion.

Herb London came into the Republican convention with a pledge of
something like 35 percent of the votes. If D’Amato had only treated his
opposition with respect, he would have gotten the 65-70 percent of the
delegates for Pataki, and allowed London to get his merited automatic spot
on the primary ballot. But since no one, including his own state Senatorial
constituents, had ever heard of Pataki, D’Amato didn’t want to take the
chance. As a result, D’Amato and his machine played hardball, exercising an
unseemly display of political muscle, and managed in 24 hours to jimmy
London’s votes down to just below 25 percent. It was reminiscent of one of
Clinton’s one-voters, and all hands denounced D’Amato for being “thug-
gish,” “disgusting,” etc. Displays of political muscle should never be that
blatant, for then they become counterproductive.

Herb London was justifiably livid. He felt he had been robbed, and he
denounced D’Amato and the convention in no uncertain terms. But if
London was permanently alienated, what would happen to the Conserva-
tive alliance (Conservatives were coming up with #hesr convention in early
June). London was threatening to run for governor on the Conservative
ticket.

Something had to be done, but to D’Amato that something was all too
narrow: buy off Herb London and thereby corral the Conservative Party
line. I don’t know what D’Amato had his henchmen tell London in the next
24 hours. It must have been a wild time, for at the end of it, Herb London
had taken his place as a happy nominee for comptroller on the Republican
ticket for the fall. There had, of course, never been a smidgen of interest
displayed by London in the comptroller’s spot; on the contrary, the popular
Assemblyman James Faso had been running for the comptroller position
for a year, and expected to get it. Poor Jimmy Faso was induced to take the
fall; and to withdraw gracefully from the comptroller’s nomination on
London’s behalf.

The rest of the ticket engineered by D’Amato, however, was aslap in the
face to the conservative principles, if not the Conservative Party. Shifting
dramatically leftward, D’Amato decided to discover...Women! Or is it
“Womyn”? Sex! For U.S. Senate against Daniel Patrick Moynihan (more
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later), D’Amato put up Bernadette Castro, who has no political experience,
and is only known to the public for her longtime Castro convertible sofabed
commercials. Castro favors not only abortion, but also taxpayer funding,
and gay rights. While putting up for attorney-general the little-known
Italo-American U.S. Attorney for Buffalo Dennis Vacco, D’Amato’s major
publicity coup was selecting for lieutenant-governor under Pataki, the
beautiful blond bombshell Dr. Elizabeth (“Betsy”) McCaughey.

The conservativish Murdoch-run tabloid New York Post went ga-ga at
this choice. Grabbing the heaven-sent opportunity to combine its two
favorite things: Sex and conservatism, the Post ran a large picture of Betsy
replete in clinging evening gown (from Vansty Fair), and the choice was
particularly heralded by Post sob sister Andrea Peyser, who gushed all over
the page: She’s beautiful! She’s blond! She’s sexy! She’s brainy! Isn’t it
wonderful how the Republicans have become mature, and now realize that
brains and beauty can go together? And on and on.

The Brains of La McCaughey was attested to by the fact that she has a
Ph.D. in political science (Ooh! Wow!), and is also a certified brainy
free-market economist. The certification came from the fact that Betsy Baby
is on the staff of the left-libertarian/neocon Manhattan Institute, a New
York think-tank. Not only that: Betsy wrote a celebrated article in the New
Republic, attacking the Clintonian health plan for imposing price controls
and medical rationing, and criminalizing the free choice of doctors by
patients, whenever such choice breaks the decrees of the Clintonian Health
authorities. McCaughey won the accolade of drawing bitter attacks by the
White House, which McCaughey and Manhattan Institute justifiably
treated as a badge of honor.

Brains, beauty, and free-markets too; ethno-religiously, McCaughey,
like the colorless and virtually unknown incumbent Lieutenant-Governor,
Stan Lundine, 1s an authentic WASP. The difference is that Lundine is a
WASP from Upstate New York, where WASPs indeed abound, whereas
Betsy is an Episcopalian from New York City, where such folk are virtually
on the endangered species list. No one knew Betsy’s views on social matters,
but everyone assumed she took the Pataki line of pro-choice but anti-tax-
payer funding, thus, she seemed to fit the new ideal Image for a Republican
of the 1990s: “economic conservative” but (moderately) social liberal. All
this and a blond too!

Thus, two WOMYN had gotten key slots on the Republican ticket, and
the hordes of militant Democrat womyn looked at the looming Democrat
ticket and they were not pleased. Cuomo, an Italian male; Lundine, a male
WASP; Carl McCall for comptroller, a black male from Harlem; and of
course Moynihan, Irish Catholic male from Manhattan, for U.S. Senate.
Where in the world were the WOMYN in their Democrat heartland? The
only possible female spot was for attorney-general. After the hapless Bronx-
based Attorney-General Bob Abrams had resigned to run for Senate and
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was roundly beaten by D’Amato, Cuomo appointed a fellow-Democrat
. hack from the Bronx, the undistinguished Assemblyman Oliver Koppell.
Koppell, of course, had every intention to run for re-election, but he was
opposed at the Democrat convention by two left dissidents. One was Queens
U.S. Attorney Charles Hynes, an Irish Catholic who had won notoriety by
persecuting alleged “white racism™ in the Howard Beach incident. The other
was a WOMYN, if not perhaps a woman, the beloved Jewish ultra-left-les-
bian activist State Senator Karen Burstein from Nassau County, formerly
from New York City. As a leftist and as a lesbian, and also in possession of an
androgynous personality, La Burstein had a lot of brownie points going for
her; and the organized WOMYN were demanding her nomination.

In its own quiet way, however, the Cuomo machine at the Democrat
convention proved every bit as ruthless as the D’Amato crew among the
Republicans. Charlie Hynes threw his support to La Burstein, who came
into the convention, once again, with a pledge of about 25 percent of the
vote; but once again, come the vote, she got slightly excruciatingly under
the magic 25.

It was now left for the Conservatives to have their convention in early
June. Among the Conservatives, it was Michael Long’s turn to wield the
Bludgeon. Long had determined upon unity under Pataki, and now that
Herb London had caved in, nominating the entire Pataki ticket seemed easy:
(Except that the Conservatives refused to swallow La Castro, and selected
instead Henry Hewes, senatorial candidate of the small single-issue Right to
Life Party, which often functions as the conscience of the Conservatives on
abortion matters. The Right-to-Lifers pose no real challenge to the Conser-
vatives, however; if anything, their leadership is left-liberal on all questions
except abortion.)

The principled opposition among the Conservatives was led by Thomas
Cook, head of the Rochester party, as well as several other upstate county
leaders. Cook looked desperately around for someone to run against Pataki.
Michael Long, denouncing Cook’s opposition, waded in with absurd rhe-
torical overkill. Cook, he thundered, suffered from a “Napoleonic com-
plex,” and Cook ruled by “force, fraud, and terror.” Come again? Among
the conservatives? Finally, after several biggies such as former Republican
state chairman J. Patrick Barrett refused to run, Cook and Company fell
back to support the unknown Robert Relph from upstate Watertown.
Relph did get the requisite 25 percent of the delegates, however, and so at
least there will be a primary challenge among the Conservatives.

Thus, the lines were drawn, although how many people will be able to
make the petition route won’t be known until later. Richard Rosenbaum,
former New York State Republican chairman and the booming, bald voice
of Rockefeller Republicanism for many years, and long hated by conserva-
tives in the party, issued left-wing denunciations of the Republicans, and
threatens to go the petition route for governor.
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We are left with the beauteous La McCaughey. Exactly sow free-market,
how much of an “economic conservative,” is she? The answer, despite her
Manhattan Institute credentials, is not very. Allegedly Our Gal against
Clintonian Health, her phoniness as a free-marketeer was revealed by our
own Lew Rockwell on a conservative panel on health. For Betsy turns out to
be a strong supporter of the crucial plank of Clintonian Health: guaranteed
universal access. In other words, her criticisms in the New Republic article
were peripheral, not central. In fact, she was stunned that anyone such as
Lew was, in this day and age, opposed to guaranteed universal access, i.c.,
opposed to socialized medicine. Betsy went so far as to accuse our Lew of
“lacking compassion,” which is, of course, the ultimate charge of every
statist scoundrel.

If Betsy McCaughey’s “economic conservatism” is mostly malarkey,
how much of a “social liberal” is she really? Republican leaders were stunned
in early June to find out that the beautiful Betsy did not exactly take the
moderate Pataki line on abortion. On the contrary: they found, to their
horror, that Betsy is strongly in favor of taxpayer funding for abortions. So
once again: “economic conservative, social liberal” turns out to be a formula
that merely provides a convenient camouflage for...our old buddy; left-liber-
alism, with an updated, blond and evening-gown patina.

At this writing, Pataki and the Conservatives are livid. Fred Dicker, the
New York Post’s expert on New York politics, writes (June 6) that
McCaughey has struck political professionals as a “prima donna” and “even
more narcissistic than most politicians.” Will it all be smoothed over? Will
McCaughey back down? Or will she be dumped from the ticket after all the
Hoopla?

And what of Daniel Patrick Moynihan? I don’t want to disillusion any
idealistic readers, but Moynihan is set for life in his senatorial position.
Why? Because he is a centrist Irish Catholic, touched with the requisite bit
of blarney, neatly fueled by Irish whiskey. Centrist Irish Catholic Democrats
who have the advantage of incumbency cannot lose in a state-wide race in
New York. In his first race for Senate, Moynihan beat out the then leader of
the Democrat ultra-left, the loud-mouthed, big-hatted Jewish Congress-
woman Bella Abzug by a very small margin. Once he squeaked through the
primary, however, Moynihan was as good as elected, and this has continued
ever since. Why? Because left-wing Jews vote heavily in the Democratic
primary; centrist Irish and Italian Catholics are generally evenly split be-
tween Democrat and Republicans; blacks and Puerto Ricans vote over-
whelmingly Democrat but don’t bother voting in primaries; and Upstate
WASDPs constitute the mass base of the Republican party in the state. Once
Moynihan got past Abzug, the Irish and Italians, who constitute the wing
vote in the state, were bound to vote heavily for a centrist Catholic, and the
pattern has continued to this day. In 1988, the Republicans put up virtually
no campaign against Moynihan, and it is only the new liberal WOMYN
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ticket that got them to surface this year. But in the senatorial race, it won’t
matter a bit. Unfortunately, Moynihan and his rococo rhetoric are a perma-
nent fixture in the U.S. Senate.

E S A 2

There is nothing quite like New York in a year where a governor and
senator are both at stake. One decision made by all the biggies in both
parties: that they would not challenge petitions to get on the September
primary ballot by candidates who were muscled out of the minimum 25
percent needed at the May convention to get automatically on the ballot.
Why did the leaders of both parties make this decision? A sudden attack of
fairness? Not hardly. Undoubtedly because it would look bad to the public
in a tight election year.

In the latest New York Post poll (Aug. 10), Cuomo has a 9-point lead over
Pataki (46-37) but this is by no means fatal, since a hefty 17 percent are
listed as undecided, and Pataki’s name recognition is still very low. Old-time
Rockefeller Republican Richard Rosenbaum is running against Pataki in the
primary by petition route, and the policy of no-challenge assures him of a ballot
spot. Rosenbaum is clearly a stalking horse for Cuomo, timing his attacks on
Pataki to coincide with the Cuomo line. Although he has virtually no
chance of beating Pataki, Rosenbaum has adopted a cunning strategy to
embarrass the front-runner. Under the tutelage of prominent conservative
political strategist Dick Morris, Rosenbaum has maneuvered sharply zo the
right of Pataki: advocating very large tax cuts, budget cuts, and substantial
privatization; and then calling for Pataki to unveil his own undoubtedly
puny program.

On the other hand, the pull-out of Howard Stern from the race on the
Libertarian Party ticket will probably mean a several percentage points edge
to Pataki. In the polls, Stern ranged from 5-to-12 percent of the vote, most
of which probably came from Pataki.

In the senatorial race, “the Rev.” Al Sharpton, clownish black radical,
was muscled below his 25 percent in his challenge to Democrat Senator
Daniel Patrick (“Pat”) Moynihan. Sharpton is running against Pat in the
primary, and with the newfound “tolerance” permeating the state, the bonafi-
des of his primary petitions will not be challenged. There is no problem for
Moynihan: his poll lead is a phenomenal 78-to-12 over Sharpton. But there is
more involved. Sharpton is threatening, after losing the primary, to set up his
own “third party” Freedom Party, to run someone against Cuomo in Novem-
ber; in particular, Sharpton expressly desires to punish the Liberal Party for
endorsing Giuliano for mayor last year against his beloved Mayor Dinkins.
Sharpton wants Cuomo to repudiate the Liberal endorsement this year; of
which there is a chance of a snowball in Hell. Moynihan is safe whatever
happens; but if Sharpton actually gets the Freedom Party on the ballot, black
defections from the Democracy may just cost Mario the governor’s mansion.
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Another fascinating race is for attorney-general of New York State. Bob
Abrams, previous holder of the office, fell on his sword in opposing Al
D’Amato for senator; he later resigned, and his place was taken by appoint-
ment only last December by veteran Bronx party hack G. Oliver Koppell.
Since Koppell is running for election to legitimize his recent appointment,
few people know who he is, and his most formidable primary challenger
(under the no-challenge rule) is the tough, abrasive, ultra-leftish lesbian
Jewess, former assemblyman and former Family Court Judge Karen S.
Burstein. Burstein has a unique style of grass-roots campaigning, a style that
could only hope to succeed in sado-masochistic New York City. Burstein
stands near a subway station, and stretches out her hand to greet the passing
voter. When, as usually happens in New York, the mark rushed by refusing
to acknowledge the intruder, La Burstein denounces him! “You know, that’s
rude,” she snaps. “Would it hurt to shake a hand?” she yells out. Finally,
Burstein proclaims to a reporter that as attorney general, she will be obliged
to transform human nature: “I've got to get these people better prepared as
human beings. As attorney-general, I've got to do something about this
absence of civility.” And you’re the one to do this transforming eh babe?
That’s all New York needs: another “politics of meaning,” a Jewish version
of Hillary Rodham.

The latest A-G poll in the Democrat primary rates the race as very close:
Koppell at 22 percent, Burstein at 19, and “anti-racist” Brooklyn D.A.
Charles Hynes at 14 percent. Unknown former Asst. D.A. Eliot Spitzer,
who’s been running a lot of ads on TV, is only getting | percent of the poll
so far, perhaps the least productive TV campaign ads in memory. The
undecided vote is very high at 44 percent. Whoever wins the primary will
face former Buffalo U.S. Attorney Dennis Vacco in the general elec-
tion.

The final statewide race is over comptroller; here, Manhattan black
incumbent Carl McCail, will face Republic Conservative Herb London. So
far, in the early going, McCall is leading London by only five percent, 27
to 22.

Finally, former New York Republican chairman, the self-made million-
aire (Avis) J. Patrick Barrett, has been denouncing the antics of the D’Amato
machine at the convention, and has threatened to refuse to back Pataki, even
if he wins the primary. Strange behavior for a recent Republican party
chairman! But that’s New York. m
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BIG-GOVERNMENT LIBERTARIANS
November 1994

¢ have been all too familiar in recent years with the phenome-

non of Big Government Conservatives, of people who have

betrayed and seemingly forgotten their principles and their
heritage in a quest for power and pelf, for respectability and for access to the
corridors of power, people who have moved inside the Beltway both in
body and in spirit.

Not all of us however are familiar with an allied and far more oxy-
moronic development: the acceleration and takeover in the last few years by
Big Government Libertarians, who now almost exclusively dominate the
libertarian movement. The weird thing about Big Government Libertarian-
ism, of course, is that it clearly violates the very nature and point of
libertarianism: devotion to the ideal of either no government at all or
government that is minuscule and strictly confined to defense of person and
property: to what the ex-libertarian philosopher Robert Nozick called
“ultra-minimal” government, or what the great paleolibertarian writer H.L.
Mencken called “government that barely escapes being no government at
all.” How extensive has been this development, and how in the world could
such a thing happen?

Big Government Libertarianism now permeates and dominates what,
in analogy with conservatives, may be called the Official Libertarian move-
ment. From a tendency or what the Marxists called a “groupuscule” two
decades ago, libertarianism has developed an Official Movement, even
though it has never, thank the Lord, achieved anything like political power.
While there is fortunately no libertarian counterpart to National Review to
rule over the movement and purge it of heretics, there is a network of
institutions and periodicals that constitute an Official movement.

A central institution for more than twenty years has been the Libertar-
ian Party, which beginning early, oddly and in many ways created rather than
reflected the movement as a whole. Until recent years, the Party militants
prided themselves on the purity and consistency of their devotion to
libertarian principle. The libertarian movement, however, has always been
far wider than the Party itself. It consists of a loose network of libertarian
and frec-market think-tanks, national ones that include lobbying groups,
who gravitate inside the Beltway, and state or regional think-tanks, who
necessarily remain in the heartland in body if not alas in spirit. There are now
legal organizations that allegedly pursue cases in behalf of liberty and against
government tyranny. The movement also includes two monthly magazines,
as well as others that have fallen by the wayside: a relatively affluent but
excruciatingly boring magazine based in Santa Monica, California, Reason,
and an amateurish “fanzine” in Washington State, Liberty.
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There are also allied networks of institutions which, like an extensive
number of “hard money” and investment newsletters, cannot be considered
strictly movement outfits but are sympathetic to the cause. The libertarian
movement is even large enough to include an incomprehensible “post-liber-
tarian” academic journal, which tries to integrate libertarianism, Marxism,
and deconstruction, a periodical doggedly edited by a Chekhovian type of
Permanent Graduate Student, except that he is considerably less harmless
and better funded than Chekhov’s rather lovable character.

The fascinating point is that virtually all of these movement institutions,
from the think-tanks to the magazines to the once purist Libertarian Party
have, in the last few years, moved at remarkable speed to abandon any shred
of their original principles: devotion to minimizing government or defend-
ing the rights of private property.

Part of the reason, of course, needs no explanation: a pale shadow of Big
Government conservatives who crave respectability, social acceptance at
Washington cocktail parties, and, not coincidentally, power, cushy jobs, and
financial support. But there is a lot more at work here. At bottom is the
point which many of us had to learn painfully over the years: that there can
be no genuine separation between formal political ideology and cultural
views and attitudes.

Libertarianism is logically consistent with almost any attitude toward
culture, society, religion, or moral principle. In strict logic, libertarian political
doctrine can be severed from all other considerations; logically one can
be—and indeed most libertarians in fact are: hedonists, libertines, immoralists,
militant enemies of religion in general and Christianity in particular—and still
be consistent adherents of libertarian politics. In fact, instrict logic, one can be a
consistent devotee of property rights politically and be a moocher, a scamster,
and a petty crook and racketeer in practice, as all too many libertarians turn out
to be. Strictly logically, one can do these things, but psychologically, sociologi-
cally, and in practice, it simply doesn’t work that way.

Thus, Justin Raimondo pointed out, in pondering what went wrong with
the libertarian movement, that the early movement of the 1970s grievously
erred by deliberately cutting itself off from any sort of right-wing or any other
culture or tradition in the United States. Following the spirit of Ayn Rand, of
whom most libertarians had been ardent followers, libertarians claimed to be
genuine individualists and revolutionaries, totally separate from the right-
wing, and bringing to the world their own brand new political revelation. And
indeed, the libertarian movement has always been almost willfully ignorant of
any history or any aspect of foreign affairs. Arcane syllogisms of libertarian
theory, science fiction, rock music, and the intricacies of computers, have been
the sum and substance of their knowledge and their interest.

Part of this grandiose separatism, which I did not fully realize at the time,
stemmed from an intense hatred of the right-wing, from libertarian anxiety
never to be connected with or labeled as a conservative or a right-wing
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movement. And part of that hatred has come from a broader and even more
intense hatred of Christianity, some of which was taken over from Ayn
Rand.

To be specific, one important aspect of the recent shift toward statism
and Big Government consists of a spill-over, of an infection, of libertarians’
political views by their deep-seated egalitarianism. Scratch an egalitarian, and
you will inevitably find a statist. How does the libertarians’ burgeoning and
pervasive egalitarianism square with their supposed belief in individualism,
and for allowing every person to rise by his own merit unhobbled by
government? The resolution of this problem is much the same as other,
more common versions of Political Correctness.

Libertarians are fervently committed to the notion that, while each
individual might not be “equal” to every other, that every conceivable
group, ethnic contingent, race, gender, or, in some cases, species, are in fact
and must be made “equal,” that each one has “rights” that must not be
subject to curtailment by any form of “discrimination.”

And so, flying in the face of their former supposed devotion to the
absolute rights of private property, the libertarian movement has embraced
almost every phony and left-wing “right” that has been manufactured in
recent decades.

Shortly before I left the libertarian movement and Party five years ago, a
decision which I not only have never regretted but am almost continually
joyous about, I told two well-known leaders of the movement that I
thought it had become infected with and permeated by egalitarianism.
What? they said. Impossible. There are no egalitarians in the movement.
Further, I said that a good indication of this infection was a new-found
admiration for the Reverend “Doctor” Martin Luther King. Absurd, they
said. Well, interestingly enough, six months later, both of these gentlemen
published articles hailing “Dr.” King as a “great libertarian.” To call this
socialist, egalitarian, coercive integrationist, and vicious opponent of pri-
vate-property rights, a someone who, to boot, was long under close Com-
munist Party control, to call that person a “great libertarian,” is only one
clear signal of how far the movement has decayed.

Indeed, amidst all the talk in recent years about “litmus tests,” it seems
to me that there is one excellent litmus test which can set up a clear dividing
line between genuine conservatives and neoconservatives, and between
paleolibertarians and what we can now call “left-libertarians.” And that test
is where one stands on “Doctor” King. And indeed, it should come as no
surprise that, as we shall see, there has been an increasing coming together,
almost a fusion, of neocons and left-libertarians. In fact, there is now little to
distinguish them.

Throughout the Official Libertarian Movement, “civil rights” has
been embraced without question, completely overriding the genuine
rights of private property. In some cases, the embrace of a “right not to be
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discriminated against™ has been explicit. In others, when libertarians want
to square their new-found views, with their older principles and have no
aversion to sophistry and even absurdity, they take the sneakier path blazed
by the American Civil Liberties Union: that if there should be so much as a
smidgen of government involved, whether it be use of the public streets or a
bit of taxpayer funding, then the so-called “right” of “equal access” must
override either private property or indeed any sort of good sense.

Thus: when Judge Sarokin, soon to be elevated, by bipartisan consen-
sus in the U.S. Senate, to the august federal court of appeals, ruled that a
smelly bum must be allowed to stink up a New Jersey public library, and
follow children to the bathroom, because it is public and therefore he cannot
be denied access, the national chairwoman of the Libertarian Party issued an
official statement praising the decision. In the same way, libertarians join the
ACLU in protecting the alleged “right of free expression” of bums and
beggars on the streets of our big cities, no matter how annoying or intimi-
dating, because these streets are, after all, public, and therefore, so long as
they remain public, they must continue to be cesspools, although precisely
how this is implied by high libertarian theory is a bit difficult to grasp.

In the same way, the leading left-libertarian Beltway legal activist main-
tains proudly to this day that he was only following libertarian principle
when, as an official of the federal Department of Justice—which in itself is
not too easy to square with such principles—he aided the federal judiciary in
its truly monstrous decision to threaten to jail the City Council of Yonkers,
New York, because this council had refused to approve a low-income public
housing project on the grounds that it would soon become an inner-city
sewer of drugs and crime. His reasoning: that this resistance was a violation
of egalitarian nondiscrimination doctrine, since Yonkers already had other
public housing projects existing within its borders!

But not only literal government operations are subject to this egalitarian
doctrine. It also applies to any activities which are tarred with the public
brush, with the use, for example, of government streets, or any acceptance
of taxpayer funds. Indeed, actual government actions need not be involved at
all. Sometimes, libertarians fall back on the angry argument that, nowadays,
you can’t really distinguish between “public” and “private” anyway, that every-
thing is semi-public, and that trying to maintain property rights in such a
climate is unrealistic, naive, blind to reality, and generally a “purist” throwing
of sand into the machinery of neoconservative or left-libertarian “progress.”

Recently, there was a fascinating interchange between a paleo-libertar-
ian attorney in California and an official of a new California-based allegedly
“libertarian” legal outfit, the Center for Individual Rights, run by the
prominent neocon David Horowitz, who likes to call himself a “libertar-
ian.” This Center, by the way, is a leading example of explicit neocon and
left-libertarian fusion, since its masthead features several prominent mem-
bers of the libertarian movement.
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The paleo lawyer was protesting that the Center is backing the idea of
legally prohibiting colleges from setting down rules infringing on what the
Center people claim are “the constitutional rights of freedom of speech” of
students and faculty. Our paleo critic agreed with the idea of combating
political correctness and codes restricting alleged “hate speech,” but he
pointed out what not long ago was considered self-evident and unexcep-
tionable, not only by conservatives and libertarians, and by all judges, but by
all Americans: that First Amendment, or free speech, rights, can only apply
to government, and that only government can infringe upon such rights.
Private individuals or organizations can require anyone using their private
property to follow rules of conduct or speech, and anyone using such
property agrees contractually to abide by these rules. Any laws restricting
such rules, therefore, infringe upon the rights of private property as well as
the right to make free and unhampered contracts concerning its use.

The Center official, in reply, heaped scorn on such allegedly unrealistic
and purist arguments: these days, to official libertarians, almost everything
is in some way public, so that, in contrast to every fiber of libertarian
doctrine, “private” and “public” are simply co-mingled. The Center official
did not even balk when the paleo attorney used what any sensible person
would consider a reductio ad absurdum: that, logically, this approach would
imply that government should prevent any private employer from firing an
employee who exercises his alleged “free speech rights” by denouncing or
cursing at his boss, even on company property.

One problem with using reductio ad absurdum arguments among liber-
tarians has always been that they are all too happy to embrace the absurdum.
And thus our so-called “libertarians™ are in the process of going further than
even Justice Hugo Black in severing free speech from private-property
rights, and from exalting the former at the expense of the latter. Even a “First
Amendment absolutist” such as Justice Black proclaimed that “freedom of
speech” gives no one the right to break into your home and harangue you at
length.

“Civil rights” and “free-speech rights,” and the co-mingling of “private”
and “public,” are only the beginning of the libertarian movement’s Great
Leap Stateward. One of the cultural features of most movement members
has always been a passionate adherence to the morality and to the practice of
so-called “alternative lifestyles” and “sexual orientation” out of favor with
traditional or bourgeois customs or moral principles. The high correlation
of this “libertinism” with their endemic hatred of Christianity should be
obvious.

While this cultural attitude has always been pervasive among libertari-
ans, the new feature is their embracing of so-called “gay rights” as one of the
“civil rights” of non-discrimination. Things have gotten to the point where
one of the most prominent of the libertarian think-tanks practices its own
form of gay affirmative action, hiring or promoting only openly-proclaimed
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gays, and, at the very least, firing any staff member who is less than
enthusiastic about this procedure or about gay rights in general.

At another libertarian think-tank, which deals only with strictly eco-
nomic matters in its actual work, the No. 2 staff member recently took
advantage of the No. 1’s vacation to call a staff meeting and to proclaim his
gaydom openly to one and all. He then asked the staff’s reactions to his
fervent announcement, and later urged No. 1 to fire any staffers who had
expressed a lack of sufficient enthusiasm for this development.

The Libertarian Party has for many years had within it a Gay and Lesbian
Caucus. In the old days, the program of the caucus was confined to urging the
repeal of anti-sodomy laws, an unexceptionable libertarian position. Now,
however, in our brave new era, the theoreticians of this Caucus are calling
for public nudity and public sex acts, something which their colleagues in
ACT-UP achieved this summer in a Gay Pride parade in New York City
which was technically illegal, but the illegality of which was conspicuously
not enforced by the new Republican mayor. One rationale, of course, is that
the streets are public, aren’t they? and therefore all things must be permitted.

Until very recently, the devotion to gay rights by left-libertarian institu-
tions has been more implicit than explicit, either under cover of some sort of
public action or resource, or as their own form of affirmative action. But
only last month, a new escalation embraced gay rights openly and officially.
David Boaz, a leader in the most prominent left-libertarian think-tank,
Cato, wrote an astonishing op-ed piece in the New York Times, astonishing
not for the venue, of course, but for the content.

The content of the think-tanker’s article was unusual on two counts:
One, in perhaps a first for a proclaimed libertarian institution, he treats the
various anti-gay initiatives across the country as an “assault” on gay “rights,”
without discussing the actual proposals which in fact were attempts to
prohibit anti-gay discrimination laws. In short, these initiatives denounced
by the libertarian think-tanker were actually measures to protect the rights
of private property against assault by laws conferring special privileges upon
gays. The odd feature of this error is that, if libertarians are competent to
distinguish anything; it is the difference between protecting property rights
and aggressing against them.

The second bizarre feature of this Times op-ed piece is that this promi-
nent think-tanker is chiding conservatives for what he says is “scapegoating”
of gays, while at the same time allegedly ignoring what he considers the real
moral and social problems of our time: unwed motherhood and, with a
blare of trumpets, divorce!

Why do the conservatives write far more about gays? In the first place, it
seems clear to me that unwed motherhood has actually loomed large among
conservatives. As for divorce, it seems odd that left-libertarians dedicated to
modernism and change should wax nostalgic over the Good Old Days when
any divorced woman was shamed out of town. But the real point here is the
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stupefying and willful failure to connect with the real world in this argu-
ment.

Why do pro-family conservatives spend more print worrying about
gays than about divorce? Well, for one thing, there are no strident parades of
militants of the “divorced movement” marching up Fifth Avenue in New
York on “Divorce Pride” day, marching naked and committing sex acts
between the varied “divorced” in public, demanding anti-“divorced” dis-
crimination laws, affirmative action for the divorced, “divorced” districts in
the legislature, and continuous public affirmation by the non-divorced of
the equal or even superior morality of divorce over staying married.

The change has developed to the point where the word “libertarian” has
a new connotation when used in the media. The word used to mean
opposition to all forms of government intervention. Now, however, “liber-
tarian” in the public mind has virtually come to mean adherent of “gay
rights.” Thus, the favorite presidential candidate for 1996 of all libertarians
who will not rigidly confine themselves, in thought and in deed, to the
Libertarian Party, is unquestionably Massachusetts Republican Governor
William Weld, who even refers to himself as a “libertarian.”

The reason for Weld’s embrace of this term is not his alleged “fiscal
conservatism.” Weld and his acolytes have depicted him as a heroic slasher of
the state’s taxes and budgets. Weld’s so-called “budget-cutting” amounts to
taking Michael Dukakis’s grotesquely swollen last budget and cutting it by a
very modest 1.8 percent, but even this toe-in-water cut has been more than
offset by big budget increases every year since. Thus, the next year Weld
made up for his fiscal conservatism by increasing Massachusetts expendi-
tures by 11.4 percent; and this year he is raising it again by an estimated 5.1
percent. In other words, William Weld’s gesture in cutting his first year’s
budget by less than 2 percent has been more than made up by his raising the
budget in the last two years by 17 percent. That’s “fiscal conservatism™? The
story is the same on the tax front; Weld’s loudly trumpeted piddling tax cuts
were more than offset by large tax increases.

But this is all window-dressing to sucker the conservatives. Weld’s
“libertarianism,” in the minds of himself and his left-libertarian admirers,
consists almost completely of his passionate devotion to “gay rights,” as well
as his practicing gay affirmative action by appointing to high state positions
a large number of open gays. To round out the picture, I should also
mention that Weld is a fanatical adherent of environmentalism, and its
despotic crippling of the living standards of the human race.

But recently, left-libertarians have not confined themselves to backing
liberal Republicans; they have also made a foray into the Democratic Party.
Several leading Cato libertarians leaped into the Doug Wilder campaign in
Virginia, one of them actually becoming a member of Wilder’s finance
committee. Presumably the attraction of Wilder over liberal Republican
Coleman is that Wilder, in his person and in his life, embodies both the racial
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and sexual “diversity” so beloved by left-libertarians. It is typical of their
political acumen, however, that they jumped enthusiastically onto the
Wilder ship just before it sank without a trace.

The virtual mantra for all left-libertarians in weighing candidates to the
Libertarian Party has become: “fiscally conservative, but socially tolerant.”
“Fiscally conservative” can and does mean very little, usually spending, or
proposing to spend, a bit less money than their political rivals, or not raising
taxes by a great deal.

“Socially tolerant,” a murky phrase at best, seems to be a code term fora
package of several policies and attributes: devotion to gay rights, to civil
rights, and generally and above all, to not being “hate-filled,” like the
Christian right, Pat Buchanan, and the Tiiple R. While all of us are by
definition scowling brutes who emanate “hate” from every pore, the left-lib-
ertarians, as many of us know all too well, are just helluva nice guys, their
entire beings emitting vibrations of love, benevolence, and warmth of spirit.
And, as we say in New York, they should live so long! In fact, I haven’t had
- the personal experience of neocons that many of you have had, but I can
assure you that left-libertarians can match neocons any day in the week as
people you simply would not want to interact with. Trust me on that.

Part of “social tolerance,” of course, is uncritical and unlimited devo-
tion to open borders; as in the case of most left liberals and all neocons, any
proposal for any reason to restrict immigration or even to curb the flow of
illegals, is automatically and hysterically denounced as racist, fascist, sexist,
heterosexist, xenophobic, and the rest of the panoply of smear terms that lie
close to hand. (Although neocons seem, oddly enough, to make a glaring
exception for what they loosely call “Arab terrorists.”) Things have come to
such a pass that the Libertarian Party, which used to be strongly and
consistently opposed to any taxation or to any expenditure of tax funds, is
rapidly changing its policies and attitudes even on this subject long close to
libertarian hearts.

California, this November has on the ballot a wonderfully simple Proposi-
tion, called the “Save Our State” Proposition, which can be endorsed by every
regular middle-class and working-class American. Those who hear of it, in
fact, enthusiastically favor it at once. The Save Our State Proposition simply
bars any use of taxpayer funds in behalf of illegal aliens. Most people, of
course, think that illegals should be rounded up and shipped home, and
certainly not be the beneficiaries of tax-supported medical care, public
schooling, and all the rest of the far-flung apparatus of the welfare state.

As you can imagine, every Establishment, every right-thinking group is
hysterically opposed to this proposition, and this of course includes Big
Business, labor unions, teachers associations, the media, the pundits, the
professoriat, and all the opinion-molding elites: in short, all the usual
suspects. These groups denounce Save Our State as encouraging the spread
of ignorance and disease, and its proponents as hate-filled, racist, sexist,
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heterosexist, xenophobic, and all the rest. The only groups in favor of Save
Our State are a proliferation of unknown, truly grassroots organizations,
organizations which try to avoid rather than court publicity because they
have been the recipients of numerous bombing threats and death threats,
presumably from members of the “illegal community,” a community, which
in other, not Politically Correct, contexts would simply be called “gang-
sters.”

Our own Justin Raimondo, I am proud to say, is the San Francisco
coordinator for Save Our State, and he reports that the head of the San
Francisco Libertarian Party (and here I should point out that the California
Party is perhaps the only state party which has a substantial membership and
is not simply a paper organization), that the head of the San Francisco Party,
opposes the Save Our State Proposition—a first among libertarians in
opposing a tax-cutting measure.

What is the rationale for the Party’s scuttling the taxpayer and the rights
of private property in favor of Political Correctness? Because the enforce-
ment of this proposition might pose a threat to civil liberties! But of course
the enforcement of any measure, good or bad, might pose some sort of
threat to civil liberties, and thus is scarcely an excuse for not passing any
worthwhile bill. Borders, apparently, are not only supposed to be open, that
openness has to be encouraged and paid for heavily by the U.S. taxpayer.
The co-mingling of public and private, the change in the definition of
“rights,” has apparently gone so far that every illegal has the right to leach
the taxpayers of Lord Knows how much. Welcome to Big Government
Libertarianism!

Opposition to taxes in fact, is being weakened across the board. Cato
has recently come out in favor of the well-financed campaign to eliminate
the “personal income tax” and to replace the revenue completely by a
national sales tax. The Old Right, or older paleo call that I remember fondly
from the days of my youth, was to repeal the Sixteenth Amendment and to
abolish the income tax, period. The current variant is a very different
proposition. In the first place, it falls for the slogan first foisted on the
conservative movement by the supply-siders and then adopted, left and
right, by virtually all economists and alleged statesmen: that whatever
happens, and whatever changes are made in the tax laws, that the changes
must be “revenue neutral,” that is, that total federal revenue must never fall.

It is never explained how this axiom got smuggled into alleged conserva-
tive or free-market doctrine, or why in Heaven’s name total tax revenues must
never be allowed to fall. Why in blazes not? To the common answer that we
have to worry about the federal deficit, the proper reply, which no one seems to
make any more, is to cut government spending by huge amounts; and that
means, of course, the old-fashioned definition of “budget cut” as an actual
cut in the budget, and not its current meaning of a cut in its “rate of growth”
or a cut from some presidential or congressional projection, based on
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inevitably shaky assumptions, of future growth in spending. As pointed out
recently in the Mises Institute’s Free Market newsletter there are several grave
flaws in the idea of replacing the personal income tax by a national sales tax.

In the first place, contrary to the alleged “realism” or “pragmatism” of
this proposal, it will not, in practice, result in repeal of the income tax, but
rather in adding on of the sales tax to the current rotten tax structure.
Secondly, if the “personal” income tax were eliminated, the corporate
income tax would remain. In that way, the hated IRS Gestapo would remain
intact, examining records and poking into lives. Moreover, a 30-percent
sales tax would also require heavy enforcement tactics, so thata new division
of the IRS would soon be poring over the records of every retailer in the
country. It seems to me that to foresee these consequences does not take a
Ph.D. or extensive theoretical acumen, which leads one to question the bona
fides of outfits advocating this program.

And speaking of bona fides: one of the most disgraceful performances of
virtually all free-market think-tanks, and of all Official Libertarian journals
and institutions, was their falling into line like the many sheep to agitate on
behalf of Nafta, and now for the proposed World Trade Organization. The
Canadian Fraser Institute managed, with no resistance, to herd almost every
free-market think-tank in this country into what they called the “Nafta
Network,” which devoted an unprecedented amount of resources to almost
continual agitation, propaganda, and so-called “research,” in behalf of the
passage of Nafta. And not only the think-tanks: they were also joined by the
considerable number of libertarians and libertarian sympathizers among
syndicated columnists, writers, and assorted pundits.

The unfolding process provided us with some grisly amusement. The
original line of these left-libertarians and freemarketeers was the Clin-
ton-Bush line: namely, that Nafta was promoting, indeed was indispensable
to, the lovely concept of free trade, which had become an article of conservative
Republican faith during the Reagan administration. The only opposition to
Nafta, therefore, by definition, came from an alliance of confused or more likely
evil protectionists, who were either socialistic union leaders, the hated Ralph
Nader, or were inefficient domestic manufacturers seeking protective tariffs
or were their hirelings. Even worse, were their allies the hate-filled protec-
tionist xenophobes, racists, sexists, and heterosexists, such as Pat Buchanan.

At that point, Pat Buchanan pulled off a master stroke, totally discombobu-
lating the pro-Nafta forces. He pointed out that ardent and purist free-traders
such as Lew Rockwell, myself, and the Mises Institute, and people at the
Competitive Enterprise Institute, opposed Nafta because it was a phony free-
trade measure, and because it piled numerous new government restrictions
upon trade, including socialistic labor and environmental controls. And fur-
ther, that these restrictions were particularly dangerous because they added on
nternational, inter-governmental restrictions, to be imposed by new inter-
governmental agencies accountable to no one and to the voters of no nation.
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The amusing point was that the pro-Nafta propagandists were forced to
make a hurried and immediate change of front. They were forced to add
attacks on us, either printing our dread names or relying on general themes.
Since they couldn’t call us protectionists, they had to fight simultaneously a
two-front war, attacking at the same time evil protectionists of right and left,
while also denouncing us as excessively pure free-traders, and therefore, in
the Voltairian phrase which I am coming to detest almost as much as words
like “alienation” and “tolerance,” using the best as the enemy of the good. In
fact, of course, Nafta and WTO are in no sense “good”; they make the
current situation far worse, and therefore qualify as “bads™ in any libertarian
of genuinely free-market sense.

Some left-libertarians replied to our strictures against international
government that only xenophobes and statists can worry about “national
sovereignty,” because in high libertarian theory, only the individual is sovereign
and not the nation. I don’t want to comment on this point at length now. But,
as far as I'm concerned, it should be almost self-evident to any libertarian that
the piling up of larger and higher levels of government can only add to the scope
and intensity of despotism, and that the higher these levels go, the less they
are subject to check, curtailment, or removal by the subject population.

But increasingly I find that nothing can be taken for granted, or
considered self-evident, among supposed libertarians. Indeed, Clint Bolick,
one of the leading libertarian legal theoreticians and activists has written a
book for Cato, rather astoundingly looking around at today’s America and
concluding that the real tyranny, the real menace to our liberty, is not the
federal Leviathan, not Congress or the Imperial Executive or the increas-
ingly totalitarian despots-for-life who constitute the federal judiciary, no,
not these. To the contrary, that the real menace to liberty nowadays are
grassroots local governments.

Itseems to me that there is very little reasoning, or discourse, that can be
used with people who look at American life today and come to these kinds
of conclusions. To call such people “libertarians,” much as to call Nafta
propagandists “free traders,” stretches those words beyond all meaning or
sense. As in the case of the deconstructionists, with left-libertarians we are
plunged into a Humpty Dumpty world, where words mean just what they
choose them to mean, and the real question is who is to be master.

Speaking of who is to be master, the Nafta propagandists had the
unmitigated gall, or chutzpah, to charge the coalition of protectionists and
unreconstructed free traders with being in the pay of the evil textile industry.
This charge, mark you, comes from institutions heavily supported by the
Mexican government, the Canadian government, by Mexican and Canadian
lobbyists, and by corporations and donors in the export industries. For one
widely unreported truth about American economic foreign policy since
World War II, and even since the late 1930s, including government trade
negotiations, treaties and agreements, alleged “free trade” and reciprocal
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trade, as well as all programs of foreign aid, is that their major motivation
was to constitute a taxpayers-funded subsidy to export industries and to the
bankers who finance them. Talk about people in glass houses!

I don’t want to Jeave the case of Nafta without briefly mentioning the
amusing response of the Libertarian Party. Once again, the Party had always
in the past been consistently opposed to all forms of inter-governmental
restrictions or controls on trade. And yet, the august National Committee,
which governs the party in between its increasingly rare national conven-
tions, felt compelled at the height of the controversy to issue a statement in
support of Nafta, throwing its entire weight into the debate.

The person who is in effect the ruler of the National Committee is
himself a libertarian theorist of note. And either nostalgia for his former
views or a certain modicum of integrity impelled him to actually try to
answer our criticisms. Unfortunately, to do so, he had to fall back on the sort
of arguments formerly used by such sectarian outfits as the tiny handful of
people once gathered in such grandiosely named organizations as the
International Revolutionary Workers Party. That is: he and therefore the
National Committee acknowledged that there may be some problems with
Nafta, the international bureaucratic rule might well impose restrictions
that overwhelm its supposed free trade features. But, the National Commit-
tee concluded, not to worry, because should such a thing begin to happen,
the Libertarian Party would throw its great political weight into stopping it.
Well, it’s certainly a relief to know that the Libertarian Party will hurl its
body between Nafta and its inevitable consequences!

As the paleo alliance has become increasingly influential, we have drawn
for quite a while fevered attacks by neoconservatives, and now by the
burgeoning Ofticial Libertarians. Indeed, Virginia Postrel, editrix of the
Santa Monica monthly Reason has, in a sense, specialized in attacks on the
Buchananite right-wing. Usually, she deriounces it for its alleged opposition
to “change”; indeed, she often sounds like the assorted harpies of the media
echoing the Clintonians during the presidential campaign, trumpeting the
necessity of “change,” apparently change for its own sake, which she
confuses with some sort of Opportunity Society. The real question, how-
ever, is change for what, and in what direction? Paleos, after all, are big
devotees of change and radical change to boot, except that somehow I think
that the type of change we seek—appropriately reactionary and hate-
filled—is not exactly the sort of “change, change, change” that this editor
and various other neocons and Clintonians like to talk about.

This month, she has an editorial denouncing the anti-Gatt coalition,
which the editor very oddly sees as “partisans of stasis...appealing to state
power to block the dynamic processes of markets and individual choice.”
How she can interpret a measure fervently supported by President Clinton
and the rest of the statist establishment as an example of market and
individual choice defying state power passeth understanding.
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There is another recent instance that also draws the ire of the editor in
the same editorial. This issue she also sees as a coalition for stasis trying to
block the beneficent processes of economic growth on the free market. Here
we have a coalition of liberals, conservatives, local residents, historians, and
all people concerned with conserving and honoring America’s heritage,
trying to block the development of an American history Disney theme park
on the grounds of the Battle of Manassas. One major reason for trying to
block this Eisnerizing of northern Virginia, is the politically correct history
that Eisner’s top historian, the notorious Marxist-Leninist Eric Foner, was
planning to foist on the unsuspecting visitors to the park.

Foner, by the way, in a striking example of a leftist-neocon alliance, was
the main “expert” in the first Reagan year helping Irving Kristol and the
neocons to smear Mel Bradford as a “racist” and a “fascist” for having the
temerity of being critical of one of the leading despots in American history,
the sainted Abraham Lincoln, who in many ways is the leading predecessor
of “Dr.” King in enabling us to separate quickly the right-wing sheep from
the various species of left-wing goat.

Postrel describes this anti-theme park coalition as “a coalition of anti-
growth liberals and blood-and-soil conservatives.” Somehow, it is not
surprising that the editor, as a left-libertarian, does not mention and so
doesn’t seem to be concerned with the projected bombardment of innocent
tourists with a politically correct, Marxist-Leninist version of American
history. But here, once again, Pat Buchanan threw a monkey-wrench into
the works of the left-libertarian propaganda machinery by highlighting the
fact that yours truly, in an article in the Mises Institute’s Free Market,
uniquely attacked the Disney theme park as not being free-market develop-
ment at all, since the project explicitly depends on a subsidy of $160 million
to be contributed by the taxpayers of the state of Virginia.

Is it really pro-stasis, anti-growth, and anti-free market, to oppose a project
requiring a $160 million subsidy by the taxpayers? How does the editor
presume to defend her support against such a criticism from someone who, at
the very least, may be alot more libertarian and anti-statist than she herself? Her
defense is actually quite interesting if singularly unimpressive. Her comment,
in full, is that “the free-market objection that the park is getting state subsidies
isn’t part of the main debate.” Well, that takes care of that argument.

One of the main grounds that have supposedly led to libertarians’
hatred of religion is that they, the libertarians, are staunch advocates, above
all, of reason, whereas theists are eternally mired in what rationalists like to
refer to as “superstition.” Well, it is instructive to ponder the quality of the
reasoning power that these people have used in defending their flight from
liberty and the rights of property.

Let us now turn to a final measure that illustrates the Great Leap
Stateward of the libertarian movement. This is their championing of the
school voucher scheme, which the left-libertarians literally wrote for the
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California proposal voted on, and defeated, last November. Neoconserva-
tives and left-libertarians happily plunged into, and largely financed, the
California voucher drive, secure in the supposed knowledge that their only
opponents would be the usual array of left-liberals and teachers’ unions.

The left-libertarians featured their favorite buzzword, “choice,” which
they first applied to women’s choice on abortion and now to the expanding
choice of parents and children on which schools to attend and whether or
not to attend private or public schools. Anticipating the framework of the
debate, the voucherites were having their own way, but this time they were,
once again, blindsided by an extremely influential article that Lew Rock-
well wrote in the Los Angeles Times, which the distressed voucherites later
ruefully admitted was the greatest single force in scuttling their plan. For
Lew bypassed the standard debate by making points that appealed espe-
cially to embattled California parents and taxpayers critical of the public school
system.

Lew pointed out (1) that the welfare state, and the burden on the
taxpayers, would increase instead of being reduced by the voucher scheme;
and (2) that while the public school teachers might well oppose the plan, it
is more important and more dangerous that the voucher scheme would
greatly increase government control and dictation over the private school
system, now still largely free of government intrusion. The government
always controls what it subsidizes, and in the case of vouchers, the govern-
ment would be obliged to define what a “school” is, in order to let the school
be eligible for the voucher subsidy.

As in all redistribution schemes, the range of choice of the beneficiaries
can only expand by restricting the choices of the losers, in this case the
choices of the parents of children now going to private schools. Not only did
this argument prove to be a blockbuster, but Lew also raised, for the first
time I believe, another sensitive and compelling argument; (3) that the
voucher plan would destroy the relatively good and now caretully safe-
guarded suburban public schools, because these suburban schools would be
forced to accept anyone who applies from any other school district.

In short: that these neighborhood schools, which are at least to some
extent under the control of local neighborhood parents and taxpayers,
would now be forced to accept hordes of uneducable and even criminal
youth from the inner-cities. The choices of suburban parents would be
restricted. Not only would the suburbanites’ children be in danger, but their
property values, much of which had been built up by moving into districts
with relatively good schools, would be gravely endangered.

While Lew Rockwell’s last magnificently Politically Incorrect argument
met the predictable hysteria from left-libertarians, who accused him of the
customary racism, sexism, hetero-sexism and all the rest, his argument was
extremely effective where it counted: namely, among the middle-class sub-
urbanites previously inclined to vote for the school voucher plan. There is
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no greater testimony to the power of ideas, regardless of pre-existing
political clout or the extent of funding.

A general note: fourteen years ago, the Libertarian Party ran its best-
funded, and therefore its most widely publicized, presidential campaign.
The campaign, run by what even then was its decidedly non-purist wing,
was asked by the media, now interested for the first time, to tell them in a
few words what this “libertarianism” is all about. The campaign’s answer:
libertarianism is “low-tax liberalism.”

The absolute ruler of that campaign, Ed Crane, is now the head of one
of America’s most prominent libertarian think-tanks. Recently, he and his
colleagues provided another summation of the essence of the libertarian
creed. The answer: “market liberalism.” Note that while the older definition
made at least a vague reference to lower taxes, the current credo is one that can
be agreed to by literally everyone. After all, since most socialists call themselves
“liberals,” and all socialists now agree on having some sort of market, this
phrase could be, and probably has been, embraced by such not-exactly libertari-
ans as our beloved president, William Jefferson Blythe Clinton IV, as well as
by the unlamented last head of the defunct Soviet Union, Mikhail S.
Gorbachev. Talk about being respectable and mainstream!

In recent weeks, this same prominent theorist of “market liberalism”
has moved to ward off what he sees as the great danger of the rising
right-wing populist movement. Instead, he offers as a counter what he calls
“The Velvet Revolution,” a term that seems far odder and more exotic in the
United States than it did in the Czech Republic.

This Velvet Revolution, which, according to this leading left-libertar-
ian, will limit the federal government “without disruption,” is simply a triad
of statutory measures. One is replacing the personal income tax by a
national sales tax, which I have discussed already. A second is term limits;
and a third is the balanced budget amendment. The problem with the entire
triad is that they will either have no effect or make matters worse; at best,
they might con the populist masses into thinking that Washington has been
curbed and dropping the whole issue. And maybe that’s the point.

Very briefly, the balanced-budget amendment is a fraud and a hoax. In
addition to escape clauses for Congress to override the amendment easily, and
that it will provide an excuse for raising taxes, and the fact that the federal
government can and does easily shift its expenses to “off-budget activities,”
the so-called “balancing” is only for projected future expenditures and not
for the actual budget, and anyone can literally project any future expense.

And, finally, there is no enforcement provided: will all Congressmen
who vote for unbalanced budgets be taken out and shot?

Which brings me to the third leg of the Velvet triad: the much-praised
term limits. I have no problem with the conceptperse; the problem is that Term
Limits only restricts Congress or state legislatures, and the legislative arm is the
one that has lost most power among the three branches of government.
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Congress and the state legislatures are, of all branches, the only ones quickly
subject to public accounting and retaliation at the polls. These are the only
people we can get rid of rapidly and peacefully But contrast the other
dangerous branches, which are conspicuously not to be subject to term
limits.

There is the Imperial Executive, where only the president is limited,
much to the griping of all champions of “democracy.” The rest of the vast
and swollen federal bureaucracy is not only not subject to public removal,
they have been frozen into place as permanent despots by the so-called “civil
service” or “merit” system, which was put across on the public by the
intellectual and media elites of the late nineteenth century. And finally, there
are the real monstrous tyrants of our day, the unchecked and runaway
federal judiciary, which enjoy virtually absolute power over every town and
village and every person’s life. And at its pinnacle the Supreme Court are our
unchecked despots for life. If the term limit people begin to advocate, say
the abolition of the federal civil service, and two-year term limits for every
federal judge, I will begin to take them seriously as part of the solution
instead of being very much part of the problem.

In conclusion: I am confident, in contrast to this desperate left-libertar-
ian attempt to draw the teeth of the populist revolution, that the days of
Beltway “realism,” both among conservatives and left-libertarians, are
doomed. There is now a powerful and truly grass-roots movement awake
throughout the heartland of America, a movement that is radical, right-
wing populist, and possessed of a deep hatred and contempt, first of course
for the Clintons and their whole repellent crew, and second, for Washington
in general, for the Beltway, its ideologies and its culture, and for all politi-
cians, especially those located in Washington.

This grass-roots right-wing is very different from anything we have yet
seen. It profoundly dislikes and distrusts the mainstream media. And, by
extension, it has no use for Beltway organizations or their traditional
leaders. These grass-rooters are not content to kick into the coffers of
Beltway organizations and obediently follow their orders. They may not be
“socially tolerant,” but they are feisty, they hate the guts of the federal
government, and they are Rising up Angry. In this burgeoning atmosphere,
the supposedly pragmatic Beltway strategy of cozying up to Power is not
only immoral and unprincipled; it also can no longer work, even in the
short run. The oppressed middle and working-classes are at last rising up
and on the march, and the new right-wing movement will have no time and
no room for the traitorous elites who have led them by the nose for so many
years. B
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THE NOVEMBER REVOLUTION

AND ITS BETRAYAL
January 1995

n the November election and its aftermath, there’s wonderful

news and there’s terrible news. The wonderful news, of course,

is that the great right-wing grass roots revolution against Big
Government, a revolution we at Tiple R had been heralding since last
summer, struck the Democrat Party in November everywhere it could, and
swept it out of power. The terrible news is that it took less than twenty-four
hours for that revolution to be grievously betrayed. From his own perspective,
Ralph Nader put it very well: that most Congressional revolutions are
betrayed no sooner than the following January, whereas this one was sold
down the river in December. Nader was speaking, of course, about the most
glaring example of that betrayal: Dole, Gingrich, Armey and the rest of the
new Republican leadership leaping to collaborate with the hated and repu-
diated Clinton to bring back the discredited lameduck Democrat Congress
to ram Gatt down the throats of the American people.

Bringing back the defeated Foley, Sasser, and the rest of the gang was a
direct slap in the face by the Republican elites of the very voters who had just
put them into power. In England, there is a custom at meetings for the
rank-and-file of organizations to shout “Shame!” and “Resign!” when their
leaders do something particularly odious. There should have been such an
outcry from every rooftop in America at this act of treachery by the quisling
Gingriches and Doles.

Why couldn’t the Republicans wait a few weeks for their own Con-
gress? The argument that the new Gatt-WTC was supposed to begin this
January is absurd; most countries haven’t even ratified Gatt yet. The real
reason is that the unconstitutional “fast track” provision expired at the end
of 1994; in that rule, which applied only to trade agreements like Nafta and
Gatt, Congress agreed to tie its own hands, and eliminate all possible voting
on amendments, so that Congress could only vote “yes” or “no” on an
agreement handed to it by the president. But couldn’t Gatt then have been
“amended to death™? Yes, and that’s the whole point. Just like any other
important measure, including the annual budget. That’s what repre-
sentative republican government, in contrast to dictatorship and its stooge
parliaments, is supposed to be all about.

The news of the betrayal of the revolution is appalling but unfortunately
not surprising. And Gatt is only the most immediate and evident example of
the looming across-the-board treachery. Both parties, the Republican as
well as the Democrat, have long been run by an effectively bipartisan Big
Government elite that is strongly opposed to the interests and the values,
economic, moral, cultural, and religious, of the vast majority of the American
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people. This bipartisan elite is in the minority, but it has managed to control
public policy for a half-century because it is strong in wealth (important
sectors of Big Business and high-finance—summed up in the old phrases
“Rockefeller Republican” and “Eastern Establishment™) and in the opinion-
moulding classes and institutions: €.g., writers, technocrats, policy wonks,
planners, and bureaucrats. A combination of vast wealth and numbers of
writer-intellectuals means that the respectable and influential big me-
dia—the press and television—endorse and push for the statist, Big Govern-
ment cause.

A quick rundown of the crucial issues that helped ignite and propel the
November revolution, and where all elites, including the new Republican
Party leaders, strongly oppose the public will:

Open Borders: Everyone agrees that the public wants to crack down
on illegal immigrants and restrict immigration per se; the elites say no.

Foreign Aid: Everyone also agrees that the American people are
against foreign aid, especially now that the Cold War is dead and gone. But
all the Republicrat elite are hysterically opposed to any whittling down of
foreign aid.

Foreign Intervention: Now that the Cold War is over, why does the
United States have to intervene everywhere; why do we have to push every
other country around for its own alleged good, and at vast expense to the
American taxpayer? Everyone agrees that the American public couldn’t care
less about the fate of Bosnia, or Rwanda, or Somalia, or Haiti. And yet the
only criticism the Doles and Gingriches are leveling at Clinton’s foreign
policy is that he is not slaughtering enough Serbs.

Welfare: The American people want to abolish welfare altogether. The
Gingrich-Armey “reform” only wants to add expensive government-fi-
nanced orphanages to Clinton’s own phony welfare reform. The key point
to look at is that all of these so-called reforms would 444 to the taxpayer
financing of welfare, not sharply reduce or abolish it.

Victimological Regulations: The American people want to get rid of
affirmative action, all sorts of “civil rights,” and other victimological special
privileges that oppress the majority of Americans, injure the consumers and
cripple businesses. The Gingrichian response? Zero. The elites want to keep
the current system, and at most only tinker with it around the edges.

Gun Control: A crucial spark for the November Revolution was the
intensifying tyranny of gun control. The current Republican response?
Virtually zero. The bipartisan ruling elite loves gun control, and the Gin-
grichians only oppose it in rhetoric, not in deeds. Has any Republican leader
called for repeal of the Brady Bill?

Deficits and Government Spending: The liberal Democrats may be
hypocritical about deficits, but they have a point. The supply-side alibi,
except for such comparatively minor areas as capital-gains taxes, is clearly
wrong. Deficits are bad, as the public realizes, and to cut them requires
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extensive, far-reaching slashes in government spending. And that means real
cuts, not phony “cuts” in rate of government growth, cuts in projected
future government expenses, or “caps.” And it also means big cuts in federal
government functions, as well as abolition of entire departments and agen-
cies. The public demands such action. But there have been no budget cuts
proposed in any Gingrichian program, and no mention of abolishing the
Departments of Education and Energy, let alone other agencies.

Instead, all we are offered is the Gingrichian balanced-budget amendment
which not only slows the reform process to a crawl of many years through
the amendment procedure, but is also an unenforceable hoax and a sham.
Why can’t Gingrich and Dole avoid this posturing and simply present their
own balanced budget this winter as an alternative to Clinton’s? Because they
too favor Big Government and centralized power in Washington, D.C,,
that’s why.

Money: Any serious people’s revolution would do something to curb
or abolish the inflationary government-banker cartel, the Federal Reserve.
The American people are far more opposed to the Fed than are the Republi-
can elites, who virtually worship the Fed and whoever its chairman happens
to be. The people not only distrust and dislike the Fed, they also believe
correctly that the only genuine money is gold. Why does no Republican
leader call for return to the gold standard, a truly free-market money?

There is an acid test that every leader can apply for himself for the next
two years, about the Republicans in Congress, be they the Doles or the
Gingriches. At each stage forget the rhetoric and ask yourself: what did they
do? Did the Republicans, did the conservative Republicans, singly or to-
gether actually reduce, substantially and sharply, the scope and impact of Big
Government? Did they roll back—really roll back—the power of Washing-
ton, D.C., over your lives and your property?

I should emphasize that I don’t believe that all is hopeless, or that we
might as well retire to some island. On the contrary, the good news is not
only that the mass of the public have become fierce opponents of govern-
ment intrusion and enemies of Leviathan; the good news is also that some
of the freshmen Congressmen and Senators, especially in the House, are
dedicated, fiery right-wing populist conservatives and libertarians, who are
true embodiments of the November Revolution. They are beholden to their
principles and to their constituents, not to the perks and power that might
be handed out by Newt Gingrich and his cohorts. Many of them only
became Republican candidates because the party elite had no idea that they
would win. There are many hardcore paleos in Congress, and other sympa-
thizers who are open to persuasion, either by conviction or because they
realize that this is what their constituents demand. One of the leading
Republicans in the Senate, for example, was converted against Gatt by
reading the Mises Institute’s sparkling booklet, The WTO Reader. Such
impact can be multiplied many-fold.
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Of the many worthy freshmen in the House, two can be singled out.
One is Jack Metcalf, a new representative from Washington State. I have met
Jack several times. A former State Senator, Metcalf is a veteran paleo-liber-
tarian activist, an Old Rightist champion of the Tenth Amendment and
strict constitutional government, a knowledgeable advocate of the free-
market gold standard, and an implacable foe of the income tax and of the
Federal Reserve. A promising young newcomer to the House is the Texan
Steve Stockman, who, with very little money, toppled the powerful liberal
Judiciary Committee Chairman Jack Brooks. Stockman, who featured a
poster “FIGHT CRIME, SHOOT BACK,” stressed three magnificent
themes in his campaign: (1) an accountant, he has dedicated himself to the
abolition of the dread Internal Revenue Service; (2) he hammered away at
Brooks’s sellout to the gun-control forces in voting for the ban on “assault”
weapons; and (3) he played on TV, over and over again, spots of the Janet
Reno-BATF holocaust of the Branch Davidians at Waco, interspersed with
Rep. Brooks’s cruel pronouncement: “those people got what they de-
served.” No Jack, you got what you deserved on November 8.

The important thing now is for the mass of the public #of to be lulled,
not to think that the war is over, now that Gingrich has been elected, and that
we all might as well go home. On the contrary, the first battle has been won,
but many others remain in this glorious but protracted struggle. The next
vital step is to keep alert, study the continuing record of this Congress, and
to keep putting the pressure on the Republican party and its elites. In short,
to help the paleo-type populists in the House and Senate, the militant
backbenchers and their sympathizers, to assist them in putting pressure on
the reluctant elites of their own party. Keep their feet to the fire; never let up.
And let us all remind the new Masters of the Universe, in their arrogance,
that what the people have given them, the people can and will take away.
They have two years to put up, to shape up, or be shipped out. And if a
threat of a viable third party, whether Perotvian or some other, begins to
loom large for *96, so much the better. If Slick Willie and his rotten
collectivists gang are doomed, as it certainly appears, great. It couldn’t have
happened to a more deserving crew. But the Republicans should be con-
stantly put on notice that, if they don’t get with the Revolution, they will
soon follow Slick Willie into the ashcan of history. m
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A RIVEDERCI, MARIO
January 1995

n one sense of course, the toppling of Mario Cuomo from his New

York throne was part and parcel of the nationwide people’s revolution

against the Democrat Party. But the shock was a lot greater in New
York than in most of the country. In the first place, Mario had for years been
the Great Shining Prince of Democrat left-liberalism: witty, brainy, elo-
quent, left-Catholic theologian (an acceptable Catholic, for Heaven’s sake,
now that Teddy was old, fat, and discredited), a man who had taken the
nation’s liberals by storm at his speech at the Democrat convention of 1984.
Ever since, he had been the Numero Uno presidentabile, if we may coin a
term.

But second, and more strikingly, Mario was supposed to win; until
Election Day, the polls had Mario comfortably in the lead. In contrast, for
example, everyone knew that Tom Foley was doomed many weeks before
the election. And the Cuomo lead was not part of what looked like a massive
media disinformation campaign from mid-October on. Nationally, the
Democrats were first supposed to lose badly, and then came the Gingrich
contract, and then Clinton looked presidential while out of the country, and
the media began to hype the Comeback Kid and the Comeback Party. The
polls claimed that the Republican surge had stopped; they peaked too early;
Clinton is up in the polls; the Democrats are now surging ahead; the public
has had a chance to look at the “contract” and blah blah. The Democrats are
up again! I had been optimistic about a Democratic collapse before that, by
the final weekend before Election Day I was getting worried, snowed by the
“scientific” media onslaught. But then, magically, the day before Election
Day, whoops! the polls showed that the Democrat surge had magically
stopped; the Republicans are up again, and by Election morning the polls
were at least in the ballpark (although plaudits to political analysts Robert
Novak, Michael Barone, and Stuart Rothenberg for getting the Senate shift
right on the button, and they called the House pretty closely as well).

What was with the media? My astute colleague Lew Rockwell plausibly
speculated that the media, after trying to hype their wish-fulfillment as long
as they dared, had to preserve their credibility and start telling the truth by
the Monday before Election Day.

But in any case, New York was different. Everyone in the media expected
Cuomo to win handily down to the wire by several percentage points.
Instead, Pataki won by 4 percent. What in the world happened? One straw
in the wind; in its pre-election issue, the politically savvy weekly New York
Observer had two interviews with the supposedly winning Cuomo camp. To
the reporter’s stunned surprise, David Garth, the legendary campaign head
for Cuomo, instead of being euphoric or cocky, was elegiac, mournful,
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apologetic about his mistakes. And another Observer journalist reported that
the pre-election mood in the Cuomo camp was one of “quiet desperation,”
trying mightily to bring out the black vote in New York City. As Rockwell
explains, if political candidates have a lot of money, they can see what’s
happening far better than the media, because they take daily “tracking polls”
that can pinpoint the coming election results. The media were off base, but
Garth knew.

THE SUPER BOWL OF CAMPAIGN CONSULTANTS

At the heart of the Cuomo-Pataki struggle was a war between the rival
political consultants-campaign managers, arguably the two best in the
business. Both men are tough, smart, abrasive, New York ethnics. Heading
the Cuomo camp was Dave Garth, the Founding Father of modern political
consulting, who cut his eye teeth in the Adlai Stevenson campaign of 1952.
Garth began as a liberal Democrat, but has moved rightward over the years
to become a centrist Democrat. In recent years, Garth has been most
comfortable conducting campaigns from the right: his last great triumph was
the centrist “fusion” Republican-Liberal campaign of Rudolph Giuliani for
Mayor of New York, ousting the black leftist incumbent David Dinkins.

In the opposite corner handling George Pataki: the conservative-liber-
tarian Republican, the shadowy, reclusive Art Finkelstein. Finkelstein’s most
recent coup was the brilliantly-run campaign of 1992, electing Al D’Amato
for U.S. Senate against the anointed liberal Democrat klutz Bob Abrams.
D’Amato managed to overcome “ethics” charges to defeat the colorless,
over-confident Abrams. Particularly notable was Finkelstein’s slogan for Al
D’Amato, intoned repeatedly on TV: “Bob Abrams, hopelessly liberal.”

Dave Garth had a big problem on his hands. Not only was 1994
looming as a Republican year, but New York was sick, sick, sick of their
former darling, Mario. Mario had begun as witty and eloquent; he origi-
nally won the governorship in 1982 in a tight race against the bright but
humorless conservative Republican Lew Lehrman. Cuomo won it in de-
bates with Lehrman, his quick wit effective on radio and TV. A highlight
was the time that Lehrman tried to explain to fiercely pro-gun control New
Yorkers why he was opposed. Lehrman drifted off into an elaborate and
rambling explanation how he had grown up in rural Pennsylvania, and how
it was important to know how to shoot gophers because horses would
stumble into gopher holes and break their legs. Mario’s riposte was in the
best tradition of devastating New York wit: “Lew;,” he said, “in all the fifty
years I have lived in the borough of Queens I have never once seen a horse
fall into a gopher hole.” End of Lehrman.

The wit has long gone, however. Mario had also charmed New Yorkers
by his nagging, hectoring, intrusive style. Let any radio or TV talk show
host criticize Mario, and the governor was immediately on the phone,
rebutting, attacking, griping. Any journalist who criticized him got an
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angry or a needling phone call. At first, this seemed great: Mario was alive,
aware, in-your-face, a true New Yorker. But after years of this, New Yorkers
grew weary, especially since Mario didn’t 4o anything. As term after term
dragged on, and after twelve years in office, Mario’s accomplishments were
nil: the only results he brought in his wake were higher taxes, more crime,
more welfare. During the summer, one of those incidents occurred that
stuck in New Yorkers’ minds as summing up the bog of decay that had
slowly but surely settled in New York. The state maintains a recorded
I-Love-New-York phone line, that anyone could call to get information on
what’s going on in the city. But during the campaign it was revealed that
because of high costs and high taxes in New York, the actual phone
operation had to be moved to rural Pennsylvania! Oh, Mario, Mario!

How would Garth play the Cuomo campaign? For the first several
months, Garth went positive, showing commercials stressing Mario’s nobil-
ity, his stature, his accomplishments, etc. But what accomplishments, ex-
actly? Here we have to realize that while most politically aware Americans
have long regarded Cuomo as the leader of the liberal-left, New York’s
strident and voluble Hard Left has long felt very differently. It is precisely
because of Cuomo’s great gifts that the Hard Left has felt bitterly betrayed.
Apart from speeches, a thirst for power, higher taxes and a stubborn
insistence on vetoing the death penalty, Mario hadn’t really done a darn
thing to bring socialism to New York State.

For the left and for the blacks, Mario’s biggest betrayal was his implicit
collaboration with Giuliani in 1993 to dump the disastrous David Dinkins.
The left and the blacks couldn’t forgive or forget the fact that the decisive
element in swinging that tight race to Giuliani was Cuomo’s investigator’s
strategically-timed report on the famed August 1991 black riot in Crown
Heights, Brooklyn. The Australian Hasidic scholar Yankel Rosenbaum had
there been killed by a black mob. The Cuomo appointee’s report laid
conspicuous blame for total incompetence on Dinkins and on his inept
black Police Commissioner Benjamin Ward. The Cuomo Crown Heights
report was the decisive factor in beating Dinkins and electing Giuliani.

So when Garth went positive for Cuomo, there wasn’t really much
positive to say. As a matter of fact, the copious TV spots showing Mario
saying “elect me for another four years, so I can finish the job,” struck most
New Yorkers as a grotesque joke. Finish what job, Mario?

The left in New York, usually loud to proclaim the importance of
“issues” versus personalities, implored Mario to go negative against the
virtually unknown Pataki, a farmer and then State Senator from Peekskill,
up the Hudson Valley from New York City. Apparently, leftist reporters
uncovered some shady “ethics” dealings by the bland, handsome, slightly
goofy-looking Pataki.

Garth, however, was no longer comfortable going negative against
conservatives. He launched another tack: he went negative against Al
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D’Amato, continually blasting D’Amato and deriding Pataki as a mere
puppet of the Republican Senator. There were D’Amato’s ethical problems,
for which he had been cleared, and particularly the rather confusing, highly
technical but still serious indictment of Al’s beloved brother Armand, for
lobbying on behalf of a corporation from the Senator’s office. (That,
however, was not illegal though it looked bad; the actual criminal charge
was a bizarre accusation that Armand had committed some sort of fraud by
pretending to lobby for the company, but not really doing so.)

As a short-run tactic, the demonizing by Garth of D’Amato was highly
effective, and Al got rattled, committing a series of gaffes in mid-October.
The most damaging error, in this P.C. age, was a quip D’Amato was
overheard making to Pataki’s glamorous lieutenant-governor running mate,
Betsy McCaughey. D’Amato was anxious to line up the coyly neutral
Rudolph Giuliani for an October endorsement of Pataki for governor; after
all, they were both in the same party D’Amato laughingly suggested to
Betsy: “Why don’t you make Rudy an offer he can’t refuse?” Immediately,
the assembled harridans of left feminism rose up in their righteous wrath
and denounced poor Al from one end of the stable to the other. It got to the
point, where, at a crucial late October stage of the race, Al D’Amato had to
skip town on “vacation” and leave for California.

Shortly afterward, on October 24, Garth pulled his seemingly decisive
coup: inducing his old client Rudy to cross parties and endorse Cuomo for
governor. Everyone was all smiles at the photo-op: Rudy yammering about
how good this would be for the city of New York (i.e., New York State funds
and goodies galore), and Cuomo and his stooges blathering about how
Giuliani showed high “courage,” devotion to “principle,” etc. What “princi-
ple,” pray tell? Picking the highest bidder? The Giuliani October betrayal
was one of many cases where liberal Republicans made their late, cheap hit
against the candidates of their own party, participating in what Sam Francis
aptly calls the “Backstabbing Faction” of the Republican Party. It shouldn’t
be forgotten, however, that Rudy was taking a neatly calculated risk; not
only did his action seem decisive, but Rudy’s other power base in New York
politics, the Liberal Party, should not be overlooked. They, as Cuomo
backers, were pleased. Giuliani had been the “Republican-Liberal” candi-
date for mayor in 1993.

There was another reason why Mario seemed to have it wrapped up by
late October. During the summer, a third-party candidate suddenly popped
up, a man who had far greater potential for damaging Pataki than the
floperoo ex-Libertarian candidate, radio shock jock Howard Stern.

The centerpiece issue of Pataki’s campaign was the promise of a large
25-percent income tax cut, basing himself on the successful Christine
Whitman race for governor of New Jersey in 1992. But all of a sudden there
popped up an unknown mini-Perot, a centi-millionaire computer payroll
magnate from Rochester, B. Thomas Golisano. Running on the small but
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permanent ballot line, the Independence Fusion Party, Golisano poured
millions of his own money into the campaign, attacking Pataki fiom the
right, and promising much deeper tax cuts than Pataki was supporting. By
the end of October, Golisano was getting 14 percent in the statewide polls,
and over 30 percent, in his home area of Rochester. Since almost all of these
votes would be drawn from Pataki, the Golisano race seemed to insure a
Cuomo reelection.

And Cuomo had accomplished this feat without going negative against
his opponent, thereby maintaining his high-minded, quasi-theological im-
age as some sort of secular saint. His campaign did orchestrate a press
conference at City Hall in New York four days before the election, where
Giuliani and his No. 2, nasty leftist New York Public Advocate Mark Green,
denounced federal HUD grants that had found their way to a Pataki legal
client in Peekskill. But the media, themselves lazy, adopted a strategy of not
airing any negative reports, in other words, not giving free publicity to any
material that the campaign itself wasn’t willing to push on television. In
other words, no free media rides, unless the Cuomo campaign was willing
to pay for TV spots. But neither Garth nor Cuomo were willing to lower
Mario’s dignity by going public with such material. Besides, why do so
when the triumphal reelection of Cuomo was wrapped up?

THE COMEBACK KID

In the meantime, Art Finkelstein had not been idle. Before things
seemed to fall apart in the fall, Pataki had been doing very well. Pataki went
negative very early, keeping the emphasis on everyone’s weariness with
Mario. For positives, Pataki stayed pleasant and vague, concentrating on the
tax cut issue that had elected Christine Whitman in New Jersey, supple-
mented of course by attacking the high crime rate. For the negative,
Finkelstein drew on the highly effective slogan that had elected Al D’Amato
in his very tight race for U.S. Senate against Bob Abrams. In the new Pataki
slogan repeated again and again: “Mario Cuomo, too liberal, for too long,”
Finkelstein brilliantly encapsulated in the last five words both the liberalism
and the long twelve years that people had had to put up with Cuomo.

By the time of Giuliani’s endorsement, two weeks and one day before
the election, Pataki had held a substantial 7-to-8 points lead in Pataki’s
internal tracking polls. Giuliani’s late hit endorsement of Cuomo reversed
the standing radically; by October 28, eleven days before election day,
Cuomo had vaulted into an enormous 13-point lead. Panic ensued in the
Pataki camp. What to do?

Art Finkelstein’s response was the brilliant masterstroke of the cam-
paign. While the Cuomo camp understandably crowed about the endorse-
ment, the Pataki campaign hammered away constantly at what Finkelstein
astutely labeled “the deal>—what John Randolph of Roanoke once fa-
mously called “the corrupt bargain.” It was “a deal,” the Pataki people
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charged, for New York City to get still more taxpayer funding to leach off
upstaters in the rest of the state. After all, why else would Giuliani stab
Pataki in the back at the last minute? The Cuomo-Garth emphasis on
Rudy’s “courage” and “integrity” didn’t cut much ice with an electorate
already sick of politicians. Moreover, Giuliani administration officials, hail-
ing the endorsement of Cuomo, incautiously told newsmen that they were
counting on $150 million in increased state aid to New York City once
Mario was re-elected.

That admission was all that Finkelstein needed. Keeping Pataki himself
above the fray, Finkelstein ran a TV commercial using surrogates charging
Cuomo with “buying votes” by cementing the deal with the Mayor. On
October 29, Pataki was sent on a whirlwind trip to several upstate cities,
hammering on the corrupt bargain theme and raising the red flag of still
more taxes going to the City: “Mr. Cuomo is sending your hard-earned tax
dollars to New York City.” The hated City: a city that had already been
draining upstaters of vast sums of taxes, and for what? The City: heartland of
crime, and of welfare, where fully one-third of the population is on the dole.
In the meanwhile, in a two-pronged strategy, the Pataki camp implored the
upstate votes not to “waste their vote” against Cuomo and high taxes by
pulling the lever for Tom Golisano.

On the same day that Pataki began his whirlwind tour upstate, Dave
Garth made his big tactical error of the campaign. He sent Rudy Giuliani on
an upstate tour of his own to counter Pataki. But why in the world would
Garth think that Giuliani, the symbol of the hated City, would be popular
upstate? All it did was underline the Pataki attack strategy. Immediately,
Finkelstein purchased additional anti-Giuliani TV ads on upstate stations,
and also mobilized visible protests outside all of Giuliani’s upstate news
conferences. After the election, Kieran Mahoney, another top Pataki strate-
gist, gloated: “I thank the mayor for making that upstate swing. It was
sporting. It was timely. It was needed. And he energized our base by doing it.”
Another Democrat miscalculation was on how many votes the Giuhani en-
dorsement would actually draw for Cuomo. It is true that the mayor’s regime
has been popular in New York, for getting the cops to crack down on street
bums and making some visible budget cuts. But who not already voting for
Cuomo in New York would be swayed by a Giuliani endorsement? Precious
few. Liberals were already pro-Cuomo, and those too fed up with Mario to vote
at all were not about to be persuaded by the endorsement of a Republican—a
tiny breed in the city as it is. More important, the blacks in the City could not
forgive Giuliani for overthrowing their beloved Mayor Dinkins, and his en-
dorsement of Cuomo only underscored the substantial Cuomo role in defeat-
ing Dinkins. Generally, blacks and Hispanics need a strong motivation to go
to the polls az all. The blacks now had no such motivation, despite the best
efforts of Dinkin’s former deputy mayor, the advertised black “political
genius,” Bill Lynch, to get out the vote in Harlem and Bedford-Stuyvesant.
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In the wake held at Cuomo headquarters on Election Night, Mario’s
top two political strategists—Garth and head boss of the Liberal party,
Raymond Harding—admitted that the much-sought Giuliani endorsement
had proved counterproductive. Too late now!

Moreover, in retrospect, it is clear that the basic Garth strategy of
demonizing Al D’Amato didn’t really work either. After all, Al D’Amato
may be rude, crude, and in-your-face, but in this and in the way he looks and
talks, Al is a true New Yorker. He may be an abrasive ethnic to heartland
Americans, he might not play in Peoria, but he is quintessentially New York.
Why should a demonizing strategy work? After all, it was only two years ago
that Al swept in, defeating Bob Abrams by over a million votes. Hard as it
may be for non-New Yorkers to realize, they love D’Amato in New York. He
became known years ago as “Senator Pothole,” for his assiduous attention
to the humdrum, day-to-day needs of his constituents. And shortly before
election day, Al was gloriously vindicated, for his beloved brother Armand
was not only freed by the appeals court, but the judges threw out Armand’s
indictment and conviction as outrageous; why was this man being perse-
cuted at all? Go get ‘em on Whitewater, Al!

HowPATAKIDID IT

Politically and geographically, New York State may be divided into three
sections: heavily liberal and Democratic New York City, the moderately
Republican suburbs of the City (Long Island and Westchester), and heavily
Republican upstate. The key to a statewide victory, by either party, is (a) the
size of the margin in each region, and (b) the size of the regional turnouts.
New York State has a total of 8.8 million registered voters; of these, 57
percent came out to vote. But the turnout rates differed radically over the
regions: the suburbs turned out a modest 53 percent of eligible votes,
upstate a sizzling 69 percent, while the city came out with a feeble 46
percent. The size of the margins reflected the outpouring of anti-New York
City votes upstate. Thus, New York City gave 70 percent of its total vote to
Cuomo, only down two percent from his last electoral victory in 1990;
Cuomo’s percentage in the suburbs, however, dropped sharply from 50 to
43 percent; while his percentage upstate fell like a stone, from a respectable
46 percent four years ago to only 32 percent this year. Combine the low
turnout in the City with the anti-Cuomo outpouring upstate, and you have
the fateful defeat.

Upstate, the key was the vote of the three large cities, Buffalo, Roches-
ter, and Syracuse, usually so heavily Democratic that they carry their respective
counties solidly for the Democrats (Erie, Monroe, and Onondaga respectively).
In 1990, each of these counties had gone substantially for Cuomo. This year,
however, the worm turned: Erie going for Pataki by 36,000 votes, Monroe by
21,000, and Onondaga by 49,000—the latter a whopping 2:1. The Pataki
campaign was also remarkably effective in smashing the Golisano vote:
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estimated before the election at about 14 percent overall and at more than
33 percent in his home base of Rochester, Golisano wound up with a measly
4 percent of the total, and only 20 percent in Monroe.

THE RESTOFTHE TICKET

There were two other statewide races this year in New York. The
attorney-general’s race was supposed to go handily to the very left-wing,
very abrasive Democrat, Jewish lesbian Karen Burstein. A former state
senator and family judge in Brooklyn, Burstein had been around for a long
time, whereas her Republican opponent, Dennis Vacco, a former U.S.
Attorney from Buffalo, was virtually unknown. The New York City left was
set to celebrate the election of an open lesbian. The problem was that, while
her supporters were of course familiar with and celebrated Burstein’s gay
agenda, the rather naive and socially conservative upstate public had no clue
to what was going on. This of course often happens with special interest
groups: They know the real poop, while the majority, blissfully unaware,
don’t have a clue.

It was important, then for someone, some Republican, to call attention
to Karen Burstein’s potential electoral disability upstate. But who was going
to do it? No one wanted to be the sacrificial lamb, to incur the wrath of the
left and the liberal media, no one wanted to be denounced as reactionary and
“socially intolerant.” Certainly not the “socially tolerant” Pataki. D’Amato
wasn’t going to stick his neck out on this one. And neither was Vacco, who
had been pounding away credibly on crime and the death penalty but hadn’t
caught fire, willing to do the job himself. Which surrogate would step
forward and tell the important but unpalatable truth?

Finally in mid-October, up to the plate stepped the conservative Guy V..
Molinari, borough president of Staten Island, a small conservative Italian
and Irish Catholic borough of New York City which had voted last year in
favor of secession from the detested city. Molinari, who couldn’t care less
about the New York Times or the Village Voice, had the courage to point out
the Emperor’s lack of clothes. Karen Burstein is an open lesbian, Molinari
charged, and as a lesbian she should not be in charge of enforcing the law of
New York State, which sometimes includes the outlawry of lesbian activi-
ties. A storm of liberal abuse heaped upon Molinari’s head, while Vacco
himself protested that one’s sexual activity is no one else’s business. But as
the issue caught fire, Vacco added that private activity was one thing, but a
political lesbian agenda was something quite different, and a legitimate issue
to attack. By the end of the campaign, Vacco was able to point out that a
Burstein campaign flier proudly proclaimed that she would “help lead the
fight for lesbians and gay men in New York and across America.” What
“fight,” exactly?

In the end, Vacco won narrowly but substantially, by three percentage
points. The outcome was a big surprise and a shock to the left. Karen
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Burstein holding a kind of therapy group for her lesbian sisters at campaign
headquarters, everyone sobbing and denouncing “homophobia,” and Bur-
stein reading a poem from Auden that was solemnly quoted in full by the
adoring press the next day. Go quote Auden in private, Burstein!

After the election, Molinari summed it up: “By the time the election
rolled around, I don’t think there was a tiny hamlet in that state that wasn’t
aware not only was she a lesbian but...that she had a gay and lesbian
agenda....It probably made the difference in the election.”

Apart from Senator Moynihan, a centrist Irish Catholic who won his
inevitable smashing victory against the hapless, Republican liberal million-
aire, Bernadette Castro, the only statewide Republican who lost, shockingly
snatching defeat from the jaws of a Republican tide, was Herbert London.
London lost the comptrollership race to the only black on either ticket, the
bland Carl McCall from Harlem, who had been appointed to the vacancy by
Cuomo eighteen months before. McCall was supposed to be the weakest
Democrat on the statewide ticket. So how did he manage to beat the
conservative London, who had run a very good race for governor on the
Conservative ticket four years earlier, almost beating out the tomfool Re-
publican candidate, the Wall Street economist Pierre Rinfret?

McCall and London were supposed to be neck-and-neck in the polls; so
how did he wind up with a six point margin, the first black ever to be elected
to a statewide office in New York:?

In the first place, McCall, a former banker, raised a lot more money, and
he poured out TV attacks on London’s conservative views. As a black,
moreover, he was able to bring out more support than the others from black
neighborhoods. But, after all, it was a conservative and a white political year,
and these factors were not the keys to McCall’s surprising victory. The key is
that Herb London blew the race, committing a series of wrong-headed and
almost ludicrous miscalculations. Let’s face it: Herb London goofed.

One problem is that Herb was a visible sorehead. He had tried to run for
governor, and his delegates at the Republican state convention were strong-
armed by D’Amato so as not only to nominate Pataki, but also to deprive
London of the 25 percent he needed to get automatically on the primary
ballot without having to go through the difficult process of gathering
signatures. London denounced this deed as an outrage, and threatened to
run against Pataki on the Conservative ticket, whereupon he was persuaded
by the D’Amato forces to take the comptroller’s spot on the ticket. But
London couldn’t keep his mouth shut, and twice he deeply angered the
Republicans by openly attacking Pataki, the head of his own ticket, and
suggested that Pataki either lead or get out of the way.

But worse than that: London, an Orthodox Jew, made as the central
theme of his campaign: anti-Semitism! denouncing the Crown Heights riot
and trying to implicate McCall as a black anti-Semite. This absurd charge
was promptly rebutted by the McCall camp, bringing out several prominent
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Jews to protest this outrage. But more importantly, Herb London never
seemed to realize that while Crown Heights and charges of anti-Semitism
may go over big in Brooklyn, upstate WASPs and Catholics really don’t
spend their days worrying about Jews and anti-Semitism. It is simply not
their central concern, and until he wises up to this central fact of life, Herb
London will never win a statewide election.

Cobpa

And so justice pretty much triumphed in the New York election. After
the election, George Pataki moved swiftly if quietly to punish the Backstab-
bing Republican Left. It took two weeks for Pataki to return Giuliani’s
Election Night congratulatory phone call, and it is pretty clear that goodies are
not going to flow Rudy’s way in the next few years. In addition, Pataki moved
effectively behind the scenes to dump the long-time Nestor of the Republi-
can left in New York State, State Senate majority leader Ralph Marino,
whom the Senate Republicans kicked out on behalf of the conservative
Joseph Bruno. In a desperate attempt to save his precious power job, Marino
offered to sacrifice his widely hated long-time counsel and theoretician,
Angelo Mangia, but Marino had no takers. Both Mangia and his boss are
out, and Marino is now talking elegaically of immediate retirement. 1994
was the end of a political era in New York State in more ways than one. &

1996! THE MORNING LINE
February 1995

efore last November, there was no point in weighing the various
presidential possibilities for 1996, since elections are always
bound to bring crucial changes; and this one did, and how! Now,
however, a mad early scramble for the Republican nomination has already
begun, and will emerge in full force by this summer. Now that many states
have pushed their 1996 primaries much earlier to obtain influence over the
nomination (“front-loading”), it becomes more important than ever to get
into the race, and to start raising money, as soon as possible. The standard
early ploy is to speak at Republican or other key gatherings in crucial early
primary states, and to appoint committees to “investigate the potential for
entering the race” (i.c., to see how much money can be raised and how
many supporters can be rallied).
A word of caution: many of the names floating out there are people who
don’t seriously expect to get the nomination. What they really want is the
vice-presidential nod, but nobody ever announces: “I want to run for vice
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president!” The thing to do is to get your name out, get some support, and
hope that lightning will strike in the shape of whoever gets the party’s nod
for president.

THE “EASTERN ESTABLISHMENT”

Dominant in both major parties for decades is what has been loosely
called the “Eastern Establishment,” which, in the Republican party, boils
down to a close but sometimes uneasy alliance between two powerful and
wealthy groups: the Rockefellers and their numerous industrial, corporate,
and financial coterie (“the Rockefeller World Empire”) (RWE); and the
neoconservative-Wall Street group, the latter being a tight coalition of
neoconservative foundations, academics, pundits, journalists, and think-
tankers, along with their Wall Street allies.

Here we focus on the Republicans; the ruling elites among the Demo-
crats are in some ways different—e.g., multi-gendered, multicultural, vic-
tim groups and the Hard Left, though the Rockefellers and the left-neocon
Wall Streeters are also powerful if not dominant there. The neocons, who
joined the Republican right, and soon took it over, in the late 1970s,
brought to the alliance with the Rockefellers the crucial opinion-moulding
elite (academia, pundits, technocrats, think-tankers, etc.), plus lots of
money from endowed foundations, originally Old Right, which the neo-
cons managed to capture totally in the early 1980s. Whereas the Rockefel-
lers undoubtedly have more money altogether than the neocons, they are
obliged to do things with their money—Ilike producing oil—whereas neo-
con foundation money is free to exert all of its influence in a singleminded
drive for State power. In addition, the moulding of public opinion is crucial
for any wielding of power, since intellectuals must be relied on to spin the
apologia for the exercise of power, and for getting the public to go along
with the policies which violate all their sound instincts, e.g., higher taxes,
government regulation, foreign aid, open borders, condomania, gun con-
trol, affirmative action, the welfare state, or the virtual expulsion of Christi-
anity from the public square.

The Establishment within the Republican party 4 The Enemy, and
always has been. The Eastern Establishment has been the key force in ruling
the country for decades, and has guided the Republican party into a1d1ng
and abetting the Democrats in their contmumg drive toward socialism; in
the case of the Establishment, a corporate-statist socialism. It was in rebel-
lion against this elite that the Old, pre-Goldwater right, essentially middle
class and businessmen from the Midwestern heartland, waged its deter-
mined though losing struggle. And it was against the kindred Democrat
elite that the American people waged their glorious populist revolution last

ear.
’ The composition of the Republican Eastern Establishment, however,
has changed over the decades. From World War II until the 1970s, they
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consisted of the Rockefeller World Empire; since the late 1970s, however,
the RWE has been joined by the neocon-Wall Street forces. In fact, the
neocons have successfully achieved primacy over their Rockefeller allies in
dominating the Republican party. One crucial reason is that the Rockefellers
were always openly leftists (or “moderates” in the whitewash term of the
liberal media), so that Nelson Rockefeller and the phrase “Rockefeller
Republican” became a stench in the nostrils of every conservative, grass-
roots American. But the neocons were sneakier; they moved rightward
from being Truman-Humphrey Democrats in the late 1970s; they claimed
to be “conservative” and in short order managed to take control of the entire
conservative movement.

How did the neocons accomplish such a feat? For one thing, as self-pro-
claimed New York Intellectuals they brought to the Republicans and to the
conservative movement a veneer of High Theory that the party and the
movement had long lacked: and as ardent “anti-Communists” and “ex”-left-
ists they were warmly embraced by conservatives as prodigal children and as
knowledgeable comrades in the Great Crusade against the Soviet Union.
Overlooked in this enthusiasm was the fact that the neocons’ anti-Commu-
nism was rooted, not in the anti-socialism of the right, but in an adherence
to other, anti-Stalin wings of the Marxist Church (e.g., Trotskyite, Buk-
harinite, Menshevik, and, generally, “right-wing Social Democrat™). This
bloodless surrender to the neocons could never have been achieved without
leadership in this process by the Pope of the Right since the late 1950s; Bill
Buckley and his National Review. Buckley was motivated, not only by the
anti-Soviet Communism common to the right, but even more by his
yearning for respectability and social acceptance in the fetid hothouse
atmosphere of the New York intelligentsia—an acceptance that could be
secured by the Kristols and the Podhoretzes.

Once they were welcomed into the conservative tent; it was duck soup
for the neocons to take over: propelled by their organizing skills and their
drive for power honed for decades in the Marxist-Leninist movement, and
clinched by their rapid takeover of wealthy foundations endowed by Old
Right heartland businessmen who doubtless have been spinning rapidly in
their graves. Hence, the neocon dominance in much of the Reaganite
movement, especially in foreign policy, in the upper strata of conservatism,
and now in elite sectors of the Republican party.

THE NEOCON STABLE

Many of those lining up in the presidential race are opportunists ready
to bend to pressure from the most powerful quarters: few are leaders of
genuine principle. But, in light of our analysis, it is important to distinguish
between opportunists (or “pragmatists,” as they like to be called) who are
willing to bend to the popular will, versus those whose allegiance, and
whose sellouts, will not be in obedience to the popular will but to the
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malignant elites of the neocons or the Rockefeller World Empire. In view of
the neocons’ overriding strength in the conservative leadership, it is particu-
larly vital for paleos and populists, for those who yearn to advance the great
American revolution for liberty and against Big Government, to oppose
those whose prime allegiance is owed to the neocon power elite. While it
would be wonderful to nominate a principled paleo, a genuine populist, we
must recognize that we may not be able to have our druthers, and that it
would be far better to nominate a pragmatist bending to the popular will
than someone who is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Neocon Empire.
This is especially true because the American people are now dedicated to
rolling back Big Government. Far better, in other words, our opportunist
than theirs.

The neocons, as we shall see presently, have a large number of wholly-
owned nominees in their stable; they constitute, in horse-racing lingo, an
“entry.” How did they get so many? For one reason, the way you get to be a
potential candidate is to be mentioned in the media; and the more you get
mentioned, the more of a viable candidate you become. Who controls the
number of mentions? In the Republican-oriented or allied media, the
neocons, who constitute the “respectable” conservative spectrum of jour-
nalists, pundits, “experts,” political consultants, and so on. And so neocon
favorites get most of the mentions.

JACK KEMP

Jack Kemp was the prime neocon candidate for a long time; he has been
the neocon fair-haired boy for almost two decades. Plucked out of obscurity
as a congressman from Buffalo, Kemp became the Great Thinker, the prince
of “progressive” conservatism, the leader in “outreach” to blacks, gays, and
all of the increasingly numerous ranks of the “oppressed,” champion of their
“empowerment” and of the “conservative opportunity society.” Kemp’s
enthusiasm for unions and for the welfare state was demonstrated in his
proudly calling himself a “Lane Kirkland Republican” (Lane Kirkland is the
leftist longtime head of the AFL-CIO). During the Reagan years, Kemp’s
devotion to ever Bigger Government and the welfare state could be covered
up by the exclusive Reaganite emphasis on cutting capital gains taxes and
income taxes in the upper brackets. But when he joined the Bush cabinet as
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), his odious record
in expanding statism and the HUD budget—exposed in devastating cri-
tiques by the Mises Institute’s Jeftf Tucker—began to grate on the conserva-
tive grassroots.

Kemp has especially become a cropper in recent years as the conserva-
tive grassroots has become angrier at Big Government and the welfare state,
and in particular as they have emphasized social and cultural issues. For
Kemp’s stubborn hostility to cultural conservatism, his refusal to embrace
moral or religious values, has finally lost him the support of the religious and
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cultural right. Kemp has at last become an embarrassment to his neocon
masters, and there are increasing signs that they are preparing to ditch him
as a candidate. Not that the neocons disagree with Kemp’s positions; it’s just
that in their lust for power, the neocons realize that they must continue to
bamboozle and thereby rule over the religious right as an essential building
block and base of their coalition; therefore, neocon candidates are expected
at least to give due lip-service to morality and “family values” while getting
ready to betray them in practice. Either through stupidity or stubbornness,
Jack Kemp has refused to accept the open signals and gentle pleas by neocon
pundits to get with the morality rhetoric.

Inaddition to all that, let’s face it, Jack Kemp is a lousy candidate. It is no
accident that he got almost no votes when he ran in the presidential
primaries in 1988. Despite his vaunted “optimism,” he has none of the
optimist Reagan’s famed charm; indeed, Kemp never smiles, and likes to
babble on in his squeaky, high-pitched monotone about supply-side econom-
ics, not exactly a winner on the stump. Like Clinton, Kemp talks too much,
but unlike Slick Willie he has no personal magnetism and no appetite for
chatting up the voters. In recent years, moreover, Kemp has grown testy and
has Lost It in personal appearances and debates—a sure way to lose votes.

Jack Kemp, it’s a pleasure to say, has Had It.

BILL BENNETT

Whereas Kemp at least made it to Congress on his own, Bill Bennett has
always been a total creature of the neocons. He was nothing, and had no
career, until he was plucked out of the Jowest ranks of obscure, know-noth-
ing academia to become Irving Kristol’s creature as head of the National
Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). Kristol, at the beginning of the
Reagan administration, had organized a monstrous and successful smear
campaign that deprived the great scholar and genuine conservative Mel
Bradford of that post. From NEH, Bennett vaulted to become secretary of
education during the second Reagan term. There he advanced the socialistic
neocon educational agenda of nationalizing education under the direction
of the federal government. On the advent of the Clinton administration,
neocon foundation money installed Bennett and Kemp as co-heads of
Empower America, twin presidential possibilities. Bennett was also placed
in a host of lucrative and essentially no-show posts by his munificently
funded neocon mentors.

Unlike Kemp, Bennett talks about morality and religion all the time;
and indeed, he is the best-selling “expert” on Virtue. For a while, it looked as
if Bennett would be the top neocon candidate, but one problem is that he
has never »un for, much less been elected to, anything. So he has never been
tested. Still, Bennett was able to con the lovable but gullible Christian right
into becoming its favorite candidate, and for a while it looked as if Bennett
were destined to replace Kemp as the preferred neocon candidate. But then
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Bennett goofed, admonishing the Christian right that organized homo-
sexuality should be none of their concern; that in fact lesbianism is positively
benign. Instead, the Christian right should turn their focus of moral disap-
proval to the evils of divorce, a battle that most of us thought had been
settled a long time ago.

Bennett’s high standing with the Christian right took a predictable
nosedive as a result: a fall accelerated by Bennett and Kemp’s joint trip to
California late in the 1994 campaign to denounce the very popular Proposi-
tion 187, which cut off taxpayer funding to illegal immigrants. The two
men jointly cut their political throats at the behest of their lord and master,
Bill Kristol, heir to papa Irving’s neocon throne. Presumably, open borders,
and even defiance of the manifest popular will, means enough to the
neocons that they are willing to sacrifice their two most prominent presi-
dential candidates. When their master’s voice spoke, Bennett and Kemp of
course had to bend the knee. Fortunately, this takes Bennett out of the
presidential sweepstakes.

THE OTHER NEOCONS

Don’t cry for the neocons, however: they have plenty of candidates left
in their stable. Most prominent, and unfortunately also beloved of the
Christian right, is the man once properly derided by Pat Buchanan as “little
Danny Quayle.” Quayle benefits from the new American custom of making
a vice president the natural heir to the throne; in the good old days, vice
presidents remained obscure forever and no one thought that they had any
built-in edge for the presidency.

A Quayle nomination would be a disaster; he is perhaps the only
Republican whose stature is lower than Bill Clinton’s in the eyes of the
American public. And deservedly so; the man is a flyweight, his face
indelibly stamped with the look of a bewildered kid. His status as a butt of
perpetual ridicule was not simply a creation of the liberal media; the media
found it and were delighted to run with the news. Only a Danny Quayle
would take the main moral stand of his career in an idiotic confrontation
with a fictional TV character. It is true that his memoirs were a bestseller, but
he was incautious enough to attack his presidential rivals openly, not a move
calculated to endear him to the party faithful. That he is wholly owned by
the neocons is demonstrated by the fact that the evil Bill Kristol was his
control (“chief of staff”) throughout his vice presidency, as well as by the
frequency of his joining in neocon smears against Pat Buchanan.

Until the day of writing this article, Dick Cheney would be included in
our roster of neocon entrants. Cheney’s withdrawal, however, has just been
announced. A cautious, uninspired and uninspiring Gerry Ford liberal,
Cheney became George Bush’s cautious and uninspired secretary of de-
fense. Only the fact that he became a wholly-owned neocon accounts for the
durability of his being mentioned and cosseted by Republican conservatives.
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But while Cheney has been running for president for a long time, his
campaign never caught fire. To become a presidential candidate; it is not
enough to be cosseted and adopted by the elites; you also have to be able to get
votes and support among the public. But no one liked Dick Cheney—no one,
that is, except corporate executives, and whatever their strengths and virtues,
corporate executives do not constitute a very large bloc of the voting
population.

I saw the same curious phenomenon at work in the 1980 campaign. An
old and dear friend of mine, a retired corporation executive, told me that
while his heart was with Reagan, he was supporting for president John
Connally. “Why Connally? I asked, in surprise. “Because Connally can win,”
he replied solemnly.

So spectacularly wrong was my friend’s judgment, that I suspect an-
other very different factor was at work in the disastrous Connally, as well as
the Cheney, presidential races. There was apparently something about the
personalities of Connally and Cheney that appealed to corporate executives.
Maybe they looked every inch the CEO: I don’t know. Perhaps a kind
corporate exec reader will enlighten us further. At any rate, Dick Cheney no
longer constitutes a problem.

But there is another dark horse neocon entrant left: one who has been
running for a long time, who remains virtually unknown to the American
public and yet who keeps being mentioned over and over as a viable presiden-
tial candidate. He keeps being mentioned, as we have noted, because he is yet
another wholly-controlled neocon stooge. I refer, of course, to the sainted
Lamar Alexander, former governor of Tennessee a long while back. As Bush’s
secretary of education, Alexander pushed the nationalized education plan of his
malignant deputy, neocon theoretician Chester (“Checker”) Finn. Since Alex-
ander has been called “everybody’s (hah!) No. 2 favorite,” don’t be surprised if
he gets the vice-presidential nomination, either as a “conservative” or as a
“moderate” “southern governor,” depending on what label is needed by the
neocons at the time of the Republican convention.

NEWT!

That leaves us with the newest and perhaps most dangerous neocon of
them all, Speaker Newt Gingrich. Most dangerous because his sometimes
flaming revolutionary rhetoric makes rank-and-file conservatives think that
he is a red-hot opponent of Big Government and champion of the right-
wing populist revolution. Newt is anything but. He is a Big Government
man to his toes, a long-time champion of Franklin Roosevelt, the New Deal,
and the welfare state, even more ardent than the Democrats in his devotion
to the New World Order and to the extermination of Serbs or of anyone else
who gets in the way of neocon-imposed “global democracy.”

We shall be dealing more with Newt in Triple R. Suffice it to say here
that he is a total neocon, but with a wacko, futurist, technobabble,



136 — The Irrepressible Rothbard

psycho-babble twist. A half-baked pretend intellectual, loaded with motiva-
tional-managerial jargon, he imposes reading lists on his Republican
charges, reading lists loaded with books by his futurist, technobabble
advisers. Furthermore, as keen observers from different parts of the ideo-
logical spectrum have already noted, his personality is disturbingly akin to
Clinton’s. Like Clinton, Gingrich talks too much, babbling incessantly on
tangential topics; like Clinton, he changes his mind rapidly; and like Clinton
he brings with him a team of kooky, Utopian-minded statist advisers
determined to drag America into “The Future.” And, like Clinton, Gingrich
has already demonstrated an enormous appetite for personal power. Al-
ready, he has made himself the most powerful Speaker of the House since
the notorious Joe Cannon. And, at least somewhat like Clinton, Gingrich
already brings with him a baggage of ethical problems. He seems to lack a
personal ethical compass. Distressingly volatile, even in our post-Cold War
age, Newt still makes one uncomfortable about the prospect of his finger
being anywhere close to the nuclear button.

For make no mistake: Newt Gingrich is a definite possibility for the
presidential race in *96. Already the rumor is hot in Washington that Newt
will build on his Speakership to run for the White House. Through his
massive fundraising for his own personal GOPAC, he has built up a formi-
dable machine of House Republicans beholden to him throughout the
country.

OUTSIDE THE NEOCONS

To sum up: the prime overriding task of paleos and populists for the
Republican race in *96 is to stop The Enemy: to oppose the nomination of
any and all neocon-owned and controlled candidates: that is, to stop Kemp,
Bennett, Quayle, Alexander, or Gingrich. They are all, to put it simply,
unacceptable. No matter how unprincipled or opportunistic their rivals
may be, they may be subject to pressure and influence, and are therefore not
entirely hopeless: but the neocon-handled are beyond the Pale.

How about the Rockefellers? Unlike the old days, there are no Rockefel-
ler stooges in this race; the unlamented George Bush was one, and his fate
demonstrates where the straight Rockefeller types are today: nowhere. The
only possible such nominee is the once famed James R. Baker, Bush’s
former heir apparent. Once the prince of the liberal media, Baker’s total
floperoo as alleged savior of the Bush campaign has knocked him totally
out of the box. Actually, before that debacle, Baker, as secretary of state,
was stabbed in the back by fellow cabinet member Jack Kemp and the
neocons for what they deemed insufficient devotion to the State of Israel,
which was the major reason—and not his tax increase—for the neocon
knifing of Bush in 1992 and their overt as well as covert support for Bill
Clinton. Baker has no chance, and of course this is no great loss to the
right-wing populist cause.
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The favorite of the left-libertarians within the Republican party, as well
as of the Republican gays, is Massachusetts Governor William Weld, whose
alleged devotion to budget-cutting and fiscal conservatism is as phony as his
commitment to gay “rights” and to gay affirmative action is real. A wealthy
preppie patrician, Weld, in both content of policy and in personal style is a
virtual standing provocation to Christian conservatives, and therefore
stands zero chance of the nomination.

Other possibles from the left fringe of the party are Bushie Secretary of
Labor Lynn Martin, hoping for lightning to strike as vice president and
Woman; and Senator Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania, who has long been an
announced candidate for the White House in *96. But the Year of the
Woman is long gone, and 1994 saw the remarkable uprising of the Angry
White Male (who voted Republican no less than 2 to ). As for Specter, in
addition to being Jewish, he is on the far left fringe of Republicans in the
Senate. Specter has only done two conservative things in his life: he was
tough in questioning Anita Hill (for which he has been abjectly apologizing
to organized Womanhood ever since), and, mindful of his presidential
prospects, not joining Theresa Heinz in trying to sabotage the recent
successful senatorial race of conservative Republican Rick Santorum.
(Theresa is the beloved widow of left-liberal multi-millionaire Jack Heinz,
who died in a plane crash.) Sorry: not good enough. Presumably Specter
too is hoping to emerge as the first Jewish vice presidential candidate in
American history. Happily, no chance.

BoB DOLE

The probable frontrunner: Everyone knows Bob Dole, and knows him
all too well. The ultimate Insider, he has been around too long, is too old in an
era when Washington insiders are rightly deeply suspect. Not only that: Dole is
a statist to the core; he is HighTax Dole, Dole the Compromiser, always ready
to cave in to the Democracy. Furthermore, in an age when politicians are
expected to be friendly, smiling, and charming, Bob Dole, to the contrary, is
bitter and sardonic. As far as am concerned, that bitterness is his only attractive
quality; but my view is scarcely the typical voter reaction. Sellouty and statist in
content; snarling and bitter in form: not the best recipe for national success.
Indeed, in national affairs and politics outside Kansas, Dole is a perpetual
loser. He is trusted by no one, and quite rightly, except perhaps by Kansas
agricultural interests. Though he might well be nominated, the selection of
Dole would bring electoral disaster to the Republican party.

PHIL GRAMM

Now we get to the more interesting candidates, from the paleo-populist
perspective. Gramm is first of all perhaps the brightest of the candidates:
unlike Gingrich, he is an intelligent academic, having taught economics at
the distinguished Friedmanite economics department of Texas A&M.
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Unlike the other candidates, when Gramm sells out principle, which he will
do often, he knows he is selling out and why, which I guess is a virtue. Since
he knows better, he knows that liberty, the free market, and small govern-
ment is the proper policy for the country. Since libertarianism and small
government has now become the will of the grassroots public, Gramm has
proven to be amenable to populist grassroots pressure. Since he bends to the
political winds, and since he knows in his heart that we are right, he is the
likeliest of all the major candidates to be an opportunist in o#r direction.
Unlike the above-mentioned candidates, Gramm is neither a leftist, nor is he
owned by either the neocons or the Rockefellers. Hence, with him, the
populist cause has a fighting chance for significant influence.

An interesting example of such successful pressure came in the critical
fight for Texas Republican chairman in 1994, and for consequent control of
the ever-stronger Texas party. Phil Gramm and his senatorial ally, Kay Bailey
Hutchison, in the course of her triumphal reelection over trumped-up
criminal charges brought by the Democrats, joined in pushing the selection
of right-centrist Congressman Joe Barton for chair. Barton was opposed,
from the left, by a liberal Republican Woman, heroine of course of the
liberal media, and from the right by the paleo Tom Pauken, a former Reagan
official who was the candidate both of the Christian right and of libertarian
Republicans. Pauken, who was of course demonized as a Christian by the
media, has always been friendly to sensible libertarians, and his successful
race is an inspiring example of the ability of Christian conservatives and
libertarians to join in a common cause.

Tom Pauken, last summer, was the candidate of the mighty grassroots
people’s revolution against Big Government. At the convention, shrewdly
perceiving the groundswell to the right, and being a rightist at heart himself,
Gramm, instead of petulantly insisting on Barton to the last, had Barton
withdraw his candidacy, and got behind Pauken, who swept to victory to the
anguish of the media.

In short, put enough right-wing populist pressure on Gramm, and, his
head joining his heart he will cave; he will be happy to be oxr opportunist. That
cannot be said of any of the dedicated neocon or Rockefeller candidates.

PETE WILSON

All his political life California Governor Pete Wilson was the very model
of a liberal Republican: high tax and cultural liberal, he was long the bane of
California conservatives and Christian rightists. But he had one important
virtue: he was#or under Rockefeller or neocon control. If he was a “pragmatist”
or opportunist, he was at least 4z own opportunist. By the summer of 1994,
high tax Wilson looked doomed to defeat, and left-Democrat Woman Kathleen
Brown, of the famed Democrat Brown family, was far ahead in the polls.

And then Pete Wilson did a remarkable thing: he showed brilliant
“political entrepreneurship” by following the public will, even if he had to
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change his political views a full 180 degrees. Sensing the public will, and
being happy to adjust to it, he had the courage to go the whole way: he
swung sharply rightward, lowering taxes, and latching on to the one
political issue where the mass of the California public stood totally opposed
by every single one of the powerful financial and opinion-moulding elites in
the nation: open borders. In particular, Wilson was the only leading Califor-
nia politician of either party to support Prop. 187, which barred taxpayer
funding to illegal immigrants. Wilson had the enormous courage to weigh
in on the side of the people and against the hysterical opposition by all of the
clites: all the media, economists, academics, neocons, Big Business, Big
Unions, Big Medicine, Big Teachers, you name it. Ofthand, it might seem
odd to brand as “courageous” taking the side of the voting public; but as we
all know, in reality, it does take enormous grit for any political leader to incur
the febrile opposition of all the financial, political, and media elites in the
country. But in doing so, Pete Wilson’s gamble paid off: and he rode to a
reclection sweep on the 2:1 tidal wave of Prop. 187.

Not only that: Wilson is consistent. He continues to support national
immigration restrictions and cracking down on illegals, he supports the
constitutional struggles for Prop 187, and now he has taken the lead on the
outrageous “motor-voter” measures of the Democrats, which essentially act
as an open invitation to voting fraud and to leftist voting by illegal aliens.
Motor voter laws and decisions makes the old Tammany Hall “voting
cemeteries” seem like child’s play.

In short, Pete Wilson is our opportunist extraordinasre. He is willing to
follow the public will, regardless of how many neocon or Rockefeller or
other Big Government elites he has to oppose. I never thought I’d live to be
saying from the right what the New York Times and other establishment media
have for decades been saying smugly from the left. As politicians and
presumed conservatives sell out in their direction, these media will hail them
for “growing in office,” for “maturing,” “growing in stature,” and “accept-
ing the responsibilities of governing.” Well, by God, Pete Wilson has indeed
grown in stature and in office, he has matured, and he has accepted the
responsibilities of governing. He is governor of the biggest state in the
Union, he is a genuine “Comeback Kid,” and he will be a fascinating
possibility for *96. Before he died, Richard Nixon, no mean political analyst,
predicted that Pete Wilson would be reelected, and that he would become
the Republican nominee for president in 1996. Wilson has vowed to remain
governor, but such vows in politics are made to be broken. Don’t sell Pete
Wilson short in *96.

WHY CAN'T WE MENTION SOME PEOPLE?
TwWO SOUTHERN GOVERNORS

In political and social movements, as in sports or war, it is fatal to spend
all one’s time on the defensive. So far, we have all sat back and let the neocon
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media mention names, and thereby create their own boomlets for presiden-
tial hopefuls. We must begin to think offense, we must attack, take the
initiative, create our own possibilities. Why can’t we start mentioning
names, and develop our own presidential possibilities?

In recent years, we have all gotten beyond the view that a presidential
nominee must come from a large state. The Democrats have already saddled
us with two small-state southern governors as president: Jimmy Carter and
Slick Willie. Butwe have two magnificent small-state governors of our own.
So why don’t we start pushing them, and try to create our very own
groundswell? I offer two excellent candidates: both successful and sterling
paleos. First: For president, Alabama Republican Governor Fob James. Fob
James is a foursquare, hardcore paleolibertarian. A Democratic governor of
Alabama during the 1980s, he just came roaring back as a Republican,
upsetting folksy liberal Democrat governor Jim Folsom, son of the famous
Governor “Kissin’ Jim” Folsom of decades ago. Last year, Fob led an
upsurge of Alabama Republicans throughout the state, wiping out the old
memories of nineteenth-century Republicans as the instruments of coercion
and Reconstruction.

Second, we offer Mississippi Republican Governor Kirk Fordice, a
hardcore paleoconservative, champion of the view, as against hostile neocons,
that America is indeed a “Christian nation.” At a recent post-election meeting,
Fordice challenged the Gingrichian future schlockmeisters Al and Heidi Tof-
fler, insisting that the American people don’t want to leap into a future
cyberspace; what they want is a return to the peace, quiet, and charm of
American life in the 1950s. And so we also offer: For president, Kirk Fordice.

There: let is never be said that we are always “negative” about political
leaders! Wouldn’t it be wonderful, if, like the neocons, we could create our
own narrow ideological spectrum, all the way from, say, James to Fordice?
Anyone within that spectrum would be welcome!

WHAT ABOUT PAT?

Finally, we come to Pat Buchanan, whom we backed enthusiastically in
the 1992 primary. Pat has already appointed a committee to investigate his
possible candidacy, and there is every indication that he is going to run for
president. Obviously, we are sympathetic to his candidacy. Pat wants to Take
America Back for the old culture and the Old Republic; and he is one of the
tew, if not the only, candidate on the horizon who is not only not controlled
by the Rockefellers or the neocons, but who would take a principled paleo
and America First—let us call it a “pro-American”—position.

But Pat should be asking himself some key questions before he decides to
launch a campaign. In 1992, the focus of his campaign was easy: Pat raised the
banner of all conservative Republicans who felt betrayed by George Bush. But
Bush is gone now; we are in a different era, an era of an emerging populist
revolution against Clinton and Big Government, being led and misled by
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Speaker Gingrich and the rest of the Republican elites. Pat needs to define
the focus of his second campaign in the current historical context.

We know what Pat should be doing: He is in a unique position to take up
the reins of leading a so far inchoate and leaderless grassroots populist
revolution against the egalitarian, collectivist, internationalist ruling elites.
This is a revolution of white Euro-males, and Pat needs to focus on their
grievances and concerns: their focus should be his focus as well.

What are these concerns? Briefly: high taxes, Big Government regula-
tion (including victimology, affirmative action, anti-human environmental-
ism); the welfare system and the welfare state; violent crime, including
inner-city crime; gun control; foreign aid; foreign military intervention;
world government and managed world trade; immigration by hordes of
foreigners not assimilated into American culture; the secular attack on the
Christian religion.

Right now, there are some troubling rumors that Pat intends to focus
almost exclusively on protectionist arguments against foreign imports. It is
fine and correct to denounce Nafta, Gatt, and all the other internationalist
arrangements for managed bureaucratic trade in the name of “free trade.”
But the populist grassroots movement is much more than that. It aims to
restore the vital Tenth Amendment and to roll back gun control Why has Pat
failed to mention the gun issue?

What Pat must do is to raise the banner of right-wing populism: if
Ralph Nader and the rank-and-file of the AFL-CIO rally behind Pat’s
candidacy, that’s fine. But a coalition with pro-American (as against pro-for-
eign, or pro-internationalist) liberals is all well and good, provided that the
left joins in on terms laid down by the populist right. What Pat needs to
guard against is getting entrapped, in pursuit of such a coalition, into
becoming just another variety of “Lane Kirkland Republican.” We don’t
think it will happen, but it is important to get the campaign guidelines
straight at the very beginning.

Most lines of strategy for 1996 are necessarily murky. For one thing, no
one really knows if there will be a Perotvian populist third party in 1996,
with or without Perot as the candidate. It is even possible, though not likely,
that there will be fire major parties and presidential candidates in 1996:
Democrat, Republican, Jesse Jackson left, Tsongas-Powell center, Perotvian
right-center, and a Buchananite or whatever Hard Right. In this murky and
volatile situation, the important thing for us paleo-populists is that we find a
candidate as soon as possible who will lead and develop the cause and the
movement of right-wing populism, to raise the standard of the Old, free,
decentralized, and strictly limited Republic. Pat Buchanan has the opportu-
nity to lead this glorious cause and to fashion it into a viable, coherent, and
powerful political movement and party. Certainly he has the principles and
he has the intelligence to do so. Does he have the will? m
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STOP NAFTA!
October 1993

nce again, libertarians and conservatives are being played for

suckers. And once again, free-market think-tanks and alleged

devotees of “free trade” are serving as point-men and front-men
for a sinister centrist Establishment whose devotion to freedom and free
trade is somewhat akin to Leonid Brezhnev’s. The last time that “free
market economists” played such a repugnant role was in the 1986 “tax
reform,” engineered by Jacobin egalitarian economists in the name of
“fairness,” “equality,” and free markets. (Tip: genuine free markets have
nothing to do with “equality,” and nothing whatever to do with modern
leftist notions of “fairness.”) The “social compact” devised by the 1986
Republican Jacobins was to cut upper income tax rates in exchange for
“closing the loopholes,” “broadening the tax base,” and thereby keeping
everything “revenue neutral.” (Query: what’s so great about keeping tax
revenues up, the eternal aim of supply siders? Why not drastically lower tax
rates and tax revenues? Isn’t that the real free-market position?)

Well, they closed the loopholes all right, thereby leveling a blow to the
real estate market from which it has still not recovered. Thanks, Jacobins.
And, as some of us predicted without being heeded in 1986, it took only a
few years for the upper income tax rates to be raised again. This year, the
rightist Jacobins feebly protested when Clinton put through his horrible
budget. So Clinton broke the social compact of 1986! Does anybody really
care?

The current Pied Piper, or Judas goat, role of free-market economists is
being played over the North American Free Trade Agreement (Nafta). Just
call it “free trade,” and free-market economists and libertarians will swallow
anything. When Pat Buchanan ran for President, one of the main arguments
of Our People in sticking with Bush is that Bush was a “free trader,” while
Pat had become a protectionist. Never mind that Bush’s trade record was
the most protectionist in many a moon. He talked a good “free trade” game,
and rhetoric is all that counts, right?

Bush’s major trade legacy, now coming to a head, is of course the much
heralded Nafta. Well, it says “free trade” right there in the title, so it must be
good, right? Wrong. But unfortunately, the push is on, and free-market
economists are leading the hysterical propaganda parade for Nafta. In
addition to the usual neocon suspects such as the Wall Street Journal, and
free trade supply-siders such as Robert Novak, virtually every free-market
think-tank has joined in an unusual “Nafta Network,” to beat the drums for
Nafta.

Real free trade, of course, doesn’t require years of high-level govern-
ment negotiations. Real free trade doesn’t require codicils and compromises
and agreements. If the Bush administration had wanted real free trade, all
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they’d have had to do is to cut tariffs and quotas, abolish the International
Trade Commission, the “anti-dumping” laws, and the rest of the panoply of
monopolistic trade restrictions that injure American consumers and coddle
ineflicient producers.

What the Establishment wants is government-directed, government-
negotiated trade, which is mercantilism ot free trade. What it wants also is
institutions of internationalist super-government to take decisionmaking
out of American hands and into the hands of super-governments, which
would rule over Americans and not be accountable to the American people.
The mercantilist Establishment, emphatically including the right-centrist
Bush-types, wants government-regulated trade as well as subsidized exports.
Negotiated trade, whether Bush or Clinton is doing the negotiating or
David Rockefeller were doing the negotiating directly, lowers import barri-
ers only as bargaining chips to force-feed American exports into foreign
countries. In addition, there is “foreign aid,” essentially a vast racket by
which the American taxpayer is forced to hand out billions to export firms
and industries.

The renegade free marketers and free traders who endorse Nafta have
two contrasting rebuttals to our argument, rebuttals which virtually cancel
each other out: (1) that by opposing Nafta we are being “too purist,” that
we are, in the common phrase, “using the best to oppose the good”; and (2)
that we are associating with the absurd arguments and the sinister interests
of Left Liberals, the AFL-CIO, and/or such conservative protectionists as
Pat Buchanan.

On the first point, No. Though we may be purists, we don’t think that
“half a loaf'is worse than no loaf at all.” I grant, for example, that some of the
nineteenth-century treaties, such as the Anglo—French Treaty of 1860, were
great steps toward free trade (e.g., Richard Cobden in England, Michel
Chevalier in France). They were made in a general atmosphere of devotion
to free trade. The current treaties are very different; they are made by
centrist mercantilists to advance such anti-free trade and collectivist policies
as internationalist supra-government, regulated trade, and export subsidy.
Whatever tariffs may be reduced, they are more than offiet by the march
toward regional, and eventually world, super-government that is the es-
sence of Nafta and all similar treaties in today’s world. Nafta would not
bring us “half a loaf™ of free trade; if we can continue the analogy, it would
bring us a “negative loaf.” Nafta is worse than no agreement at all.

In particular, the super-government. We should heed the warning of the
leading free-market expert on Nafta, James Sheehan of the Competitive
Enterprise Institute (a generally estimable outfit which has unaccountably
joined the Nafta Network). Sheehan points out that Nafta would set up three
governmental regional commissions, that would have the power to levy fines
on businesses, search the premises of business, and sue in American courts, in
order to enforce three-country labor or environmental regulations.



144 — The Irrepressible Rothbard

It’s like the European Community, which is being sold to the public as a
wonderful European “free trade zone.” But European superbureaucrats in
Brussels have the power to enforce “harmonization” of: taxes, welfare state
regulations, etc., in all these countries. In order to insure a “level playing
field” (another synonym for left-wing “fairness™), the Eurocrats can and
have forced low-tax countries to raise their taxes to be on par with their
fellow-countries, and to impose a greater welfare state or more stringent
labor regulations. The same powers would be placed by Nafta into the hands
of these North American bureaucrat Commissions.

The point is this: while leftist critics of Nafta are wailing about evil
Mexico avoiding those wonderful statist and welfarist U.S. “labor” and
“environmental” regulations, the real problem is precisely the opposite. The
real problem is that these rotten statist measures will be enforced by
supra-government commissions, commissions which have acquired super-
sovereignty, over Americans, Canadians, and Mexicans, thereby injuring the
consumers and the economies of all three nations.

Atrticle 756 of Nafta requires these three-country commissions to “har-
monize” their labor, health, and environmental laws, which means, as in
Europe, harmonizing all of these measures in a statist and collectivist
direction.

For example: do the citizens of Texas, Arizona, and other right-to-work
law states know that Nafta would give these bureaucratic commissions
the right to challenge right-to-work laws in American courts, on the
grounds of violating the Nafta treaty? And do they realize that because
the Eisenhower administration managed to kill the great old right
Bricker Amendment in the 1950s, that treaties have been interpreted as
constitutionally overriding all other parts of the U.S. Constitution? And
if the Clinton administration should fail in its ambition to prohibit employ-
ers from replacing strikers, the Nafta Commission might be able to sue to
impose such prohibitions because union-ridden Canada and Mexico have
them.

Article 1114 of Nafta prevents any country from “lowering any envi-
ronmental standard.” So this means that the U.S. would be prevented by
this super-sovereign commission from trying to get out of any environ-
mental rules and restrictions imposed by Canada and Mexico, who are often
more in the grip of environmentalist socialists than we are.

Ironically, it was precisely the power of the super-bureaucratic commis-
sions that led Canadian Prime Minister Kim Campbell to withhold her
consent from Nafta. In a last minute deal, the U.S. then agreed to let Canada
off the hook and keep its sovereignty, while the rest will be ruled by the
Commissions. Canada can decide these disputes for itself, while the U.S.
and Mexico have agreed to abide by Commuission rulings.

Why aren’t Americans allowed the same powers of self-government as
Canadians?
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The second rebuttal is Guilt-by-Association. No, we are not buying the
absurd protectionist argument that “high-wage Americans” should not
have to compete with “low-wage Mexicans (Taiwanese, or...).” This argu-
ment from economic ignorance puts the cart before the horse: and it doesn’t
treat the deeper question: why are U.S. wages so high, while Taiwanese or
Mexican wages are much lower? The reason is that American employers can
afford to pay such high wages while Mexican employers cannot. The reason
for that is the superior capital investment of the American economy, which
has made the productivity of U.S. workers far higher than in Mexico. This
means that the labor cost per unit of product in the U.S. tends to be much
lower than in Mexico, even though the wage rate is higher. For high labor
productivity means low labor cost.

Moreover, the very fact that the U.S. exports a lot of goods to Mexico,
Taiwan, etc. demonstrates that there is something very wrong with this
protectionist “low-wage” argument.

But the problem, as we indicated above, is the reverse of the standard
protectionist line. The problem with Nafta is not that it will allow U.S.
businesses to move to “low-wage” Mexico (they can do that now!). The
problem is not that Mexico might be able to escape U.S. union, wage, and
environmental regulations. The problem is that the United States is going
to suffer even more of these regulations as imposed by the supra-sovereign
North American Commissions.

Besides, people in glass houses, etc. If we are “associating” with the
AFL-CIO, you guys have to look in the mirror every morning after
associating with President Clinton and Mickey Kantor (Yucch!).

It 1s important that freedom-lovers in the American public not get
fooled by the “free-market” think-tank monolith. Nafta, like the European
Monetary System now virtually dismantled, is bad news. It’s worse than
open socialism; for it’s internationalist socialism camouflaged in the fair
clothing of freedom and free markets. Populists, even protectionist popu-
lists, are right to view it with deep suspicion.

Kill Nafta—and strike a blow directly in the gut of the Clinton admini-
stration. A good rule of thumb: other things being equal, if the Clinton
administration is for it, whatever it is, it should be opposed on general
principles. The more the Clinton administration fails, the more it withers
and dies, the more American freedom and prosperity, the more the Old
Republic, shall live. m
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WHY THE PRO-NAFTA HYSTERIA?
November 1993

’m puzzled. I’d like to know why so many free-marketeers, so many

free-market think-tanks and pundits, are not simply pro-Nafta, but are

fervently, frantically, almost hysterically pro-Nafta. Look, I can under-
stand, though not agree with, mild approval. An old libertarian friend of
mine, for example, told me that he was mildly pro-Nafta but not really
interested in the entire topic. That seems sensible. So why the furor, the
passion, the enormous resources poured into praising Nafta and reviling its
critics? Why is there a highly active free-market Nafta Network, when no one
has ever bothered forming a Repeal-the-Income Tax Network, or an Abolish-
the-Fed Network? And if we want to confine passion to more directly political
issues, why was there no Lower-Taxes Network, or Stop-the-Clinton-Budget
Network? Why is the entire pack: the Cato crowd, the rest of the Kochtopus or
Koch Machine, the majority of Heritage, the Tony Snows and the Steve
Chapmans, why are they going all out, playing hardball, in their frenzy to
get this thing passed? Why are these gentry acting as if their lives depended on
the passage of Nafta? Could it be because if not their lives, at least their
fortunes (though scarcely their sacred honor), 4o in fact depend on it?

The twists and turns of this crowd have been truly a sight to see. First,
they confidently strode forth to represent the “free trade” cause, denouncing
their opponents as leftists or ignorant protectionists. But then, when hard-
core free marketeers and free traders such as people at Trple R, the Mises
Institute, and the Competitive Enterprise Institute weighed in to attack
Nafta as a managed trade and international statist scam in “free-trade”
clothing, the pro-Nafta gang wheeled around to denounce #s as free-trade
“purists,” or, as Tony Snow called it in all his tom-fool ignorance, “the Adam
Smith objection.” But even if this crowd has no shame, surely their sudden
change of front must be causing them some tactical embarrassment. For
how can they pose as the champions of free trade while at the same time
denouncing genuine free traders as “purists™?

The “free traders” for Nafta confront their biggest problem when we
point out that, under Nafta, super-governmental commissions, unaccount-
able to any taxpayers, will be able to enforce and “upwardly harmonize” ever
greater environmental and labor regulation standards against the wishes of
the citizens of each country. The reply of the pro-Nafta people is that these
are scare tactics, that these enforcement provisions are really petty and
minor—nothing to worry about. Well, let’s consider the crucial enforce-
ment provisions that Nafta and its side agreements hand over to these
supra-national commissions. Tony Snow and Steve Chapman assure us that
these provisions are petty and meaningless. But on the other hand, Kathleen
Rogers, counsel to the savvy environmentalist Audubon Society, supports
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Nafta precisely because of these enforcement provisions. Most important,
Clinton’s own Trade Czar, Mickey Kantor, assures one and all that under
Nafta, “no country in the agreement can lower its environmental stand-
ards—ever,” and he applies that assurances of all-out enforcement to labor
regulations (e.g., labor laws, workplace standards, minimum wages) as
well.

So, if there’s a difference of opinion on the strength of enforcement
between Snow and Chapman on the one hand, and Mickey Kantor of the
Clinton administration on the other, whose interpretation do you think will
win out?

There is only one sensible interpretation of these “free marketeers”: that
they are serving as a rather feeble figleaf for the naked seizure of power by
international statism. To return to the $64 question: why are they investing
so much passion in this effort?

Here is a possible clue to this puzzle. Take this seeming anomaly. On the
one hand, in Annex 602.3 to Nafta, the allegedly “free-market” Salinas
government of Mexico “reserves to itself,” in no uncertain terms, all possible
provision of and investment in every aspect of the exploration, production,
or refining of crude oil and natural gas. And yet, despite that grim fact, the
heads of both the Natural Gas Supply Association and the American Gas
Association, express their great enthusiasm for Nafta. As President Michael
Baly of the American Gas Association puts it: “The AGA supports Nafta
because it would benefit natural gas energy, equipment, technology, and
services trade with Mexico and Canada.”

Oh? How can this be, if the Mexican government insists on socializing
all aspects of oil and natural gas? Methinks we can smell a rat. It is not
generally known that the most enthusiastic advocates of socialized energy
production in the case of electricity, in the 1930s—of Boulder Dam, TVA,
etc.—were the private electric utility companies. For the government built
the dams, provided the electricity at cheap rates subsidized by the hapless
taxpayers, and then resold that electricity to the private utility companies,
who benefited from government-subsidized primary electricity. The private
energy middlemen reaped the profits.

There is a vital lesson here: much of Big Government, much of the
welfare-interventionist State, is pushed by private businesses in order to
force the taxpayers to subsidize their own costs. (Just as in the even more
flagrant case of military industries, the government provides contracts at
whatever cost plus a guaranteed profit.) In short, business groups don’t
mind socialism at all when the government is socializing their cost.

So may it not be true that American natural gas companies expect to
benefit by purchasing gas, whose cheap production will be subsidized by the
unfortunate Mexican taxpayer? And doesn’t this provide a lesson about our
own “free-market” institutes and pundits, many of whom are subsidized
heavily, past, present or hopefully in the future, by Wichita, Kansas, oil
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billionaires Charles and David Koch, whose mammoth privately held Koch
Industries concentrates on the transportation of oil and natural gas? Query:
Does Koch Industries—which in November 1992 purchased 9,271 miles of
natural gas pipelines to Mexico for $1.1 billion—expect to benefit heavily
from Nafta? And so such expectations account for the passion, for the
tervor, of those persons and institutions who form part, in reality or in hope,
of the giant Koch Machine?

As for those free marketeers not in the Koch network, how much of the
massive Mexican government lobbying in Washington is funneling moolah
into these institutions? Let us not forget that part of “free-market” Nafta
involves an estimated $20 billion of foreign aid which the conned U.S.
taxpayers will be pouring into the coffers of the Mexican government. How
much Mexican lobbying, and how many of the possible bribes, are a down
payment on this promised boodle?

If we really had a press and a media responsive to the American people
not to the malignant power elite, these questions would be investigated, and
fast. In the meanwhile, we should follow our noses, and apply to the
“free-market” and “free-trade” protestations of these worthies a liberal dose
of salt. How many times will we be fooled until we realize that it is concrete
policies, not cheap and cloudy rhetoric, that counts? m
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MR. BUSH’S WAR
October 1990

ugust 1990. Things were looking grim for Mr. Bush and the

Establishment. Now that Communism in Soviet Russia and

Eastern Europe had surrendered, the Cold War was suddenly
over. How could U.S. imperialism be justified, now that combating the Red
Menace was no longer available? Bush’s enormous military budget was in
some trouble: how to justify those missiles, bases, and all the rest? What is
more, paleo voices on the right, notably headed by Pat Buchanan, wanted to
know: now that the Cold War is over and Communism is defeated, why
shouldn’t America Come Home? A good question; so what was the an-
swer?

The Establishment tried to run many answers up the flagpole; the
uncertain world (true but a bit vague); “international narco-terrorism” (fine
for small-scale stuff but not really BIG); German reunification
(Hitler!—fine, but a bit old-hat); anti-Semitism in Russia (Pamyat! the
Protocols! Great stuff but what exactly are we supposed to do about it?);
Islamic fundamentalism. (Irving Kristol’s point; good, but a bit passe, and
besides that scary old Ayatollah is dead.)

Finally, the Bush administration got its fondest prayers answered: an
authentic-seeming menace popped up, as Saddam Hussein, maximum
leader of Iraq, launched a lightning-fast, brilliantly executed attack on
August 2 against neighboring Kuwait. Aha! Saddam is a despotic dictator
who attacked a small nation (another Hitler!), in a quick strike (blitzkrieg,
just like you know who!). That's it! Since Hitler kept attacking one country
after another (to take back the territory taken from Germany at Versailles), it
follows that Saddam will also keep attacking unless he is stopped!? Stopped,
of course, by you know who—the divinely appointed international Police-
man against Bad Guys all over the world: Uncle Sap! To save our beloved
friend “Saudi Arabia,” perhaps to kick the evil Saddam out of poor little
Kuwait, the U.S. sends in a huge chunk of its army, air force, marines, and
almost the entire navy to Arabia.

1. Golitsin! Here’s a beautiful chance to test the North-Abraham-Gray
et. al thesis that the entire collapse of Communism was a brilliant trap to lure
the West to lay down its arms, and then to receive the ultimate hammer blow
from the Soviet Union (as “predicted” by a KGB defector some years ago,
Colonel Golitsin). Well, guys, here’s the Window of Opportunity at long
last. While virtually the entire armed forces of the U.S. are squaring off
across the “line in the sand” at the evil Saddam, Soviet Russia...strikes!
sending the missiles, parachuting guys across the Bering Straits into North
Dakota, moving south. Red Dawn! John Milius, where are you now that we
need you? (Note: this isn’t my theory, folks.)
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And so George Bush got his lovely war. Everyone, of all parties and
ideologies left, right, and center, all the media, the entire parade of Washing-
ton Middle East “experts” who all seem to have just stepped out of a Mossad
meeting, are unanimous in praise of Bush and okaying the alleged necessity
to stop this “megalomaniac,” “this Hitler.” America must “stand tall” and all
the rest. (How about sitting for a change?) Bush’s approval rating, shaky
because of S&L failures, zooms upward; no one in Congress so much as
mentions the War Powers Act designed to curb this sort of shenanigans, and
everyone but everyone is saluting the marching bands and the soldiers off to
war. Bush gets his military budget hands down. And as we go marching,
virtually only Pat Buchanan, Joe Sobran, and Robert Novak show any
reluctance or appreciation of the complexities on which we are embarked.

Comment 2. All right, for a moment forget Vietnam: Remember
Lebanon! Does anyone remember when Mr. Stand Tall himself, Ronald
Reagan, got U.S. Marines into Lebanon, and how he/we turned tail and ran
when the Marines were chopped up? Strange that no one, then or now, ever
remarked on this fiasco, much less absorbed its lessons. Lesson of Lebanon:
U.S., stay the hell out of the Middle East! (Another lesson: don’t trust the
Israeli state. A new book by ex-Mossad agent Victor Ostrovsky reveals that
the Mossad had advance warning of the car bomb attack on the Marine
barracks, but withheld it to further “poison U.S.~Arab relations.”)

WHY FIGHT FOR ARABIA?

OK, let’s examine the arguments for the U.S. march into Arabia and its
war against Iraq.

“He’s Another Hitler!” Oh come on, knock off the Hitler analogy
already. What are you saying, for God’s sake? That “if we don’t stop him on
the Euphrates, we’ll have to fight him in the streets of New York?”

Wouldn’t it be great, by the way, if everyone observed a moratorium on
Hitler for at least a year? No more “another Hitler” every time someone
starts a war someplace, no more bellyaching about Hitler in general. There
is more hysteria now, 45 years after his death, than when he was still alive.
Isn’t this the only case in history where the hysteria against the loser in a war
continues, not only unabated but intensified, 45 years after the war is over?
And consider too, the guy was only in power for 12 years! In a sense, Hitler
will achieve his “1,000-year Reich” after all, because it looks as if we’ll be
hearing about him for another 900 years or so.

“Saddam’s a megalomaniac, he’s crazy.” Yeah, crazy like a fox. He looks
pretty shrewd to me: knocking off Kuwait quickly, and not trying to take on
the U.S. frontally. “He’s unpredictable.” A code word for crazy. But look,
Bush and all his apologists keep saying that Bush should always “keep his
options open” so as to keep the Enemy guessing and off-base. But how
come when Saddam does that it’s “crazy” whereas when Bush does it it’s the
height of sound strategy? Double standard fellas?
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“He’s BAD.” Very bad, no question about it. (As Dana Carvey, ace Bush
imitator, would put it: “Saddam: B-A-A-A-A-D.”) But Marshal Kim II-
Sung, Maximum Leader of the still-Stalinist regime of North Korea, is even
WORSE. So? Why aren’t we launching a big propaganda campaign against
Marshal Kim, to be followed by sending army, navy, air force, and U.N.
stooges on North Korea’s border, itching for a fight?

And furthermore, the WORST guy, by far the worst guy of the post-
World War II era, worse than Saddam, worse even than the Ayatollah (or is
he kinda good now?), is the genocidal monster Pol Pot, Maximum leader of
the Khmer Rouge, who, as head of the Democratic Republic (Communist)
of Kampuchea (Cambodia) genocidally slaughtered something like one-
third of the Cambodian population. (His own people! As the media have
correctly charged Saddam of doing in dropping poison gas during his war
with Iran. Although it wasn’t “his own,” it was against the poor, hapless
Kurds, who have yearned for their own country for 1,000 years, and have
experienced nothing but oppression from Iraq, Iran, and Turkey.)

Not only that: the punch line is that the Reagan-Bush administration
has been allied with the monster Pol Pot in his guerrilla war against the
Vietnamese Communist-puppet regime in Cambodia (Gorbyish Commies as
against the ultra-Maoist Pol Pot), shipping Pol Pot weapons, so that he is just
about to take over Cambodia once again! (Very recently, the Bush administra-
tion has, in response, pulled back slightly from that commitment to Pol Pot.)

So if we’re supposed to go to war against Bad Rulers, why are we allied
with—or certainly not hostile to—the mass murderer Pol Pot? To say
nothing of a host of other dictators, despots, etc. who have been dubbed
“pro-West” by the U.S.2

But let us return to Saddam. Saddam is definitely BAD. But—and
here’s the point—he was just as bad a few short years ago when he was the
heroic “defender of the free world” against the BAD fanatical mullah-run
Shiite Iranians (Remember them?). Remember how, in the extremely
bloody eight-year war between Iraq and Iran (which, by the way, Saddam
launched, shortly after the Iranian Revolution, to grab a key waterway), the
U.S. “tilted toward” (in plain English: sided with) Iraq? Well, the current
Butcher of Baghdad was the same Butcher of Baghdad then. He was the
same totalitarian despot; and he was also the aggressor. So how come the
lightning-fast change? And not only that: does anyone remember, not long
ago, when two Iraqi fighter planes crippled an American warship in the
Persian Gulf, and the U.S. immediately blamed it on Iran? After which we
shot down an Irani civilian airliner, killing hundreds?

But, you see, Iran was ruled by fanatical theocratic Shiite mullahs, and
pro-Iranian Shiites constituted a subversive threat, at the beck and call of evil
Iran, to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the other Gulf States! So whatever
happened to those Bad Guys, and that threat? Answer: they’re still there.
But the U.S. government, and its kept sheep in the media, have decided to
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forget them, and so, presto changeo! They just disappear in the public press.
A couple of years ago, the U.S. government gave the signal: Iran Bad, Iraq
Pretty Good, and the media and the politicians all jumped into line. And
now, bingo, with no conditions changed, the administration gives the signal
to reverse course: Iraq Bad, Iran Pretty Good, and everyone shifts. And we
used to ridicule the Commies for changing their Line (on war and peace,
Hitler, etc.) with lightning speed!

But, “he invaded a small country” Yes, indeed he did. But, are we
ungracious for bringing up the undoubted fact that none other than George
Bush, not long ago, invaded a very small country: Panama? And to the
unanimous huzzahs of the same U.S. media and politicians now denounc-
ing Saddam? But Noriega, so Bush and the media told us, was intolerable:
he was untrustworthy and thuggish, he used and even sold drugs, and,
moreover, he was pock-marked (“Pineapple-Face,” as he was elegantly
called by the U.S. media), and he was odiously short. (George Bush, we are
told, has an immense aversion to uppity short guys.) Gee, this dislike of
short, pock-marked people, never kept Noriega from being a pet of Bush’s
so long as he continued to take orders from the CIA; it was Noriega’s
infidelity to the CIA that got him into deep trouble.

And another invader of a small country not universally condemned in
the U.S. media was Israel, invader of Lebanon, and invader and occupier for
over two decades of the Arab lands of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Why
don’t the U.S. and the U.N. band together to drive Israel out of these
occupied areas? Double standards, anyone? “But Noriega was opposed
to democracy.” Ah, come on, don’t give me that one. Of course, if the goal
of the U.S. action was, as the Bush administration claimed to “restore
democracy to Panama” (when did they ever have it?), then how come Bush
angrily refused the pleas of Panamanians after the invasion to hold free
elections? Why did we insist on foisting the Endara clique upon them for

ears?
’ By the way, the one refreshing aspect of the U.S. war against Iraq is that
no one has yet had the gall to refer to Kuwait as a “gallant little democracy”
or to Saudi Arabia in the same terms (see below).

“But Saddam’s short-lived ‘people’s revolutionary’ regime” in Kuwait
was a puppet-government of Iraq’s. Absolutely. But so was the Endara
government in Panama, sworn in on a U.S. army base a few minutes after
the U.S. invasion began. So?

Repeat query: Does anyone really think that we would ever have to
fight Saddam in the streets of New York?

DONT CRY FOR KUWAIT!

Before we get all weepy about gallant little Kuwait, about the oblitera-
tion of the Kuwaiti nation by an unprovoked bullying attack, etc., let’s look
at some history.
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In the first place, there is no “Kuwaiti nation” in any proper sense. The
Middle East is very much like Africa, where the existing “nations” are simply
geographical expressions resulting from the arbitrary carving up of the
continent by Western imperialism. Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, et al., were simply
carved out as mere geographical expressions by Great Britain after the
British Empire conquered and sliced up the Ottoman Empire during World
War 1. Moreover, Britain shamelessly betrayed its promises that it made
(through 'TE. Lawrence) to give the Arabs independence after the war.
Winston Churchill, the quintessential British imperialist, used to boast that
he created “Jordan” one Sunday afternoon at the stroke of a pen.

Furthermore, before Great Britain finally granted independence to its
Kuwait colony in 1961, it was so little respectful of the “historic borders” of
this alleged nation that it carved away one-half of old Kuwait and granted
about a half each to the states of Iraq and Saudi Arabia.

And what about historic Kuwait? During the pre-World War I days of
the Ottoman Empire, Kuwait was simply a part of the Ottoman district
whose capital was Basra, a city in southern Iraq. Iraq has had border
struggles with Kuwait since 1961, and it once invaded and conquered
Kuwait, which “ransomed” restoration of its independence by paying a
huge amount of oil money to Iraq. More recently, the major Iraqi grievance
is that Kuwait has been literally stealing Iraqi oil. The Rumaila oil field
straddles the Irag-Kuwait border, and Iraq charges that Kuwait has been
drilling diagonally from its side of the border to tap reserves from Iraqi
territory. An article in the Wall Street Journal admits that “U.S. officials say
there is reason to think the Iraqi claim may be true.” (Gerald Seib, “Iraq Has
Shaky Claim to Kuwait,” W§], August 13, p. A5)

Another reason not to cry for Kuwait: its rotten social system. Has
anyone wondered why the neocons and the rest of the Establishment
haven’t referred to Kuwait as a “gallant little democracy?” Because it might
be little, but it sure ain’t no democracy. Little Kuwait (a bit smaller than New
Jersey), has a population of 1.9 million; of this only one million are
Kuwraitis. The rest are immigrants; including 400,000 Palestinians (who are
all pro-Iraq and anti-Kuwait): and several hundred thousand once-dreaded
Shiites. These immigrants are not citizens.

Of the three classes of Kuwaiti citizens, however, only the “first class”
citizens are allowed to vote. Second and third-class citizens are late-comers
who “only” emigrated to Kuwait during the twentieth century. They don’t
count. The “first-class™ citizens are limited to those Kuwaiti tribesmen who
have been residents in Kuwait since the mid-eighteenth century, when these
Arab tribes settled there. They constitute 12 percent of the Kuwaiti popula-
tion (about 230,000). Of these, women—of course—can’t vote, reducing
the ruling elite to 6 percent of the total.

The 6 percent elite are allowed to vote for a National Assembly, the
Kuwnaiti rulers’ feeble concession to representative government. The National
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Assembly, when allowed to meet, often calls for more powers to itself, and
more democratic rule. Two weeks before the Iraqi invasion, in an important
action not mentioned in the U.S. media, the Emir of Kuwait angrily
dissolved the National Assembly. So much for that!

When you get right down to it, then, the ruling elite of Kuwait consists
of one ruling family, the al-Sabahs, who staff all the top government
positions from the ruling Emir on down, and of course run its oil. The
al-Sabah family consists of 1,000 males, a family of tribal chieftains. Kuwait,
in short, is a ruling Emirocracy or Sabahklatura, who have all become
multimillionaires because the land they unjustly rule happens to contain an
enormous amount of oil. This is the “legitimate government” of Kuwait
that George Bush has pledged himself to restore! The crucial questions:
Why must any American die for the Sabahklatura of Kuwait? Why are
American taxpayers being plundered to keep that crummy family in their
ill-gotten gains? Why die for Kuwait?

IT’'S WAR, NOT...

Make no mistake, it’s war. It’s not a “police action.” Note how the Bush
administration, scorning Saddam for calling the interned Americans “re-
strictees,” is itself engaging in absurd euphemism. An embargo is bad
enough; a blockade is, by any standards of international law, an act of war.
That’s why the Bush administration insisted on calling the blockade an
“interdiction.” Rubbish.

Bush began his undeclared war as soon as Kuwait was attacked, rushing
troops to Arabia, thereby giving no warning and no time for American
citizens to leave Kuwait or Iraq before hostilities started. Therefore, Saddam
Hussein’s detention of the 2,500 American citizens (plus citizens of other
countries engaged in the blockade) is not a “barbaric” or megalomaniacal
“taking of the hostages.” In international law;, citizens of enemy states are
interned for the duration. German citizens were interned by the U.S. for the
duration of World War II. So the entire American “hostage” problem is a
creature of the unseemly and precipitate rush to war of George Bush. And
when the Iraq government warns that the American internees will be
treated no better than Iraqi citizens as food shortages develop, they are
perfectly correct. Any harm that comes to the American internees is on Mr.
Bush’s head. Is this how Bush goes about “protecting Americans” abroad?

And what kind of war George Bush is waging! The eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century “laws of war,” a product of Catholic teaching and
libertarian international law, brilliantly separate “government” and “mili-
tary” from “civilian.” Treating war as a conflict between governments or
states, the laws of war bade governments not to injure civilians but only to
injure each other. As far as possible, then, warfare was to be confined to
military or governmental targets; civilians were not to serve as targets of
war. So what did Mr. Bush do, from the very beginning of the Iraq war; not
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only blockade all exports of oil, but also all imports of food, upon which the
Iraqi people depend. In older international law blockades, ships were only
to be searched and the cargo seized if it were “contraband,” that is, if it were
arms and ammunition. But food was of course never considered contra-
band, and was supposed to be allowed to pass.

In the Iraq War, however, Mr. Bush is specifically targeting the shipment
of food: in a deliberate, brutal, and truly barbaric effort to inflict starvation
on the mass of Iraqi peoples. If the blockade is effective, Mr. Bush will be a
mass murderer of innocent civilians.

WHAT ARE BUSH’S WAR AIMS?

And so George Bush has launched his war, but what precisely are his war
aims? They are vague and unclear, made worse by the fact that, in refusing to
negotiate with Iraq, the U.S. is escalating and maximizing the scope and the
length of the war. How long is this going to go on?

Possible war aims:

(a) The minimal. Defense of Saudi Arabia against Iraqi aggression. An
ostensible reason. But the evidence of impending aggression against the
Saudis was minimal. Iraq has had specific grievances and quarrels against
Kuwait; it has had none with Saudi Arabia. Besides: we didn’t have to rush
in troops and planes; we could simply have announced that any attack on
Saudi Arabia would be defended to the hilt by the U.S. Why didn’t Bush do
that?

Besides, why defend Saudi Arabia anyway? The “international Arab
effort” is a joke, a transparent cover for Bush’s aggression in the Middle
East. As soon as Kuwait was invaded, the Bush administration bludgeoned
the Arab states and the rest of the U.N. Security Council into submission
(see below), using maximum muscle to get them to provide a cover for a
blatantly U.S. operation. Before the Arab nations were brought into line,
the Bush administration was openly referring to the Saudi and other Arab
leaders as “wimps” not willing to “defend themselves.” Why don’t we let the
Arabs slug this out? Furthermore, even after the embargo decision, the
Security Council was completely unenthusiastic about Mr. Bush’s rush to a
naval blockade. The New York Times reported on August 14 that Bush’s
announcement of a blockade “left the United States largely isolated” at the
Security Council.

Moreover, is defending Saudi Arabia yet another blow in behalf of
“democracy?” Saudi Arabia makes the Kuwait emirate seem like a2 demo-
cratic haven. In Saudiland, there’s not even a pretense of elections. The Arab
people are ruled, absolutist fashion, by the 5,000-man royal tribal family of
the Sauds—now oil millionaires. Neither is Saudi Arabia some sort of
bastion of “the free world.” Women are prohibited from driving a car, or
from walking on the street unescorted by a male relative. Pork and alcohol
are outlawed. Why must one American boy die for the absolute rule of the
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Saud family? Why must the American taxpayer pay untold billions to
support and maintain this corrupt family?

One scary point about even this minimal aim: the commitment is
endless. If the U.S. feels it has to keep troops in Arabia to defend against
possible (not actual) Iraqi aggression, then the commitment is endless:
already, even before any shooting, the U.S. has virtually its entire army, air
force, and marines in and around Arabia, and we’re already calling up the
Reserves. Endless commitment; permanent war for permanent peace; war
footing; and enormous continuing military budgets, are our future.

(b) The wider aim of kicking Saddam out of Kuwait and restoring the
“legitimate” government of the Sabah emirate. How can this be accom-
plished? Only by a shooting land and air war launched by the U.S. against
Iraqi troops. A bloody and unpredictable prospect. Also: even if Saddam is
driven out by war, doesn’t this mean a permanent garrison of U.S. troops in
Kuwait to keep Iraq out forever? And all the criticisms of the narrower (a)
aim apply a fortiors to the wider objectives. And in what sense is that rotten
al-Sabah rule “legitimate?”

(c) The maximum objective: to crush and topple the Saddam Hussein
regime. This aim will involve the greatest costs of them all. Besides, the
murder of Saddam, which is what is contemplated (remember the U.S. air
strike that murdered Kaddafi’s baby?) will not eliminate the problem.
Saddam is not just one man; he is the head of a military-Baath party
(secular-socialist) regime, which will continue even if Saddam is murdered.
And, what’s more, Saddam will be left as a permanent martyr for the Arab
world and a standing object of hatred for brutal U.S. imperialism.

And if Bush proposes to destroy not only Saddam, but also the entire
military—Baathist regime, then after such monstrous mass murder, does he
expect the U.S. to keep occupying Iraq forever?

Bush’s repeated references to “Hitler” and “Munich” are a strong signal
that the U.S. will not negotiate with Iraq, and is tantamount to a call for
Irag’s unconditional surrender. This was the U.S. decision in World War I1,
which insured that the Germans would fight to the last man. Unconditional
surrender maximizes the war and mass murder. In short, no one in war
surrenders unconditionally, so proclaiming such an aim means that peace
cannot be achieved on any terms short of eradication of the enemy.

Furthermore, we should not forget the reason that Saddam Hussein
fought on for eight years after his original aggression against Iran had been
foiled, and both countries were left battling in a bloody stalemate: because
the Ayatollah Khomeini insisted that a non-negotiable war aim was the
removal of Saddam from power. Iran finally had to give up on that insis-
tence on unconditional surrender: why don’t we? Are we as fanatical as the
Ayatollah?

Let us also stop and consider the grisly and unsatisfying record of U.S.
war and quasi-war in the Middle East since World War II: the fiasco in
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Lebanon, the air strike killing Khaddafi’s baby, the shooting down of the
Iranian civilian airliner in the Gulf. As Robert Fisk recently pointed out in
the London Independent: “Not once has a foreign military adventure in the
Middle East achieved its end.” U.S. out of Arabia!

THE REVIVAL OF THE U.N.
AND “COLLECTIVE SECURITY”

Perhaps the most dangerous aspect of Mr. Bush’s war against Iraq is the
sudden resurrection of the United Nations as originally conceived. The
U.N. was dedicated to the old, disastrous, and failed League of Nations
concept of “collective security against aggression.” Given existing national
boundaries, any “aggression” of one state against another must trigger the
nation-states of the world to band together to combat and “punish” the
designated aggressor. The effect of this misguided policy is to enshrine every
dubious state boundary as moral and just, and to maximize every pip-
squeak, boundary dispute into a world crisis. It is also a mechanism for
freezing the unjust status quo in place forever. For at any time, any zero
point, when the policy begins, countries which had previously used force to
expand their boundaries find their ill-gotten gains locked in permanently.
The “have-not” nations (in terms of Jand area) are permanently crippled for
the benefit of have nations.

The United Nations was founded to put more teeth into the abject
failure of the League of Nations attempt to enforce collective security. The
Security Council was supposed to designate and move against “aggressors.”
‘The U.N. reflected Franklin D. Roosevelt’s disastrous idea of a condomin-
ium of large, allied nations permanently running the world, in particular a
condominium of the U.S., Britain, China, and the Soviet Union. (The
Soviet Union had been committed to collective security ever since the
pronouncements of Maxim Litvinov during the Popular Front period of the
1930s.) The one good thing about the Cold War is that it split the U.S. and
the U.S.S.R., and ended any policy of a superpower condominium in
service of collective security, since each superpower has a veto in the Security
Council. Fortunately, the exercise of the veto power by the U.S. and
U.S.S.R. had reduced the U.N. to an ineffectual “debating society.” (Con-
trary to U.S. propaganda, the U.S. has often used the veto power, especially
to veto resolutions against Israeli aggression.) In short, the one good thing
about the Cold War is that it kept the U.S. out of war.

But now, Gorby, in addition to liquidating socialism as fast as possible,
has unfortunately totally sold out to U.S. imperialism, going along abjectly
with Mr. Bush’s bludgeoning of the “international community” into war
against Iraq. Maybe, soon and hopefully, this will all end as the U.S.S.R.
dissolves into many constituent sovereign republics, each of which will be
busy with its own concerns. And since many of these republics seem to be
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devoted to private property, free markets, and national self-determination,
perhaps they will also proceed onward to the libertarian foreign policy of
isolationism and nonintervention.

But we can’t wait for such events. The time has come to reevaluate the
entire concept of the United Nations, and to revive that grand old slogan:
“Get the U.S. Out of the U.N. and the U.N. Outof the U.S.!”

WHAT KIND OF AN “OIL WAR”?

Bush has had the gall to proclaim in his Pentagon speech of August 15
that “our jobs, our way of life, our own freedom” are at stake in the war
against Iraq. Freedom? Way of life? How? Then comes the reference to oil
and its importance to the U.S. And so: under cover of the “war against a
new Hitler” and “against aggression,” comes the frank proclamation of an
oil war. In one sense, this is refreshing, for it is seldom that U.S. imperialism
acknowledges an overriding economic motive to its aggression.

But what sort of oil war are we embarked on? The standard media
account is that unless we fight for Kuwait or Arabia, the evil Saddam
Hussein will “control” the world’s oil, will be “king of the world’s oil,” as
one TV reporter put it.

Most commentators have, understandably, focused on the trials of the
American oil consumer, on how there is danger of Saddam, once taking over
oil reserves and wells, jacking up the price of crude oil stratospherically, thus
injuring the U.S. consumer and economy.

But let’s look at the question rationally. Iraq is a member of OPEC, and
has been recently attacking Kuwait for producing more crude oil than its
OPEC-assigned quota. OPEC is a cartel of oil-producing governments, and
the only way the OPEC can raise the price of oil, as economics tells us, is to
cut crude oil production. And to agree upon production cuts (which no one
likes to do), there must be maximum production quotas for each country.

Cartels, however, do not have unlimited power. Their revenue depends
on the demand schedules of purchasers. OPEC could not raise oil prices
stratospherically, because its revenues would fall as buyers purchase far less
oil.

The peculiar aspect to the current “crisis” is that OPEC had far more
power to raise oil prices—and did so—in the 1970s. In the early 1970s, it
was able to quadruple the price of oil (because of the Arab embargo of oil to
the U.S. during the Israel-Arab Six Day War), and to double it again in
1979 (after the shutdown of Iranian oil because of the Khomeini Revolu-
tion). But OPEC has nothing like such power now. Since the oil shocks of
the 1970s, more oil has been discovered, and produced, in non-OPEC
countries (such as Mexico, the North Sea), and U.S. and other consumers
are using less petroleum per product. The OPEC proportion of world oil
output fell from 56 percent in 1973 to only 32 percent today. And since
1973, the amount of o0il and gas needed to produce a dollar of GNP in the
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United States has been cut by 43 percent. All this can be predicted from
economic theory: that higher prices call forth a greater supply, and that
consumers and other buyers restrict their demands for oil and move to other
sources or to more oil-efficient energy uses.

In fact, it is generally agreed that, even if Iraq could tighten OPEC
production further, it could not raise oil prices by more than a few dollars a
barrel. Is it worth waging an incalculably heavy and endless war to save
consumers a few dollars a barrel on oil, or a few cents a gallon gasoline?

Besides, if oil price increases are the problem, why didn’t the U.S. move
in force in 1973 against the OPEC countries, sending troops into Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait to take them over and force them to lower the price of
crude oil? Why should the U.S. balk at a few dollars a barrel now when it
stood still for a quadrupling of the price of oil two decades ago?

Not only that: the U.S. government’s concern for the consumer might
be better gauged if we realized that the very same liberals and centrists now
whooping it up for war against Iraq, have been agitating for a huge (say 50
cents a gallon) tax on gasoline, thereby shafting the U.S. consumer far more
than Saddam could possibly do. Why is gouging the consumer unmercifully
perfectly OK if it is government gouging by the U.S.? These same liberals
and centrists are even now advocating a higher federal tax on gasoline.

Further: Our embargo and blockade on oil can only have the effect of
raising the prices of oil and gasoline higher than Saddam could ever have
done without this crisis manufactured by the United States.

And finally: If the Bush administration and the mob of media and
political liberals and centrists are so dad-blamed interested in lowering oil
prices and in the American consumer, why aren’t they calling for getting
U.S. government restrictions off American oil supply: specifically, allowing
expansion of production of Alaskan oil (and the hell with the caribou!), and
allowing off-shore oil drilling off Santa Barbara and other areas (and the
Hell with the pristine beaches and the sea view enjoyed, without paying for
them, by upper-class Californians!).

The war against Iraq, then, has nothing to do with any “national
interest” that Americans may have in abundance of oil and in keeping its
price low. Does that mean that this war is in no sense an “oil war?” No—it
means that it’s a very different—and far more sinister—kind of oil war: a war
not for the American consumer but for the control of a supply and of the
vast profits from oil. A war, in short, for narrow economic interests against
the interests of the American consumer, the taxpayers, and of Americans
who will die in the effort.

Specifically, why the U.S. hatred of the cartelist Saddam and its great
tenderness and concern for the cartelist Saudis?

First, the long-term “friendship” with the “pro-West” despots of the
Saud family. This “friendship” has been concretized into Aramco (the
Arabian-American Oil Co.), the Rockefeller company that has total control
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of Saudi Arabian oil—and long-time heavy influence, if not control, over
U.S. foreign policy. After World War 1I, Aramco (owned 70 percent by
Rockefeller companies—Exxon, Mobil, and Socal, and 30 percent by Tex-
aco) produced all of Saudi oil.

Originally, Aramco owed King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia $30 million in
royalty payments for the monopoly concession. And so, James A. Moffet,
former vice president of Standard Oil of New Jersey (now Exxon), who had
been appointed as Federal Housing Administrator in World War II, used his
influence to get the U.S. Treasury to pay Ibn Saud the $30 million. In
addition the King got an obliging “loan” of another $25 million from the
Rockefeller-dominated U.S. Export-Import Bank, at taxpayer expense, to
construct a pleasure railroad from his capital to his summer palace. In
addition, President Roosevelt made a secret appropriation out of his boodle
of war funds, of $165 million to Aramco to do preparatory work for its
pipeline across Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, the U.S. Army was assigned to
build an airfield and military base at Dhahran; the base, after costing U.S.
taxpayers over $6 million, was turned over gratis to King Ibn Saud in 1949.
Dhahran, not coincidentally, was close to the Aramco oilfields.

During the 1970s, Aramco was “nationalized” by Saudi Arabia, a
process completed in 1980. But the nationalization was phony, because the
same Aramco consortium immediately obtained a contract as a manage-
ment corporation to run the old, nationalized Aramco. More than half of
Saudi oil production goes to the old Aramco-Rockefeller consortium,
which sells the oil at a profit to whomever they wish, in obedience to Saudi
cartel regulations. The remaining part of Saudi oil is run and distributed by
the Saudi government directly, through Petromin (the General Petroleum
and Marketing Organization), the marketing arm of the Saudi Petroleum
Ministry.

It all boils down to a happy case of the “partnership of industry and
government”—happy, that is, for the Saud family and for the Rockefeller o1l
interests.

Iraq, on the other hand, has very little dealings with the Rockefeller
Empire. In contrast to heavy dealings with Iran (in the Shah’s day), Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia, and the rest of the Gulf states, the big Wall Street banks
reported that they had virtually no loans outstanding or deposits owed, to
Iraq. Thus, Citibank (Rockefeller) reported that its risk of loss to Iraq was
“zero,” and similar reports came from Chase Manhattan (Rockefeller) and
the rest of Wall Street.

And so: the war against Iraq is a war over oil, all right, but not on behalf
of cheap oil or abundant oil to the U.S. consumer. It is a war of the
Rockefeller Empire against a brash interloper. Bush’s Pentagon speech takes
on heightened meaning when he talks about everyone suffering “if control
of the world’s great oil reserves fell into the hands of that one man, Saddam
Hussein.”
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Let us consider George Bush, until stepping in as vice president, a
member of the ruling executive committee of David Rockefeller’s powerful
Trilateral Commission. Let us consider preppie George and his Texas oil
friends, who will benefit, not simply from a rise in the oil price, but from
controlling the supply and profits therefrom.

Must Americans fight and die, and American taxpayers be looted, so as
to ensure further profits for the Rockefeller Empire? That is the choice that
faces us all.

Let us heed the wise words of retired Admiral Gene LaRocque, head of
the pro-peace Center for Defense Information, who attacked the Iraq war in
tones of Old Right isolationism: “This is a war over the price of oil and I
don’t think we want to sacrifice the life of one American boy to keep the
price of oil down or the king of Saudi Arabia on the throne.”

We should also heed the words of Mrs. Jeanne Kirkpatrick, scarcely
known for isolationist sentiments. Saddam, she writes, “is not directly
dangerous to the United States or to our treaty allies.” She goes on to charge
that Bush is fighting the war in the spirit of the U.N. doctrine that also
fueled our fighting of the Korean and Vietnam wars: collective security.
“Those wars,” she points out, “did not work out well.” Mrs. Kirkpatrick
concludes that only the Arabs themselves, not the U.S., can solve the
Saddam problem. (Jeanne Kirkpatrick, New York Post, August 13)

A final cause must be noted for Mr. Bush’s war: the influence of the
powerful Zionist lobby. Saddam Hussein poses no threat whatever to the
American consumer, or to U.S. national interests, but he does pose a threat,
not only to Rockefeller profits, but also to the State of Israel. Note how the
Zionists in the media and in Congress are leading the pack calling for war,
and how they call, with relish, for “destroying Saddam and his military
capacity.”

"Two of the most powerful influences on American foreign policy are the
Rockefeller interests and the Zionist lobby. When those two groups join,
look out! How can the average American and American interests ever
prevail?

EPILOGUE: W.C. FIELDS AND THE FOOD FIGHT

My favorite foreign-policy analyst, W.C. Fields, was asked during World
War II to write an essay in a Saturday Evening Post series on “How To End
the War.” “Uncle Bill” Fields sat down, and quite seriously, proposed that
the heads of all the warring countries be invited to the Hollywood Bowl,
there to “fight it out with sackfuls of dung,” the winner to be declared victor
in the war. Naturally, the Posz did not run the article.

I was reminded of this tale, when, during the abortive Arab League
summit of August 10, and after Kuwaiti Foreign Minister Sabah al-Ahmed
al-Jaber denounced all Iraqis as “haramiyee” (thieves), Iraqi Foreign Minis-
ter Tariq Aziz took the grilled chicken on his plate and hurled it at Sabah,
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hitting him full in the face. Sabah promptly collapsed to the floor. Well that’s
it, gang. Tariq won the food fight (by a country mile); Sabah is a wimp; so
let’s award the victory to Iraq and let’s all go home! m

THE POST-COLD WAR WORLD
April 1990

WHITHER U.S. FOREIGN POLICY

ith the collapse of Communist rule in Eastern Europe, and of

Soviet domination of its former satellites, whatever Russian

threat that may have existed is now over. The Brezhnev
Doctrine, under which Russia used force to prop up Communist rule in the
“socialist bloc,” has been replaced by the charmingly named “Sinatra Doc-
trine,” where every country can go its own way. The Cold War is therefore
finished, and every intelligent person, wherever he stands in the political
spectrum, acknowledges this fact.

But if the Cold War died in the Communist collapse of 1989, what can
the ruling conservative-liberal Establishment come up with to justify the
policy of massive intervention by the U.S. everywhere on the globe? In
short, what cloak can the Establishment now find to mask and vindicate the
continuance of U.S. imperialism? With their perks and their power at stake,
the Court apologists for imperialism have been quick to offer excuses and
alternatives, even if they don’t always hang together. Perhaps the feeling is
that one of them may stick.

The argument for imperialism has always been two-edged, what the
great Old Rightist Garet Garrett called (in his classic The Pegple’s Pottage) “a
complex of fear and vaunting.” Fear means alleged threats to American
interests and the American people. To replace the Soviet-international
Communist threat, three candidates have been offered by various Estab-
lishment pundits.

One is “international narco-terrorism.” As long as the drug hysteria
holds up, this menace is useful in justifying any and all invasions of Third
World countries, since there are usually drugs grown and traded somewhere
in each of these nations. The phrase is useful, too, since it combines fear of
dark, bearded Terrorists (remember the non-existent “Libyan hit men” of a
decade ago, allegedly in the U.S. to get Reagan?), with the drug menace.
It is doubtful, however, that narco-terrorism can justify all those super-ex-
pensive missiles and nuclear weaponry, since one hopes, at least, that the
U.S. government is not contemplating H-bombing Colombia or Peru out
of existence.
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Second, a threat that loomed no more than one day after the wonderful
demise of the Berlin War, is the pending reunification of East and West
Germany. Since there is no ethnic or national “East Germany,” the disap-
pearance of a Communist East Germany would mean there is little reason
for the two parts of Germany not to become one nation. And so, Estab-
lishment pundits trotted out the old slogans, as if the last half-century of
German history had never existed.

Hitler! was brandished once more, with scarce any realization that
Hitler only ruled Germany for twelve years, whereas a full forty-five years
have passed since his demise. But not only Hitler. For article after article
raised the spectre of Germany’s having assaulted the rest of Europe twice in
one century—thereby resurrecting the old nonsense that Germany was the
sole guilty party in World War I.

It’s as if all knowledge of the causes of World War I in this century have
been wiped away and we were back to repeating the vicious, lying propa-
ganda of the Entente nations (Britain, France, Russia). In fact, the German
government was probably the least guilty of the warring governments in
that monstrous catastrophe—a disaster that set the stage for the emergence
of Bolshevism and Nazism and led directly to World War II.

Most bizarre of all, some articles have actually blamed Germany for the
Franco-Prussian War of 1871—one which observers at the time as well as
later historians generally pinned on the expansionist ambitions of the
French imperial tyrant, Napoleon III.

A third threat has been raised in the Wall Street Journal by that old fox,
the godfather of the neocons, Irving Kristol. Kristol, in a rambling account
of the post-Cold War world, leaps on the “Islamic fundamentalist” threat,
and even suggests that the U.S. and the Soviet Union should discreetly
cooperate in putting down this looming world period. Here we see a hint of
a new conservative-liberal concept: a benign rule of the world by the United
States, joined by the Soviet Union as a sort of condominium-junior partner,
along with Western Europe and Japan. In short, an expanded Trilateral
concept. Of course, pinpointing Islamic fundamentalism comes as no sur-
prise from the neocons, to whom defense of the State of Israel is always the
overriding goal.

But in addition to the negative there is the positive. The vaunting along
with the fear. The positive carrot is the old Wilsonian dream of the U.S. as global
imposer of “democracy.” Since very few countries can pass the “democracy”
test, or have ever done so, this poses an objective that suits the Establishment
interventionists fine: for here is a goal that can never possibly be achieved.

A goal that can never be reached but can always be kept shimmering on
the distant horizon is perfectly tooled for an endless policy of massive
expenditure of money, arms, blood, and manpower in one foreign adven-
ture after another: what the great Charles A. Beard brilliantly termed
“perpetual war for perpetual peace.” Of course, egalitarians will be cheered
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by the fact that from this point on, American women will undoubtedly have
the privilege of dying in combat along with their male colleagues. For the
armed forces will soon be an employer offering equal opportunity death to
all races and genders.

THE PANAMA INVASION

The U.S. invasion of Panama was the first act of military intervention in
the new post-Cold War world—the first act of war since 1945 where the
United States has not used Communism or “Marxism-Leninism” as the
effective all-purpose alibi. Coming so soon after the end of the Cold War, the
invasion was confused and chaotic—a hallmark of Bushian policy in gen-
eral. Bush’s list of alleged reasons for the invasion were a grab-bag of
haphazard and inconsistent arguments—none of which made much sense.

The positive vaunting was, of course, prominent: what was called,
idiotically, the “restoration of democracy” in Panama. When in blazes did
Panama ever have a democracy? Certainly not under Noriega’s beloved
predecessor and mentor, the U.S.’s Panama Treaty partner, General Omar
Torrijos. The alleged victory of the unappetizing Guillermo Endara in the
abortive Panamanian election was totally unproven. The “democracy” the
U.S. imposed was peculiar, to say the least: swearing in Endara and his
“cabinet” in secrecy on a U.S. army base.

It was difficult for our rulers to lay on the Noriega “threat” very heavily.
Since Noriega, whatever his other sins, is obviously no Marxist-Leninist,
and since the Cold War is over anyway, it would have been tricky, even
embarrassing, to try to paint Noriega and his tiny country as a grave threat
to big, powerful United States. And so the Bush administration laid on the
“drug” menace with a trowel, braving the common knowledge that Noriega
himself was a longtime CIA creature and employee whose drug trafficking
was at the very least condoned by the U.S. for many years.

The administration therefore kept stressing that Noriega was simply a
“common criminal” who had been indicted in the U.S. (for actions outside
the U.S.—so why not indict every other head of state as well—all of whom
have undoubtedly committed crimes galore?) so that the invasion was simply a
police action to apprehend an alleged fugitive. But what real police ac-
tion—that is, police action over a territory over which the government has a
virtual monopoly of force—involves total destruction of an entire working-
class neighborhood, the murder of hundreds of Panamanian civilians as well as
American soldiers, and the destruction of a half-billion dollars of civilian
property?

The invasion also contained many bizarre elements of low comedy.
There was the U.S. government’s attempt to justify the invasion retroac-
tively by displaying Noriega’s plundered effects: porno in the desk drawer
(well, gee, that sure justifies mass killing and destruction of property), the
obligatory picture of Hitler in the closet (Aha! the Nazi threat again!), the
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fact that Noriega was stocking a lot of Soviet-made arms (a Commie as well
as a Nazi, and “paranoid” too—the deluded fool was actually expecting an
American invasion!), and that Noriega engaged in occult practices—even
being so sinful and depraved as to wear red underwear! Well, that tears it!
(conveniently overlooking Nancy Reagan’s putting herself under astrologi-
cal guidance and wearing a red dress—her best astrological color). Nori-
ega’s possession of a signed picture of the Pope was, of course, downplayed
by the sickeningly obedient media. Is all the destruction of life and property
worth the vengeance wreaked on Noriega for thumbing his nose at
Bush—to say nothing of the many billions it will cost the U.S. taxpayer to
build up the economy that we have destroyed?

THE U.S. AND THE SINATRA DOCTRINE

In the meanwhile, the Soviet Union has been pursuing the Gor-
bachev-Sinatra Doctrine. The Soviets have consistently refused to intervene
to prop up the Communist tyrannies in Eastern Europe, if anything, giving
the rulers a nudge to quit before the people saw to it that they were forcibly
removed.

When confronted with an insistent demand of the Lithuanian and other
Baltic nations, not only for non-Communism but even for independence,
Gorby has so far refused to send in troops to prevent what would be a
breaking away from the Soviet Empire itself—an empire that is essentially
the old Czarist Russian Empire plus the Baltic states acquired by a deal with
Hitler in 1939. Instead, Gorby has unsuccessfully attempted to persuade
the Lithuanians to stay in the U.S.S.R. So far, Gorbachev’s stance contrasts
admirably with the policy of the sainted Abraham Lincoln, who used
massive force and mass murder to force the seceding Southern states to
remain in the Union.

But how has the U.S. government reacted to Gorby’s Sinatra doctrine?
At first, with surprised acclaim. But after a while, a curious note began to
seep into the American comment. When the Romanian revolution came,
when Secretary of State Baker publicly as much as urged the Soviet Union to
send troops into Romania to topple the monster Ceausescu and impose
“democracy”—to which the Russians replied in some puzzlement that they
couldn’t do that, since they had just gotten through repudiating the Soviet-
led Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968.

How could they then turn around and repeat the performance? Fur-
thermore, they had just finished denouncing the United States for its military
aggression against Panama. The United States expressed befuddlement:
why are the Russians sticking to this “narrow” principle of non-interven-
tion? Once again, when the Lithuanian crisis arose, the U.S. let it be known
that it would look with some sympathy on the U.S.S.R. sending troops into
Lithuania—for after all, wouldn’t this be an internal matter, and didn’t
Lincoln do the same?
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And finally, when Gorby did send in troops to try to stop the fierce civil
war between the Armenians and the Azeris in Azerbaijan, the Bush admini-
stration and the assorted Establishment pundits practically whooped with
glee, perhaps a bit relieved that the mighty Soviet state was prepared to send
in troops somewhere, at some time. Maybe the Establishment was getting
nervous, thinking that perhaps the Soviet Union had gone all the way to
libertarianism—thereby embarrassing the bullying foreign policy of the
United States of America no end, and establishing a beacon-light for the
world. m

MR. BUSH’S SHOOTING WAR
FEebruary 1991

n January 16, 1991, a day which shall live in infamy, George

Bush finally got his cherished shooting war. The United States

launched an avalanche of mass murder and mass destruction
upon a small, impoverished third-world country. Bush and the military
finally got to uncork their high-tech devastation; and the military—industrial
complex, secure in the vanishing of the short-lived “peace dividend,” can
stand tall once more. By personalizing the war and narrowing it to Saddam
Hussein, Bush has managed to make Americans forget about the countless
number of Iraqi civilians he is going to maim and murder. Or maybe there is
nothing to forget: one reason why a U.S. war is always depressing to
libertarians is because each new war is yet another demonstration that many
Americans are only concerned about American lives and body bags, and care
not a fig for the annihilation of citizens of other countries.

George Bush was, of course, able to maneuver us into a shooting war by
aggressively and viciously, in barracks-room language, denying Saddam
anyway out, any compromise, any avenue of negotiation. “Just get out,
unconditionally.. He doesn’t need any face...I'm going to kick his ass.”
What head of State, ever, is going to submit under such terms? Every
promising initiative by a third party was shot down brusquely by Bush; even
the last-minute proposal by France that the U.N. simply implement ¢zs own
resolutions by holding a Mid-East conference (as suggested by Tariq Aziz)
was shot down quickly by Bush as “linkage” and “rewarding the aggressor.”

George Bush worked his evil will in the face of a sharply divided country
and of an anti-war movement of unprecedented scope at this early stage of a
U.S. war. He was aided and abetted in this course by a supine Congress. The
iniquity of Congress was bipartisan. What happened to the conservative
Republicans, so defiant in opposition to Bush’s tax increase? They folded
totally in the face of the power of the president. As for the Democrats, led by
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George Mitchell and Tom Foley—they deliberately waited cravenly to
debate until the last minute, when they could effectively be clobbered by the
cry to support the president in his last hours of negotiation. And when they
finally did allow a debate, they refused to use any muscle to rally the
Democrats behind them. In that way, they could support the president,
while keeping their voting records clear in case the war should eventually
turn sour.

In the highly touted and self-congratulatory Great Debate on the eve of
war, congressman after congressman got up to admit that the mail from his
constituents was running 9-to-1 or 11-to-l against the war resolution, but
he was, blah, blah, blah, voting for it anyway. Why! Amidst all the congratu-
lations, why did no one ask what kind of “democracy” are we living under,
when the Congressmen are willing to defy so blatantly the expressed will of
the public?

HAWK THEORY DISPROVED

Throughout the preparation period until January 15, the Bush admini-
stration and its stooges operated on one and only one dimwit theory, which
they intoned endlessly: That if Bush could only send a “clear message” that
the U.S. will be ultra-tough and will exert maximum force against Iraq on
passing the deadline, Saddam Hussein will certainly turn tail and leave
Kuwait. As time went on, Saddam showed no signs of buckling, Bush kept
reiterating that “he must not have gotten the message clearly...he doesn’t
understand the message.” Indeed, the decisive argument that convinced the
pro-Bush Democrats in Congress was that, especially at that late date, a
defeat would weaken or negate that “message.” Hence, as Doug Ireland
pointed out in the Village Voice (Jan. 22), “the debate was conducted almost
entirely in Orwellian terms: those who voted war spoke for peace.” Ireland
also pointed to the “bilge” of the New York Times editorial after the debate
that “Congress has armed the president, first and foremost, for peace.” Yeah
sure. And that’s what we got, right?

In vain did Tariq Aziz, in his eloquent but totally unheeded press
conference at Geneva, rebut that Iraq understood the “message” all too well
that “We know very well what the president is saying. We too watch CNN.”

And so Saddam Hussein did not surrender, did not quit, and thus
successfully knocked the Bush-hawk theory into a cocked hat. Did Con-
gress, after the deadline of January 15, rush to recognize this fact and rescind
its approval of Bush’s war, as it logically and morally should have done? To
the contrary, Congress capped its abject and spineless role by rushing to pass
a unanimous resolution, after the war began, commending George Bush! O
judgment! thou art fled to brutish beasts, and men have lost their reason.

The only war hawk who momentarily saw the light was none other than
Henry Kissinger. The night the shooting war started, Kissinger, in a rare
moment of self-criticism on television, admitted that he was greatly
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surprised that, after all the ultra-toughness on the part of the U.S., Saddam
Hussein had not cut and run.

Well, I have news for Kissinger and the other war hawks, to the extent
that their toughness-surrender model was not simply a coverup for a
cherished war. Answer me this, war hawks: when, in history, when did one
State, faced with belligerent, ultra-tough ultimatums by another, when did
that State ever give up and in effect surrender—before any war was fought?
When? Certainly not the Japanese, who responded to Secretary of State
Cordell Hull’s “get out of China” ultimatum of November 27, 1941, by
going to war at Pearl Harbor. Then who? I can’t think of a single instance.
My old friend, Dr. David Gordon, Mr. Erudition, mentioned an instance in
the nineteenth century when Belgium caved in to a French ultimatum, but
that proves my point: you really have to reach. No head of State with any
pride or self-respect, or who wishes to keep the respect of his citizens, will
surrender to such an ultimatum. The whole point, is that by belligerently
sealing off any face-saving or way out for Saddam, the Bush administration
in effect insured that war would come.

Television commentators on the Congressional debate observed that
the two sides had two contrasting models of previous wars in their minds
when they cast their votes. The pro-Bushers were operating on the “Hitler
appeasement” model, the antis on the “Vietnam War” model. The odd thing is
that no one, in Congress or out, has referred to a far more apposite model:
World War I, the monstrous granddaddy of all the major wars of the incredibly
bloody twentieth century. In World War I, no one “appeased” anyone else,
everyone was ultra-hawkish, mobilized, and hanged tough, and the result was a
momentous, totally disastrous, and useless four-year war that devastated
Europe beyond repair, and ineluctably set the stage for the victories of
Communism and Nazism, neither of which would have gotten anywhere if
peace had prevailed. War-hawk theory is not only grievously and evidently
incorrect, it has the blood of countless millions on its hands.

Will the conspicuous failure of this theory in the case of Saddam
discredit it at long last? Hah! That’ll be the day. To quote the great Mencken
in a different but similar context: it will happen “on the Tuesday following
the first Monday of November preceding the Resurrection Morn.”

Neither was World War II in Europe a case where toughness worked.
On the contrary, Hitler disregarded the English guarantee to Poland that
brought England and France into the German-Polish war in September
1939. And even if that failure can be dismissed as sending “mixed signals” to
Hitler after Munich, no country could have had a tougher and hawkier
foreign policy than Colonel Josef Beck and his ruling junta of Polish colonels
in the late 1930s. Geopolitically, the new country of Poland faced the two
Great Powers of Germany and Soviet Russia on its borders. Any sort of
rational foreign policy at the time would have required Poland to be friendly
and dovish with at least one, and preferably both, of these powers to insure
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national survival. Instead, in a burst of hawkish idiocy that should remain as
a permanent alarm bell against a tough, hawkish foreign policy, the Polish
colonels stubbornly refused to negotiate at all on the substantial territorial
demands or grievances of either power, thus assuring Polish doom for halfa
century.

To return to the present war, let us finally assess the hawk theory by
indulging in a lovely hypothetical: suppose that some miracle occurred, and
asuperpower United Nations was sending the United States a series of stern
resolutions ordering U.S. troops out of Panama unconditionally, and by
January 15. As the U.S. refuses to pull out, suppose, too, that the U.N.
sends a series of “clarifying” messages, warning Bush of crushing conse-
quences and maximum force if the U.S. does not pull out, replete with
comments that the U.S. must not be rewarded for its aggression against
Panama, that no excuses will be entertained, and that if Bush does not pull
out in accordance with U.N. orders, Perez de Cuellar will “kick his ass.”
Does anyone imagine for a single second that Bush would comply? But, why
not, if the hawk theory is true?

A COVER FOR GORBY

And in the meanwhile, as all U.S. power and attention are focused on
Saddam, Gorby unsheathes his claws, forgets about “democracy,” and
launches a crackdown against the gallant Baltic states. What is Bush’s
reaction? Does he show at least as much concern for “freedom” and the
“rights of small nations™ in the Baltic as he does for a phony “nation” that is
merely an oil company wholly-owned by the Sabah kleptocracy? Fat chance.
No, with Gorby, Bush is the essence of politeness, tapping his wrist with
faint regrets and mild hopes for improvement. No, nothing must be allowed
to disturb the billions of dollars that Bush is shoveling into the maw of the
Gorbachev regime, helping to fasten repression once again upon the Baltics
and the peoples of the Soviet Union. To say that this is a “double standard”
is scarcely enough to describe the shamefulness of the Bush foreign policy.
Truckling to monstrous dictatorial regimes such as the Chinese and the
Soviets, while trumpeting the high morality of our defense of “small
nations” and the New World Order in the case of Kuwait, is simply
sickening.

And it 1s not enough for neoconservatives like Frank Gaffney to call (on
Crossfire) for a hawkish policy toward ot/ the U.S.S.R. and Iraq. In the first
place, even as crazed a war-hawk as Gaffney only wants all-out war against
Iraq; against the Soviet Union, he only wants diplomatic pressure and
economic sanctions. But more importantly, the whole point of the Bush
foreign policy is that the establishment and enforcement of his beloved New
World Order requires the support and consent of China and the U.S.S.R.,
both of whom have permanent veto power on the U.N. Security Council.
American e facto dominance under the de jure cover of the United Nations
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and the “world community” requires the U.S. to purchase the consent of
these two still-monstrous regimes.

The seemingly eerie coincidence of Gorby cracking down on the Baltics
with the Soviets cracking down on the Hungarian Revolution of 1956
under cover of the Anglo-French-Israeli war against Egypt, has already
been noted widely. But it is no mere coincidence. A more interesting
question is this: was there a private agreement between Bush and Gorby at
one of their summits that Bush would look the other way from a Gorby
crackdown if Gorby loyally supported us on Iraq? It sure looks like it.

This suspicion has met with the usual barrage of “paranoia” and “con-
spiracy theory of history.” Conspiracy analysis is hardly a “theory of his-
tory”; the analyst is trying to make sense out of seemingly peculiar or
senseless actions, by postulating rational, if cynical, motives on the part of
historical actors. Since the archives won’t be opened for decades, we have to
proceed in political life on our best guesses, and such guesses can only be
enriched by considering plausible causal theories. In this case, our “conspir-
acy” analysis fits all the facts and has terrific predictive value. And as for
“paranoia,” I like to recall the definition of an old friend of mine, “today’s
‘paranoia’ is tomorrow’s headlines.”

Does no one remember our pre-Cold War Soviet policy? I refer, of
course, to our World War 1II alliance with Stalin, and to its fruits in such
pro-Soviet deals as Potsdam, Yalta, and the murderous Operation Keelhaul.
And above all, that reached its culmination in the United Nations, designed
to bring about a New World Order run jointly by the U.S. and U.S.S.R. In
the new post-Cold War Era, it is precisely that self-same New World Order
that is now being trumpeted by George Bush.

I'am of course not calling for a revival of the Cold War against the Gorby
regime. What I am proposing is simply old-fashioned “isolationism™: that
is, a policy that is neither engaged in warfare against the Soviet Union nor
busily subsidizing it. That is, a foreign policy where the U.S. does not spend
its time trying to decide which countries are “bad guys” who we war against,
as versus “good guys” upon whom we lavish all manner of favors and aid.

It would be nice, too, if the Bush administration ceased all the hokum
about our “Coalition partners” throughout the world. As Tariq Aziz
pointed out, the pitiful contributions to the war effort of our “partners”
were purchased by the U.S. with “billions and billions of dollars” of aid, that
is, of the money of American taxpayers.

RANDOM NOTES ON THE WAR

Particularly heroic in the Congressional vote was Senator Mark Hatfield
(R., Ore.). Not only was Hatfield one of only two Republican Senators to
vote against the war resolution (the other was Charles Grassley of Iowa),
but he also voted against the Democratic resolution, because he is opposed
to the Democratic policy of sanctions. In short, Hatfield, a prominent
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anti-Vietnam War dove, was against the U.S. being in the Persian Gulf to
begin with. Hatfield has also long been the most ardent opponent of
conscription in the U.S. Congress.

All this reminds me that during 1970-71, Senator Hatfield was seri-
ously contemplating running against President Nixon in 1972. During that
era, I and several other libertarians met the Senator in his office, during
which he flatly declared himself to be an old Taft Republican and a “libertar-
ian.” At one point, he spontaneously assured us that “I have not, like Faust,
sold my soul to politics.” When I set forth the “New Libertarian Creed” in
the New York Times (Feb. 9, 1971), in reply to an attack on libertartanism by
Bill Buckley, Hatfield read it into the Congressional Record (Feb. 24), and
also wrote a favorable review of my Power and Market (The Individualist,
Feb. 1971).

At any rate, nostalgia has now been greatly reinforced by Hatfield’s
current vote; his deviations from economic liberty in the past two decades
surely pale in comparison.

¥* X %X K

I'was glad to see a powerful article against the imminent war by my old
friend, New York Reform Democrat and quasi-libertarian George N. Spitz.
(“Why Not LetIraq Save Face?” USA Today, Jan. 15) Spitz wrote that “as an
Orthodox Jew who respects Torah (biblical) values, I am distressed by the
belligerence of Israel and many U.S. Jews...I was surprised and gratified
when a majority of Jewish members of Congress voted against the resolu-
tions authorizing military force.” Typically, Spitz was once a member of the
Libertarian Party of New York, but was driven out by the gaggle of youthful
Modals because he wasn’t “pure.”

It is all too possible that the last-minute decision of Brooklyn’s Repre-
sentative Charles Schumer to vote against the war was influenced by a
predicted reapportionment primary battle with fellow-Brooklyn Demo-
cratic Stephen Solarz, a Vietnam dove who rivals even Senator D’Amato
(R.,N.Y.) in his thirst for Iraqgi blood.

¥* ¥ % ¥ %

After a night and day of merciless pounding by U.S. missiles, Iraq
finally got off seven SCUD missiles in the direction of Israel. They landed in
the cities of Haifa and Tel Aviv, and yet did not succeed in killing a single
Israeli. This is the great military threat to the United States, against which
we had to take action now? Who’s been conning us?

¥* KKK ¥

Whatever happened to our alleged original purpose in dispatching U.S.
troops to Arabia: to save Saudi Arabia from allegedly imminent attack?
Remember when the role of the troops was supposed to be “purely defen-
sive?” Does anyone really think now that Saddam had the slightest intention
of invading Saudi Arabia?
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Whatever happened to the defensive posture of the U.S.? T’ll remind
you: just two days after the November elections, the defensive was abruptly
abandoned by Mr. Bush, who announced the doubling of our troops in the
Gulf, and the objective of kicking Saddam out of Kuwait. No wonder that
the Village Vosce, in its trenchant editorial against the war, calls Bush “our
prevaricating president.” And more important, we see why the Vaice, in this
context, cites Gore Vidal’s perceptive remark that “America is a country that
has elections instead of politics” (Village Vosce, Jan. 22), that is, phony
circuses instead of exercising genuine choices.

¥ K ¥

No sooner did the war start, when those sports writers who aspire to
become pundits called for the closing down of the football play-offs and the
Super Bowl. No matter that sports (except, of course, for the Olympics)
went on as usual during all of World War II. No matter that closing down
sports or other entertainment would add not one whit to the war effort. All
itwould do is ts then, should always proceed as normallyas possible. But, as,
Jackie Mason likes to say: “Every schmuck becomes a philosopher!”

In the first days of the war, when every channel featured wall-to-wall
coverage, I quickly evolved my own personal rules for when to switch
channels. T hit the remote control button at (1) pickups from the man-in-
the-street (knew nothing); (2) interviews with any politician (ugh!); (3)
official U.S. pool coverage (shots of U.S. planes landing in a dark airfield);
(4) any pictures of Wolf Blitzer (is there any TV channel or radio station that
does not feature this ex-Mossadnik?).

CALVIN TRILLIN, POLITICAL ANALYST

Once again, Calvin Trillin, left-liberal political humorist, is revealed to
be one of our most perceptive political analysts. Trillin has enunciated two
keen, if chilling, political rules: One is that “sooner or later, every presi-
dent makes you nostalgic for his predecessor.” I now have to confess that
George Bush is making me yearn for Ronald Reagan. Why? Not only did
Reagan move to end the Cold War, he never got us into a war in the
Middle East. Or rather, after a kamikaze attack killed two hundred Marines,
Reagan, quietly, but quickly, making no noise about it, got us clean out of
Lebanon!

The second insight of Trillin was an explanation of why Reagan was
successful whereas Carter was not. Because Reagan launched a very
big, and therefore successful, invasion of a very small country
(Greneda.) In contrast, Carter launched a very small and therefore
unsuccessful, invasion of a very big country (Iran). George Bush, Trillin
wrote, followed up the Reagan course by a very big invasion of the next
smallest country (since he couldn’t very well re-invade Greneda): Panama.
So is Iraq this year’s Bush invasion? Who’s next?
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RALLY ROUND “OUR COMMANDER-IN- CHIEF”?

The orthodox line, even among many critics of the war, 1s that, at least
for a while, or “until the body bags start coming home,” we must rally round
“our” commander-in-chief. Sorry folks, I ain’t rallyin. In the first place, he is
not “our” commander-in-chief. The Constitution makes him the com-
mander-in-chief of the armed forces, and as yet, we have not been con-
scripted. I do not propose to be a cheerleader for Mr. Bush’s immoral,
unjust, and unnecessary war, now or later. I stand with the great John
Randolph of Roanoke, who set forth his principles thus:

“Love of peace, hatred of offensive war, jealousy of the state govern-
ments toward the general government; a dread of standing armies; a
loathing of public debt, taxes, and excises; tenderness for the liberty of the
citizen; jealousy, Argus-eyed jealousy, of the patronage of the president.”

Or, let H.L. Mencken have the last word with this bit of perceptive
doggerel:

When after many battles past,

Both, tired with blows, make
peace at last,

What s it, after all, the people
get?

Why, taxes, widows, wooden
legs, and debt. m

NOTES ON THE NINTENDO WAR
March 1991

THETV WAR

or the first two days and nights of the war, I, like many other

people, stayed glued to my TV set, watching the war, concentrat-

ing on CNN but flipping in and out of the networks. Then,
suddenly, it hit me: I wasn’t getting any #ews. And it remains true. What we
have been getting is:

1. Endless repettions of the same few static shots: A plane landing or
taking off on a darkened field. A missile thrusting upwards. The same damn
bird covered with oil. (How many hundreds of times did we see that one? And
that was a fake—a shot taken after some oil accident several days before Saddam’s
oilstrike.) If you turn on five minutes of news per day, you get the full 24 hours.

2. Slides of maps, with radio voices cracking from Middle East spots.
No news.
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3. Press conferences, with Bush, Cheney, and various Pentagon biggies
sounding off with braggadocio: We’ve got him; we’ve crushed him; we’ll
crush him again.

4. Press conferences where Bush and Pentagon biggies engage in
schoolyard tantrums. After five months of routinely calling Saddam a
monster, a madman, and a Hitler, every time Saddam does something, e.g.,
putting our pilot POWs on television, or unloosing all that oil, our biggies
invariably say: “That’s it. Now we’re really mad.” But why is this fatheaded
behavior taken seriously?

5. The rest of the airtime is filled with the talking heads of seemingly
every retired colonel and general on the armed forces pension rolls. All these
mavens invariably say one thing: We’ve got him; we’ve crushed him; we’ll
crush him again.

Several astute critics notably Leslie Gelb in the New York Times and
Howard Rosenberg in the L.A. Times have pointed out that this first
“television war” is not in any sense bringing us the war, but only a highly
censored, sanitized high-tech computer Nintendo game, with U.S. missiles
going off, gallant Patriot (whichever PR man thought up that name should
be getting a million bucks a year) missiles intercepting evil Scud (ditto for
that PR man) missiles. It’s a TV-high-tech phony war that the average
Americano can really get behind, sending the Bush approval rating up
to—what is it?—110 percent?

CIVILIAN CASUALTIES?

And yet, every once in a great while, some bit of truth manages to peek
through the facade: Iraqi refugees in Jordan note that blood is running in
the streets in residential neighborhoods in Baghdad; and Ramsey Clark
reports that in the major Southern Iraqi city of Basra civilians are being
targeted and killed in great numbers. Concerned that more of these reports
might shake the “Nobody Dies” theme, the Pentagon has issued a preemp-
tive strike against such revelations by assuring us that we never, ever, target
civilians, that our pilots have gone out of their way and even sacrificed
themselves to avoid hitting civilians, but that sometimes—even with
“smart” precision bombs—there is unavoidable “collateral damage” (sort of
like “side effect” in medicine?) to civilians, and anyway it’s all that evil
Saddam Hussein’s fault for putting military targets near civilian areas. Oh.
Like at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, right?

Even when a smart bomb killed 400 civilians, it was all Saddam’s fault.

WHAT HAPPENED TO THE MAVENS?

Another curious aspect of the war is: what in blazes happened to the
mavens, to all those military and strategic experts upon whom we all rely for
sober judgment on world affairs? Before January 16, most of the mavens
sounded pretty good: they warned sternly that launching a war would be
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decidedly inadvisable, and that a ground war would be even worse. Then,
Bush blows the whistle on the Night of January 16, and the mavens totally
flipflop. From then on, it’s: Hey, hey, high-tech! Missiles! B-52s! Pounding!
No living person can stand up to it! We’ll win the war in ten days, two weeks
at the outside!

There were two parts to this total switcheroo of the mavens. Partly it
was the very same mavens changing their tune within a few hours. But
partly, too, many of the old mavens were dumped and new ones—the B
team—substituted. Suddenly, the sober and thoughtful Brzezinskis and
Admiral Le Rocques and Carrolls were gone, and the second team of
mindless retired colonels are trundled in to whoop it up for imminent
victory. Is this a coincidence?

Also, what happened to that fascinating pre-war session on Crossfire
when former Secretary of the Navy James Webb and the military expert
from the Chicago Tribune slated to debate the possibility of a draft,
stunned both Pat Buchanan and Michael Kinsley by agreeing that the
U.S. Army and Air Force were not equipped to fight a Gulf war for
longer than four weeks. After gaining a brief news flash, this item was
dropped and never referred to again. What do these two say now? Inquiring
minds would like to know.

GRINDING ITOUT

It occurs to me that U.S. military strategy, ever since U.S. Grant, has
been dogged, plonky, and unimaginative. Mencken once wrote that the
Americans love to boast about U.S. military victories, but that we make
sure, before launching any war, that we outnumber the enemy by at least five
to one. And then, in every war, we amass the men and firepower, and just
slog it out, wearing the enemy down—something like the hated New York
Giants in football. With a few exceptions such as General Patton, brilliant
surprises and strategy are left to the opposition.

In this war, so far all the surprises again have come from Saddam, who
despite being vastly out-numbered—in fire-power, but zot in men on the
ground—is constantly keeping the U.S. Behemoth nervous, puzzled on
edge. “Why is he laying back?” or “Why didn’t he fire all his Scud missiles or
fly all of his planes at once? (so we can spot them).” “Why did he unloose all
that oil? MiGod he’s worse than Exxon!” (Maybe because we insisted on
embargoing it. What else should he do with it than confuse us, slow us
down, maybe even wipe out the desalinization plants in Saudi Arabia?
Saddam’s brain, after all, has not been addled by the Environmentalist
Movement.)

But we have an all-too-effective PR reply to any surprises that Saddam
can pull. The endless litany: “We’re right on schedule. Everything’s on
schedule.”
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DRAMATICNON-EVENTS OF THE WAR

1. Gas Attacks. With all the fuss and feathers about gas masks, issuing
of gas masks, practicing in sealed rooms, constant agitation in Israel and in
Saudi Arabia, not one gas attack has yet occurred. How about waiting until
something happens before featuring it everywhere? Or is that asking too
much of our Nintendo war?

2. “Terrorism.” (Assaults upon Western or Israeli civilians, that is, ot
against Iraqi civilians.) The great Old Right journalist Garet Garrett ana-
lyzed U.S. imperialism in the 1950s as a “complex of fear and vaunting.”
His analysis has been unfortunately confirmed in spades. On the one hand,
endless bragging and blustering: Hey, hey, USA! We’ve got him, we’ll crush
him, we’ll kick his ass! On the other hand, craven cowardice, endless
whimpering about prospective “terrorism.” Travel has plummeted, security
measures have tightened everywhere. My God: if you were an Iraqi terrorist,
with after all strictly limited resources, would yo# plan your first strike thus:
“OK, let’s get the Shubert Theatre in New York!” And all the nonsense
about the Super Bowl! Hey people, do you think anyone outside the U.S.
gives a tinker’s damn about football? They have more pressing things to
think about or to target.

And inall the hot air and prattling about “Iraqi terrorism,” there has not
yet been one terrorist incident! (“Watch out! He’s holding back!”) In fact, the
only authentic incident so far—the shelling of Number Ten Downing
Street—was committed, not by the evil Arabs, but by the good old Irish
Republican Army, who antedate Saddam by about seventy years. Again:
how about waiting until one certified incident occurs before spreading this
alleged problem all over the front pages?

Besides, do you realize that they never caught those once-famous
“bearded Libyan hit men,” who supposedly snuck onto our shores to get
President Reagan? Where are they now?

AND WHATEVER HAPPENED TO THE “DRUG WAR?”
Answer: Who needs more than one war at a time?
ONE SMALL PLEA

Please, please, won’t someone, somewhere, do something, to get the
ubiquitous man with the improbable name of “Wolf Blitzer” off the air? I
know that it’s a small thing to ask amidst the grand follies and tragedies of
this war, but it would be so...blissful.

RED-BAITING THE ANTI-WAR MOVEMENT

The conservative movement (apart from the paleos) reminds me of a
punch-drunk boxer who has been in the ring several fights too many. When
he hears the bell, all he can do is to look around wildly, swing aimlessly, and
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red-bait. Human Events recently tried to do this by pointing out darkly, and
correctly, that Ramsey Clark’s anti-war Coalition is dominated by the
Workers” World Party, a Marxist-Leninist group. It darkly pointed out that
the Coalition failed to condemn the invasion of Kuwait. It then tried to
draw an analogy to the Marxist-Leninists who opposed the Vietnam War,
hoping to bring about a Marxist-Leninist Asia, and eventually a Marx-
ist-Leninist world.

Very feeble, guys. It’s true that the Workers® World Party (WWP)
which originated long ago during the beginnings of the Soviet-Chinese
Communist split, are demon organizers and run the Clark Coalition. But
so what? The WWP, a pro-Maoist splinter from Trotskyism, has about
fifty members, and is a threat to no one. Its Maximum Leader, theoreti-
cian, and organizer is one Sam Marcy, and its crackerjack organizer and
editor is Dierdre Griswold. They never had any clout within Trotskyism
or Leninism, much less in America as a whole. Their effectiveness comes
from the fact that they early decided to abandon abstruse theoretical
argument and concentrate on practical organizing and street demonstra-
tions against any and all U.S. wars. But to see the imbecility of the
analogy with Vietnam, ponder this: no one, but no one, not even
Comrades Marcy or Griswold, is writing letters to each other signed,
“Yours for a Baathist America.” No one wants to model the U.S. or the
world after Saddam’s polity. Get it?

Furthermore, a careful analysis of the left’s reaction to this war cuts
totally against this standard conservative reflex. As a matter of fact, one
can almost use the position on the war to figure out who on the left has
been in the Communist orbit all along, and who has been truly inde-
pendent. Many prominent leftists have spouted what could only be called
the Gorby-Soviet line, i.e., that Saddam must be stopped, that it’s
wonderful to have the U.N. back again battling for a New World Order,
that there should have been sanctions against Iraq; but that Bush is being
too jingoistic and going too far in the war. Take, for example, Alexander
Cockburn, the last of the unreconstructed Old Left whose writings on
politics and U.S. foreign policy before August 2, 1990, were radical,
punchy, and delightfully satiric and hard core. But since August 2, Cock-
burn has suddenly turned Judicious, writing stodgy and tedious articles
in the Nation, denouncing the “extreme left” for attacking Mr. Bush’s
War and U.S. imperialism and for overlooking the vast complexities of the
new era. In fact, one of the many causalities of the Gulf War has been
Cockburn’s once fascinating writing.

So what does that tell you where Marxists-Leninists stand? In con-
trast, it should now be clear, if it ever was murky, that such staunch
anti-war leftists as Erwin Knoll, editor of the Progressive, or Ramsey
Clark, should never have been red-baited, and are truly independent
persons.
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THE YELLOW RIBBON CONSPIRACY?

Surely, one of the main beneficiaries of the war so far has been the yellow
ribbon industry. Has any intrepid journalist looked into this question: who
are the major yellow-ribbon manufacturers? Do they have any ties with the
Trilateralists? the Bilderbergers? With Neil Bush or any of the other little
Bushes? And how did this yellow stuff start anyway?

Color scientists: is there any color, on the color spectrum, that may be
considered anti-yellow?

THE RIGHT TO A SPEEDY TRIAL

And when, Oh when is General Manuel Noriega (remember him? He
was last year’s “Hitler”) going to get his constitutional right to a public,
speedy trial?

THE WAR HERO AS PERMANENT PROBLEM

Among the baleful consequences of nearly every American military
victory has been the War Hero who emerges from the war and then plagues
us for years as president. The American Revolution brought us High
Federalism and George Washington, the Mexican War gave us President
General Zachary Taylor, the Civil War the rotten regime of President U.S.
Grant, and World War II brought us Ike Eisenhower, who fastened the
New-Fair Deal upon the nation at a time when there was a good chance of
getting rid of it. (World War I gave us no military heroes, but it did elevate
Herbert Hoover to political fame and eventually his disastrous presidency.
Hoover was the aptly-named Food Czar during the collectivized economy
of World War 1.)

Ifthe U.S. wins a short, casualty-free Glorious Victory in this war (or if
just as effectively the Washington spin-doctors are able to persuade the
dazzled media and the deluded masses that this Glorious Victory occurred),
then who will be the War Heroes emerging from this war to torment us in the
years to come?

George Bush, thank God, is too old, unless of course, the neocon
political theorists manage to get rid of the anti-Third Term Amendmentand he
can be elected President for Life. General Kelly has too raspy a voice (being
short in the intellect department is no longer a bar to the Highest Office).
General Schwarzkopf is too fat and thuggish looking. Brent Scowcroft is too
old, and besides, he lacks charisma. We are left with: Dick Cheney, who I am
sure is willing to shoulder the burden, and General Colin Powell, who could be
our first Affirmative Action President, an event that would send the entire
Cultural Left, from left-liberals to neocons to left-libertarians, into ecstasy.
What, you ask, are his »ews on anything? Surely you jest; no one ever asked that
question of any of the other War Heroes. We know that he wears his uniform
smartly and comes across well on television; what else would anyone want?
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A NIGHTMARE SCENARIO FOR 1996

In case no one is worried about more proximate problems, here’s a lulu
for 1996: who should become George Bush’s heir apparent, to run all of our
lives from January 1997 to January 2005: Dan Quayle or General Colin
Powell? Sorry: None of the Above is not a permitted option in our Glorious
Democracy. m

LESSONS OF THE GULF WAR
April 1991

very war supplies us with lessons we must learn. There were the
lessons of Munich and the lessons of Vietnam. It is not too early
for us to learn the lessons of the Gulf War, lest we lose the peace.

|. War is Wonderful. We have learned at last that war is glorious, war is
wonderful. As they said about the Spanish-American war, this was a
“splendid little war.” Our war effort from now on can be so high-tech that
no American need die in one ever again. Three times as many American
soldiers died in accidents in the Gulf before the war began than during the
actual fighting. Deaths among enemy soldiers and civilians are solely the
fault of the Evil Enemy.

From now on, the only opponents of an American war will be traitors,
yellow-bellies, Commies, neo-Nazis, and anti-Semites.

War is also a great unifier. Petty domestic problems, such as taxes,
deficits, banking crises are forgotten in the great uplifting current that
brings back to America a sense of unity, of belonging, of common national
purpose. Those who grumble at that unity are traitors and yellow-bellies.

2. Don’t Let Them Surrender. Too many times Americans have won
a splendid war only to lose the peace. One problem is the end game, the
whole problem of surrender, who we accept surrender from, on what terms,
etc. During the Gulf War we approached perfection by not letting them
surrender. First, we set the goal of “unconditional Iraqi withdrawal from
Kuwait.” When Iraq accepted these terms, we complained that they didn’t
accept reparations, they weren’t clear about coming out with their hands up,
and besides, we wanted to hear it from Saddam himself. When Saddam
himself complied, we raised all the above objections, and we kept bombing,
or “pounding.” (Hey guys, how about coming up with a synonym for
“pound”? If I had a dime for every time the media used “pound,” I'd be a very
richman.)

And then, when they obviously began to withdraw, we said: “That’s not
‘withdrawal’ (good); that’s ‘retreat’ (bad).”
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Demanding “unconditional surrender,” as we did in World War II, was
great, but again we got bogged down in end-game problems. Clearly, the
best strategy for the end game is never to accept any surrender at all. Let’s
just keep “pounding” the enemy #2ll nobody moves. Let’s keep it simple and
clear-cut. Or to use the common American slogan of divine impatience:
“Let’s get it over with,” or “let’s finish the job.” If we pound until we kill
them all, until nobody moves, then we won’t have to worry anymore about
“losing the peace.” The peace will be ours forever, the job will be finished
forever.

To put a more rigorous twist on the old song:

We’ll be over,

We’re comin’ over,

And we won’t be back

Till there’s nothin’ over there.

3. Take Over the Media. We did a great job, in the Gulf War, in
censoring, curbing, and confining the media. The media lost us the
Korean and Vietnam Wars. The media are a bunch of traitors, yellow-bel-
lies, etc. The media injure American morale. The media prattle about
“gathering the news,” and “giving us the truth.” What they don’t under-
stand is that only the president deserves the truth. All public truth helps
the Enemy.

The American people, thank goodness, now hate the media, with their
subversion and their prying questions. The media are a bunch of individual-
ists who won’t go along with the program. Now we must finish the job. The
federal government must take over the media. Issue licenses, certificates of
convenience and necessity, to all media people. And if they don’t knuckle
under and show proper respect to the president and his officers, just pull
their licenses.

What, you say this would violate the First Amendment? Rubbish. We
do it now with radio and TV, the FCC can pull their licenses at any time. All
we’d have to do is have the FCC show some spine. And the much-reviled
Alien and Sedition Acts were never declared unconstitutional. The Supreme
Court will follow the election returns.

The objective should be for all the media to be, in effect, agit-prop arms
of the president and the federal government. They’re mostly at that point
already. Let’s finish the job.

4. Abolish Congress. Congress is a pain in the neck, a bunch of
quibblers and fusspots who accomplish nothing, who only obstruct and
delay (sometimes) the plans of the president. As neoconservative theorists
have instructed us, the president embodies in his person the entire national
and public interest. The president represents each and every one of us. But
Congressmen are only bogged down in petty, narrow concerns of each
district or state. So let’s get rid of Congress; let’s finish it off.
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Or rather, let’s have a constitutional amendment that abolishes elec-
tions, which are at best an expensive drain on the taxpayers, and replaces
them with the best and wisest men and women appointed by the president
and replaceable at his will. Then he could get the best counsel for the
national interest, free of partisan, political considerations.

5. Let’s Get Rid of Political Parties. We keep praising the “two-party
system” without realizing that there is nothing in the Constitution that
mandates parties, two or whatever. The Founding Fathers hated parties,
which they called “factions.” Parties are divisive, they cripple American
unity, and they cost the taxpayer money by requiring elections. Besides, the
Republican Party will never again lose a presidential election, and since we
will get rid of Congress anyway, why not face reality? Let’s combine both
parties into one glorious party, call it the Democrat-Republicans, as under
Jefferson, or maybe Republican-Democrats to reflect current realities.
Then we’d all be united, and any disagreements could be ironed out within a
one-party framework.

If anyone suspects that there’s something dictatorial or un-American
about a one-party system, think nothing of it. There is ample precedent;
America had a one-party system (Democrat-Republican) from about 1815
to 1827. No one suffered; in fact, it is called by historians the Era of Good
Feelings. No problem.

6. Let’s Make George Bush President for Life. Everyone knows that
elections are too darn frequent, forcing our leaders to turn away from their
great leadership at the helm of state to worry about our petty concerns. And
besides, it’s expensive for the taxpayer. So we can simply make George Bush
president for life, and then, when he dies or retires, we can have a glorious
Democratic-Republican convention, to select his successor. What could be
more truly democratic?

7. Free Up the President. If Lessons 1 to 6 were put in place, our
president would then at last be free, free of the crippling restraints of Congress,
of elections, and of the yellow-bellied, traitorous, etc. media. With Congress
and the media united in service to the president, he would be free to unify the
nation, he could write laws in the form of his own executive decrees, he could
set his budget and levy his taxes (and cut the capital gains tax, by God). He
would also be free to run his New World Order abroad, to obliterate the
Enemy for, say, $100 billion, and then spend another $100 billion to
rebuild the enemy lands. War and reconstruction contractors will be
happy and prosperous, and this will provide plenty of jobs and keep
America prosperous as well. The president will get 98-percent approval
rating in the polls, which can serve as a scientific substitute for messy and
grubby elections.

Some carping critics (the 2 percent yellow-bellies, etc. above—and
there are always a few rotten apples in every glorious barrel) might claim
that we would lose our freedom and that the president would be a dictator.
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But that would be the biggest lie of them all. For we must always
remember that the president represents us, that in the deepest sense the
president is us and that we are the president, and that therefore when the
president is set free and is unrestrained, we are all free. m

WHY THE WAR?
THE KUWAIT CONNECTION

May 1991

hy, exactly, did we go to war in the Gulf? The answer remains

murky, but perhaps we can find one explanation by examin-

ing the strong and ominous Kuwait Connection in our gov-
ernment. (I am indebted to an excellent article in an obscure New York
tabloid, Downtown, by Bob Feldman, “The Kissinger Affair,” March 27.)
The Sababklatura that runs the Kuwait government is immensely wealthy,
to the tune of hundreds of billions of dollars, derived from tax/“royalty” loot
extracted from oil producers simply because the Sabah tribe claims “sover-
eignty” over that valuable chunk of desert real estate. The Sabah tribe has no
legitimate claim to the oil revenue; it did nothing to homestead or mix its
labor or any other resource with the crude oil.

It is reasonable to assume that the Sabah family stands ready to use a
modest portion of that ill-gotten wealth to purchase defenders and advo-
cates in the powerful United States. We now focus our attention on the
sinister but almost universally Beloved figure of Dr. Henry Kissinger, a
lifelong spokesman, counselor, and servitor of the Rockefeller World Em-
pire. Kissinger is so Beloved, in fact, that whenever he appears on Nightline
or Crossfire he appears alone, since it seems to be lese-majeste (or even
blasphemy) for anyone to contradict the Great One’s banal and ponderous
Teutonic pronouncements. Only a handful of grumblers and malcontents
on the extreme right and extreme left disturb this cozy consensus.

In 1954, the 31-year-old Kissinger, a Harvard political scientist and
admirer of Metternich, was plucked out of his academic obscurity to
become lifelong foreign policy advisor to New York Governor Nelson
Aldrich Rockefeller. Doctor K continued in that august role until he as-
sumed the mastery of foreign policy throughout the Nixon and Ford
administrations. In that role, Kissinger played a major part in prolonging
and extending the Vietnam War, and in the mass murder of civilians entailed
by the terror bombings of Vietnam, the secret bombing of Cambodia, and
the invasion of Laos.
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Since leaving office in 1977, Dr. Kissinger has continued to play a
highly influential role in U.S. politics, in the U.S. media, and in the
Rockefeller world empire. It was Kissinger, along with David Rockefeller,
who was decisive in the disastrous decision of President Carter to admit the
recently toppled Shah of Iran, old friend and ally of the Rockefellers into the
United States, a decision that led directly to the Iranian hostage crisis and to
Carter’s downfall. Today, Kissinger still continues to serve as a trustee of the
powerful Rockefeller Brothers Fund, as a counselor to Rockefellers” Chase
Manhattan Bank, and as a member of Chase’s International Advisory
Committee. Kissinger’s media influence is evident from his having served
on the board of CBS, Inc., and having been a paid consultant to both NBC
News and ABC News. That takes care of all three networks.

But Kissinger’s major, and most lucrative role, has come as head of
Kissinger Associates in New York City, founded on a loan obtained in 1982
from the international banking firm of E.M. Warburg, Pincus and Company
Nominally, Kissinger Associates (KA) is an “international consulting firm”
but “consultant” covers many sins, and in KA’s case, this means interna-
tional political influence-peddling for its two dozen or so important corpo-
rate clients. In the fullest report on KA, Leslie Gelb in the New York Times
Magazine for April 20, 1986, reveals that, in that year, 25 to 30 corporations
paid KA between $150,000 and $420,000 each per annum for political
influence and “access.” As Gelb blandly puts it: “The superstar international
consultants [at KA] were certainly people who would get their telephone calls
returned from high American government officials and who would also be able
to get executives in to see foreign leaders.” I dare say a lot more than mere access
could be gained thereby. KA's offices in New York and Washington are small,
but they pack a powerful punch. (Is it mere coincidence that KA’s Park Avenue
headquarters is in the same building as the local office of Chase Manhattan
Bank’s subsidiary, the Commercial Bank of Kuwait?)

Who were these “superstar international consultants?” One of them,
who in 1986 was the vice chairman of KA, is none other than General Brent
Scowcroft, former national security advisor under President Ford, and,
playing the exact same role under George Bush, serving as the chiefarchitect
of the Gulf War. One of the General’s top clients was Kuwait’s government-
owned Kuwait Petroleum Corporation, who paid Scowcroft for his services
at least from 1984 through 1986. In addition, Scowcroft became a director
of Santa Fe International (SFI) in the early 1980s, not long after SFI was
purchased by the Kuwait Petroleum Corporation in 1981. Joining Scow-
croft on the SFI board was Scowcroft’s old boss, Gerald Ford. One of SFI’s
activities is drilling oil wells in Kuwait, an operation which, of course, had to
be suspended after the Iraq invasion.

Brent Scowcroft, it is clear, has enjoyed a long-standing and lucrative
Kuwait connection. Is it a coincidence that it was Scowcroft’s National
Security Council presentation on August 3, 1990, which according to the
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New York Times (February 21) “crystallized people’s thinking and galvanized
support” for a “strong response” to the Iraq invasion of Kuwait?

Scowcroft, by the way, does not exhaust the Republican administrations’
revolving door among Kissinger Associates. Another top KA official, Lawrence
Eagleburger, undersecretary of state under Reagan, has returned to high office
after a stint at KA as deputy secretary of state under George Bush.

Also vitally important at KA are the members of its board of directors.
One director is T. Jefferson Cunningham III, who is also a director of the
Midland Bank of Britain, which has also been a KA client. The fascinating
point here is that 10.5 percent of this $4 billion bank is owned by the Kuwait
government. And Kissinger, as head of KA, is of course concerned to
advance the interests of his clients—which include the Midland Bank and
therefore the government of Kuwait. Does this connection have anything to
do with Kissinger’s ultra-hawkish views on the Gulf War? In the meantime,
Kissinger continues to serve on President Bush’s Foreign Intelligence Advi-
sory Board, which gives Kissinger not only a channel for giving advice but
also gives him access to national security information which could prove
useful to KA’s corporate clients.

Another KA client is the Fluor Corporation, which has a special interest
in Saudi Arabia. Shortly before the August 2 invasion, Saudi Arabia decided
to launch a $30 to $40 billion project to expand oil production, and granted
two huge oil contracts to the Parson and Fluor corporations. (New York
Times, August 21)

One member of KA’s board of directors is ARCO Chairman Robert O.
Anderson; ARCO, also one of KA’s clients, is engaged in joint oil-explora-
tion and oil-drilling in offshore China with Santa Fe International, the
subsidiary of the Kuwait government.

Other KA board members are William D. Rogers, undersecretary of state
in the Eisenhower administration, and long-time leading Dewey—Rockefel-
ler Republican in New York; former Citibank (Rockefeller) Chairman
Edward Palmer; and Eric Lord Roll, economist and chairman of the board
of the London international banking house of S.E Warburg.

Perhaps the most interesting KA board member is one of the most
Beloved figures in the conservative movement, William E. Simon, secretary
of treasury in the Nixon and Ford administrations. When Simon left office
in 1977, he became a consultant to the Bechtel Corporation, which has had
the major massive construction contracts to build oil refineries and cities in
Saudi Arabia. In addition, Simon became a consultant to Suliman Olayan,
one of the wealthiest and most powerful businessmen in Saudi Arabia.
Long a close associate of the oil-rich Saudi royal family, Olayan had served
Bechtel well by getting it the multi-billion contract to build the oil city of
Jubail. In 1980, furthermore, Olayan hired William Simon to be chairman
of two investment firms owned jointly by himself and the influential Saudi
Prince Khaled al Saud.
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Bechtel, the Rockefellers, and the Saudi royal family have long had an
intimate connection. After the Saudis granted the Rockefeller dominated
Aramco oil consortium the monopoly of oil in Saudi Arabia, the Rockefellers
brought their pals at Bechtel in on the construction contracts. The Bechtel
Corporation, of course, has also contributed George Schultz and Cap Weinber-
ger to high officein Republican administrations. To complete the circle, KA
director Simon’s former boss Suliman Olayan was, in 1988, the largest
shareholder in the Chase Manhattan Bank after David Rockefeller himself.

The pattern is clear. An old New Left slogan held that “you don’t need a
weatherman to tell you how the wind is blowing.” In the same way, you
don’t need to be a “conspiracy theorist™ to see what’s going on here. Allyou
have to do is be willing to use your eyes. m

U.S., KEEP OUT OF BOSNIA!
September 1992

When Johnny comes marching
home again, Hurvah! Hurrah!
They’ll give bim a hearty welcome
then, Hurvah! Huvrah!
There’ll be bankers and writers
and Englishmen
To send bim off to war again,
They’ll all be there when Johnny
comes marching home.
—Isolationist ditty, 1941

nd so, are we off to war again? Add Social Democrats, and,

considering the malignant role of the warmonger, Lady

Thatcher, keep the “Englishmen,” in the ditty, and guard your
son (and daughter now) Mom and Dad, because they’re beating the war
drums again.

It’s a heavy irony. Tisple R has been in the forefront, for the last two years, in
denouncing the Serbs. Not long ago, the entire New World Order crowd, from
the New York Times to the New Republic to every “foreign policy expert” on TV,
that is our entire Social Democrat elite, were defending the Serbs, who spoke
for the “territorial integrity of Yugoslavia,” the rest of their time was spent
desperately trying to help Gorby keep the old rotting Soviet Union together.

The Bush administration was obedient to their call. Every Establishment
article on Yugoslavia was not considered complete unless the beleaguered
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Croats were attacked for being “Nazis,” with the Ustashi regime of World
War II lovingly dredged up. The Serbs, on the other hand, were supposedly
“anti-Nazi” and “pro-West,” this grossly over-simplified version of World
War IT in the Balkans presumably defining their positions for all time.

But now, suddenly, it’s a different story. Suddenly, the Social Democrats,
the same old suspects, now including the Clinton-Gore ticket are denounc-
ing the Bush administration for not making war upon the Serbs, instantly,
and for not pressuring and squeezing our “European allies” in the UN, i.e.,
forcing them to go along to give a war policy an internationalist veneer.

Is there to be no conflict, no war, no problem anywhere in the world
that the poor United States, already declining in productivity and living
standards, mired in depression and groaning under a $400 billion annual
deficit, must send its troops and its treasure to set everything right? How
long is it going to take to learn the lesson: that just as government
throwing money at social and economic problems only makes those prob-
lems worse, so the United States government is not able to cure all the ills of
mankind?

The problem is that increasingly we have government by TV clip. All
the media have to do is to send some newsmen to a war-torn area, show
pictures of torture or detention camps or starvation, and the sentimental
fools who constitute Western public opinion, especially in the U.S.; where
sentiment and demagogy have long replaced thought, will pressure the U.S.
government to “do something” to set everything right. As usual, it is the fat
cat civilians, the “experts” and media elite sitting in their plush, air-condi-
tioned offices and bars, that are thirsting for blood, and the youth of the
armed forces and the taxpayers who are supposed to supply it.

To his credit, President Bush is at least cautious at getting in a Balkan
quagmire, reflecting the position of the Pentagon, who are very mindful of
the lessons of Vietnam and of Lebanon. Military experts estimate that it
would take an army of 500,000 men to secure Sarajevo and Bosnia alone,
and far more to try to occupy Serbia. Even the Nazis had a great deal of
trouble with Serbian guerrillas in World War II. What can we expect,
blundering into an area of intense and ancient ethnic hatreds, armed only
with empty clichés about “aggressions” and “territorial integrity?”

And what of the Europeans, our NATO “allies,” the French and the
Germans and the rest? Why are they so reluctant to send troops, why are
they confining their reaction to handwringing? Why? Because they are right
there, and they know a lot more about what’s going on than the foolish,
quixotic U.S.; always ready to leap in where everyone of sense refuses to
tread.

This good sense, of course, does not apply to that neocon heroine, that
old shrew, Mrs. Thatcher. On Thursday, August 6, our cup ran over, for on
that day the organ of Social Democracy Central, the New York Times,
published on its op-ed page, back to back, two solemn articles by certified
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Big Shots demanding immediate war against the Serbs. One was Mrs.
Thatcher. That aging jingo, unchastened by the repudiation of her own
party, is back, urging the U.S. and the West to give an immediate ultimatum
to the Serbs to comply with a series of absurd Western demands, or else face
maximum military force. Those demands include “demilitarization of Bos-
nia” and the entire region (Yeah! Fat chance!), and, in particular, the
protection and enforcement of the “territorial integrity” of Bosnia. Mrs.
Thatcher adds that the West’s aim should be to “restore the Bosnian state,”
which must also be guaranteed as a unitary country, “not allowing for its
partition into three cantons.”

What in the world is this? “Territorial integrity” of Bosnia? For
Heaven’s sake, Bosnia didn’t even exist until a few months ago! These are
the same characters who, a short time ago, insisted on defending the
“territorial integrity” of Yugoslavia! Does all someone have to do is declare
some area a “country,” and then the entire world, led of course by the U.S.,
must rush in with money and men to guarantee its “integrity?” And what’s
wrong with partition, at least as a concept, and apart from the fact that the
Serbs want to grab a lot more than their ethnic regions?

In fact, while the Bosnian Muslims running the new little country may
be lovable, gentle people, the idea of maintaining Bosnia-Herzegovina as a
unitary, multi-ethnic “democracy” was and continues to be idiotic. It cannot
succeed, and can only cause continued, permanent trouble and conflict for
everyone. Since the Bosnian Muslims are gentle folk without much of an
armed force, they have gotten the dirty end of the de facto partition, but
they should be happy, eventually, to take their ethnic areas and forget the
multi-ethnic nonsense. In the Balkans, where every group hates the other,
it’s simply not going to work. American Social Democrat busybodies
should understand that in the Balkans, at least, there is and won’t be any
“melting pot” or even a “gorgeous mosaic.”

In the accompanying article, T#mes foreign policy maven Leslie Gelb
repeats the Thatcher argument. So: what about the quagmire problem?
Both Thatcher and Gelb, especially the latter, and the other warmongers,
claim that U.S. ground troops won’t be needed. Again: the old seductive
nonsense that we have heard since Mayor deSeversky in the 1930s is trotted
out: we can do it all by air power. Cheap, effective, and only foreigners get
killed (except for one or two American pilots who might get shot down by
ground-fire).

Again, it’s not going to work, as the Pentagon knows all too well. The
original idea, floated by the poor Bosnian Muslims themselves: All we want
is for the American air force to bomb the gun emplacements in the hills
around Sarajevo. Well, that’s been given up. Even Gelb admits that the gun
emplacements can’t be knocked out from the air, and also that the Serb
guerrillas will smash the blue-helmeted UN “humanitarian” troops. So:
what to do? Aha! Punish the civilian Serb population! The warmongers are
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talking about tightening the embargo (yeah, lots of luck, with all the land
routes into Serbia).

And don’t forget, this ain’t the Middle East desert; this is a land of lots of
mountains and trees. But the key proposed punishment is to bomb the
Serbian population: bridges, military stores and “installations,” airfields,
“military factories.” So what they are saying, when we peel away the
occasional lip-service to “military,” is to bomb Serbian civilians, and to
bomb and bomb and bomb again until the Serbs cry uncle. Well guys, it’s
never worked. It didn’t work in World War II, it didn’t work in Vietnam, it
didn’t work anywhere. No country or people get bombed into submission.
They just get madder and find ways of carrying on the war despite the
bombing. And that means that after the lack of success of the sanctions and
the “punishment,” a million or so American troops will have to be sent in to
occupy Bosnia and Serbia forever, to get pounded and shot at year in and
year out, forever.

What’s the alternative? All right, say it: “Nuke Belgrade.” Are you
prepared to come to that? And what if, after we kill a million or more Serbs
in Belgrade, what if that doesn’t work either?

Many of the mavens acknowledge that our choices are hard, that the
problem is difficult (no difficulty, of course, is acknowledged by the Iron
Lady). But they are prepared, of course, for Serb civilians, young Americans
in the armed forces, and the U.S. taxpayer, to pay any price needed for
ultimate victory. But why? Why is the U.S. supposed to be the world’s
policeman and nanny?

And then we have it: not only the ultimate, but the only argument:
Hitler! Just as Hitler did not stop when he was “appeased,” so we have to
stop the Serbs, before it is “too late.” Too late for what? Perhaps this
common imbecility was expressed by my least favorite Senator (yes I know,
it’s a tough choice): Joseph Lieberman (D., Conn). Lieberman said that if
we don’t stop the Serbs in Bosnia, then they will go on next to Kosovo, and
then maybe even Macedonia. Ooohh?! Must we go all-out to stop them
before they get to Skopje? And if that happens, the war will spread, Bulgaria,
and Turkey will step in (Eh?!). And then the rest of the sentence after “and
then” is always left hanging. And then what exactly, Senator? If we don’t
stop the Serbs in Sarajevo, they will wind up swimming the Atlantic and,
with daggers in their teeth, invade Connecticut? Is that what you’re saying,
Senator?

The argument about stopping the Serbs now, now before they invade
New York, is the reductio ad absurdum of the favorite warmongering thesis
that “aggression” must be nipped in the bud, as if “aggression” were a
disease, an infection that must be caught early or else it will overwhelm us
all. It is a reductio ad absurdum, and yet no one laughs. The degeneration of
American culture, the descent to absurdity, has no clear demonstration. And
this argument, of course, is based on the Hitler analogy. In the space of no
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more than a year, the Social Democrat elite that rans American opinion has
discovered no less than five “Hitlers,” against each of whom we have had to
be mobilized to the teeth.

Let’s call the roll: Saddam Hussein, David Duke, Pat Buchanan, H.
Ross Perot, and Slobodan Milosevic. All, all, have been denounced hysteri-
cally by our Social Democrat elite of media and intellectual “experts,” and all
have been treated as an immediate menace to the American Republic. You’d
think that, after a while, this baloney wouldn’t work. How many times does
the kid have to cry “Wolf” before no one takes him seriously? As for me, I
can’t wait. m

THE DECEMBER SURPRISE
Eebyruary 1993

othing embodies the monumental klutziness of George Bush so

much as his manner of leaving office: bringing us a December

surprise! Only a George Bush could get us into a war after he has
safely lost his election. With luck, indeed, this “foreign policy” president
might have us fighting in no less than three wars by the time he leaves office:
Somalia, Bosnia—Kosovo, and Iraq. The media have been writing of Bush’s
possible cleverness in sticking Clinton with two and possibly three quag-
mires as he takes office. The heck with Clinton; what about the legacy that
this preppy Trilateralist boob is bequeathing to us? At the end, in an
allegedly major speech, Bush specifically tried to reverse the wise advice of
George Washington’s Farewell Address, and to keep us fighting in foreign
entanglements forever. The vaunted “graciousness” of the Bushes during
the interregnum completes the package, as the average Americano is sup-
posed to be reassured by the perception that both the incoming and the
outgoing elites are virtually the same, Clinton only a younger Bush with a
hoarse Arkansas accent. To top it off, Ronnie left the confines of his Santa
Barbara ranch to call for a permanent UN army to police the world, while
that other conservative icon, Maggic Thatcher, keeps yowling for the
immediate carpet bombing of the Serbs. It is high time for conservatives to
rethink their recent history, to jettison the Reagans and Thatchers and
Goldwaters, and return to the older tradition of the Tafts and Brickers and
Wherrys. Catch any of them calling fora UN army!

The Somalia intervention is a genuine horror, for it is an intervention
that possesses not a single shred of national self-interest: strategic, mili-
tary, resource, or whatever. Hence, of all U.S. coercive actions since World
War I1, this one is beloved of the entire “anti-war” and “pacifist” left. For the



192 — The Irvepressible Rothbard

first time in a half-century, veteran anti-war leaders such as the Rev. Henry
Sloane Coffin, and the troubadour Pete Seeger, have signedupina U.S. war.
The veteran Jeft-liberal and ex-Communist Murray Kempton, sounding for
all the world like a villain in an Ayn Rand novel, writes that the wonderful
thing about the Somalian intervention is precisely that the U.S. has no
“selfish” interest in the war: that it is pure “humanitarian” altruism. And he
is seconded in this monstrous analysis by none other than veteran “conser-
vative” leader, William E Buckley, Jr.

The idea of marching out with gun and missile to end starvation in the
world, carrying machine-gun in one hand and CARE package in the other,
is perhaps the most repellent vision of foreign policy ever concocted. The
United States and the Western world in general have not escaped mass
starvation out of sheer good luck or by “exploiting” the impoverished Third
World. On the contrary: the natural lot of mankind, at least since our
expulsion from Eden, is mass starvation—starvation that can only be over-
come by steady hard work, by productive capital investment, and by
creating the conditions and social institutions guaranteeing private prop-
erty free of depredation. In that way, people will be able to keep and
exchange the fruits of their hard-won labor. These conditions do not exist in
the Third World, especially in areas such as Somalia. The United States is
not wealthy enough, and hopefully not masochistic enough, to strip our-
selves to the bone in order to feed the entire world, a world that is starving
only because their social order has broken down, and because they are not
guaranteeing private-property rights.

The end of the year is the time to make awards, and surely the Horse-
laugh Award for 1992 goes to whichever joker in Washington promised that
the U.S. troops would be out of Somalia by January 20. Yeah, sure. Somalia
is a land of “criminal anarchy”—the sort of country that gives anarchism a
bad name, a land where, instead of peacefully competing defense agencies,
there is no settled government, certainly no effective peace-keeping agency,
and warring bands are trying to steal from each other and from the general
populace. In short, sort of like Harlem, only worse. But a land without a
settled government, whether criminally anarchic or anarcho-capitalist, is
almost impossible for an external power to occupy and govern. For there is
no political infrastructure, no settled government to whom the occupying
imperial power can transmit orders. How was little Britain, in the old days,
able to occupy the vast and far more populous lands of the British Empire,
¢.g., India? British forces could conquer the Rajahs, and then settle down to
transmit orders to the Rajahs, who in turn would govern the indigenous
population. But in areas where there was no indigenous political author-
ity—the Ibos, in West Africa, for example, who were also devoid of political
authority—the British found it almost impossible to occupy and govern.
Similarly in Somalia. Lands without government are peculiarly porous;
sure, the American soldiers came ashore, brandished guns, and were met
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with little resistance at first; but soon we will find that we are only occupying
the actual small territory our troops are walking on; the rest of the coun-
try—that is, all the areas not physically occupied by our troops—will remain
ungoverned and beyond our ken.

The worst inciter in this mess is Boutros Boutros-Ghali, probably the
peskiest and most dangerous UN Secretary-General to date, who keeps
whooping it up for us to do more, more, to occupy, stay there forever, and,
most outlandish of all, disarm every Somalian. Yeah, great; Boutros-Ghali
wants us to fight to the last dollar and the last soldier. Liberal gun-control in
Somalia? Disarm the “thugs” in Mogadishu when we don’t seem able to
disarm them in Harlem or Washington, D.C.?

The United States, pestered continually by Boutros-Ghali, and under-
standably reluctant to disarm all of East Africa, decided on a silly compro-
mise: OK, we would disarm or confiscate the dreaded “vehicles”—the jeeps
with mounted weapons that were the main tools of battle and power for the
various clashing tribes and sub-tribes in southern Somalia. (Oops, you're
supposed to say clans, not tribes since the masters of PC have decided that
“tribe” has a “racist” connotation.) Well, we started to disarm and confiscate
the vehicles in Mogadishu, much to our satisfaction, when lo and behold!
we found that at least the vehicles had been imposing some sort of power
structure in the city, since only the largest and best-financed “thugs” could
afford them. But now, without the vehicles, everyone is down to his own
Kalashnikov, and armed conflict in the town is fiercer and more anarchic
than ever. Typical example of government creating more problems than it
solves!

Have you ever wondered, by the way, why all the turmoil and hence
starvation is in southern Somalia, while northern Somalia remains peaceful
and relatively well-fed? It’s because there’s only one tribe in northern
Somalia, instead of the clashing welter, the glorious “diversity,” the gor-
geous mosaic, of the tribes in the benighted South.

Some truly loony-tunes ideas have come out of Washington for solving
the Somalian crime problem. One is for the U.S. to uy all the guns from the
Somalis. Right. The U.S. taxpayers pay a steep price to bring the guns in,
the Somalis take the money and buy still more guns, as this “solu-
tion”—happy for Somali warriors, disastrous for the U.S. taxpayers, spirals
out of control. An even nuttier proposal states that the United States should
literally swamp southern Somalia with food, so much food that gluts will
occur, and the price will be driven downward toward zero, so that no one
will bother stealing it. Brilliant! But what would prevent the Somali warri-
ors from buying all this cheap food, and reselling it at a higher price out of
town or out of the country, thereby reaping ever-higher profits at U.S.
taxpayers expense, while the Somali population continues to starve? Or do
these Washington geniuses think that food never travels from one spot of
carth to another, or perhaps they think they can glut the entire world?
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And so we can predict that our short-term feeding will solve no longer-
run problems in Somalia, and that criminal anarchy will continue to reign
outside the physical presence of U.S. troops. The United States, therefore,
will quickly be presented with a critical choice: either declare victory and get
the blazes out of Somalia, or send in ten million American troops, occupy
every square inch of that besotted land, pick some “pro-American” puppet,
hold “free elections,” and the rest of the trappings, and then be prepared to
maintain Somalia as a U.S. ward in perpetuity. And if so, when and where
willit all end?

And by the way, if the left strongly opposes all U.S. wars against
Communism, but endorses (all?) other interventions, what does it say
about the quality of their alleged opposition either to war or to U.S.
imperialism? And what does it say about their own political ideology?

There are some other fascinating problems attending the Somalian
caper. One is the accelerating castration of the American armed forces,
which are already in the process of being weakened by feminization and
gayization. I am no great fan of militarism, but if the military is to have any role
at all—it’s got to be really military; tough, purposive, disciplined, generally
John Wayne or Clint Eastwood-like. But our entire left-liberal culture detests
nothing more than John Wayneish “macho” heroes, and it has assiduously been
trying to transform the American military; perhaps successfully. It was therefore
chilling to read of the Marines distributing food in Mogadishu happily
burbling “now, I feel that it’s right to be a soldier.” Ohhh?

This odious theme of the humanitarian-with-the-gun is strongly remi-
niscent of one of the great essays in political philosophy, the chapter “The
Humanitarian with the Guillotine” from The God of the Machine (1943), by
the marvelous Old Right novelist and literary critic Isabel Paterson. The
“humanitarian,” writes Paterson, makes it the primary purpose of his life to
help others, even though of course he himself hasn’t the funds to do so. But
“if the primary objective of the philanthropist, his justification for living, is
to help others, his ultimate good requires that others shall be in want. His
happiness is the obverse of their misery... The humanitarian wishes to be a
prime mover in the lives of others. He cannot admit either the divine or the
natural order, by which men have the power to help themselves.”

“But,” Isabel Paterson goes on, “he is confronted by two awkward facts:
first, that the competent do not need his assistance; and second, that the
majority of people, if unperverted, positively do not want to be ‘done good’
by the humanitarian....Of course, what the humanitarian actually proposes
is that 4 shall do what he thinks is good for everybody. It is at this point that
the humanitarian sets up the guillotine.”

“What kind of a world,” Paterson concludes “does the humanitarian
contemplate as affording him full scope? It could only be a world filled with
breadlines and hospitals, in which nobody retained the natural power of a
human being to help himself or to resist having things done to him. And
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that is precisely the world that the humanitarian arranges when he gets his
way...Hence the humanitarian feels the utmost gratification when he visits
or hears of a country in which everyone is restricted to ration cards. Where
subsistence is doled out, the desideratum has been achieved, of general want
and a superior power to ‘relieve’ it. The humanitarian in theory is the
terrorist in action.” (Paterson, God of the Machine, pp. 24142)

Another grave problem confronting us in the Somalia caper is yet one
more demonstration of the tremendous power of the TV media to make
foreign policy. It’s policy made not by thought, but by instant visual
emotion. Consider: (1) TV cameras come to Somalia; (2) TV cameras
show horrible shots of emaciated and diseased children, surrounded by flies;
(3) shots are carefully arranged for maximum emotional impact upon the
American viewer (American soldiers were stunned to find, when they
invaded Somalia, many areas of productive farms and happy, well-fed
farmers—they, of course, were not shownonTV); (4) the American masses,
stampeded by shots of starving Third World kids, bombard Washington for
calls to do something—anything—to save the situation; (5) America sends
troops, despite all Pentagon or cost-benefit warnings. The fact that the
intervention will not stop starvation or will likely prove counter-productive,
means nothing: for long-run starvation, or superior alternative use of
resources cannot be shown on television. This is foreign policy—in fact,
public policy in general—made by images cleverly selected by TV. All that is
needed to get the U.S. to send troops anywhere is for TV cameras to show
starving children—and there are plenty available at a moment’s notice:
Zaire, southern Sudan, Haiti, Afghanistan, are just a few of the numerous
places crying for TV attention. There is no hope for any rational public
policy in America so long as we continue to have rule-by-T'V camera. What
can be done about it? I don’t know, but it is a question that needs serious
consideration. When Lew Rockwell, in response to the doctored Rodney
King-tape, humorously suggested outlawing camcorders, he was deluged
by protests from dimwit and sersoso libertarians. But he was the first person
to raise a serious concern that must be dealt with.

And then there is Bosnia. George Bush is obviously itching to get
heavily involved against the Serbs. Well, you gotta hand it to the Serbs: they
are a proud and gutsy people. In mid-1992, the U.S. accepted a deal in
which Serbian-American California millionaire Milan Panic went back to
his Serbian childhood home as Prime Minister of the rump of old Yugosla-
via, a rump consisting only of Serbia and its sister Serb republic of Montene-
gro. Panic was arbitrarily exempted by the State Department from the law
requiring loss of citizenship by any American who presumes to take foreign
political office. Serbian President Slobodan (“Slobo”) Milosevic offered the
deal expecting it would get U.S. and UN sanctions off his back. But when
Bush wouldn’t go for eliminating sanctions, and Panic kept urging peace
upon the Serbs, then launching a bitter political struggle against Slobo, the
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Serbs got fed up, understandably and perhaps correctly denouncing Panic as
atool of U.S. imperialism and of the CIA.

Finally, in December elections, the conflict came to a head: Milosevic vs.
Panic for election as President of Serbia. In addition to suspicions of
American manipulation, the Serbs couldn’t cotton to Panic as a person: he
has a strong American accent, he waves his arms around on the stump
—more like a Serbian-American than like a Serbian-Serb, apparently—he
cracks jokes, is a former champion bicycle racer, and in general impressed
the Serbs as more American than Serb.

At this juncture, the U.S. and other Western nations made it very clear
that they wanted Milosevic out, and they threatened invasion and even
war-crimes trials if the Serbs dared to reelect Slobo. It was a dumb as well as
repellently arrogant move by the U.S.; for the Serbs are not the sort of
people to cave in to threats of force, even from the mighty United States.
The Serbs, bless them, responded with an overwhelming victory by
Milosevic, about 55 percent to 36 percent to his nearest rival, Panic. It was a
resounding repudiation of U.S. intervention, current and prospective.

As usual, when they don’t like the results, our vociferous champions of
democracy reacted by threatening to shoot the winners of a democratic
election. They claim that the election was stolen, and for a while the Panic
forces were demanding another vote. But soon the feebleness of their case
forced the Panic people to shut up. Good Lord! Five percent of the voters
were not registered, and so their votes were lost! Well so what, that’s about
the number of fraudulent voters, or fraudulent non-voters, in any given
election in Las Vegas! The international election observers couldn’t find
much fraud either. Then, the grumblers had to fall back on the charge that
Milosevic was able to use the State-owned media to his own advantage. Yes,
but you see this argument cuts a bit close to the “democratic” bone. Media
bias? You mean unlike the good old USA—where the media were virtually
pushing Clinton across the line with every move they made, every word they
uttered? Come on, guys! Eventually, then, the “Democrats” had to shut up,
and accept the overwhelming nature of the Milosevic victory, Panic was then
kicked out by Parliament as Prime Minister.

But isn’t Milosevic a damned Commie? Yes, but his popularity is not
due to his Communism, but to the fact that he quickly seized the torch of
Serbian nationalism. Commie, shmommie, he’s a Serb! More interesting
than Slobo in the Serbian picture, and a comer for the future, is the Serbian
Radical Party, second only to the Slobo Socialists, and headed by Vojislav
Seselj. The “Radical” name deliberately harkens back to the old Radical
party of pre-World War II Serbia, the classic party of royalism, right-wing
nationalism, and Greater Serbianism. It is Seselj and the Radicals, and not
Slobo, who is in communion with the Serb guerrillas in Krajina (Croatia),
Bosnia, and presumptively, in Kosovo, now represented in the Yugoslav
Parliament by their legendary leader (thug/Freedom Fighter) “Arkan.”
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Meanwhile, the U.S. continues to try to inflict pain on the Serbs by
maintaining sanctions against any inflow of arms, material, manufactured
goods, indeed everything except food. But the Serbian border is like a sieve,
and all manner of vital goods are getting through all the time. In their
frustration, the U.S. has finally found a violator of the sanctions to crack
down on: beleaguered American chess wizard Bobby Fischer, who played a
chess match in two spots in Serbia; a resort hotel on an island off the
Montenegrin coast, and then in Belgrade itself. For defying U.S.-UN
warnings, the U.S. is pressing charges against Bobby, threatening him with:
confiscation of Bobby’s $3.6 million winnings, an extra $200,000 fine, and
several years in jail. This for playing chess! I would like the U.S. authori-
ties to explain something to me: just exactly how did Bobby Fischer’s
chess transaction aid the Serb economy, much less provide them with the
sinews of war against the Serbs’ ethnic enemies? Bobby played chess in
Serbia, in return for which a Serb millionaire paid Bobby $3.5 million
plus expenses. The Serbs find themselves with $3.5 million dollars less to
spend on sinews, while their enjoyment of chess scarcely helps build one
more plane or one more military base. How wackily vindictive can the U.S.
government get? Bobby of course is not going to return to the U.S. to face the
indictment, so the latestis U.S. threats of extradition. Hey! Get that dangerous
chess player!

Once again, Trple R raises the cry which we pioneered last year: Free
Bobby Fischer and all Political Prisoners!

The latest noise from Washington on the Serbian question is that the
U.S. may not send troops against the Serbs unless the Serbs “carry their
aggression” to Kosovo. But that is arrant nonsense; the Serbs have no need
to “extend” aggression to Kosovo; they are already governing it. A couple of
years ago, Slobo ended the autonomy of Kosovo (south of Serbia) within
the Serbian Republic, and imposed Serb rule. The problem is that only 10
percent of Kosovo is Serb; no less than 90 percent are Albanian! So there
will be no conflict with Kosovo unless and until the Albanians will rise up
and try to claim national self-rule, something the Kosovo Albanians so far
seem incapable of doing. Then there is the specter of Albania itself interven-
ing on behalf of their ethnic comrades in Kosovo (on its northeast border);
but Albania, just recently out from under a long-term super-Maoist regime,
seems in no condition to intervene against anyone. A special fillip to this
ethnic conflict is the religious factor: the fact that the vast majority of
Albanians are Muslims, adding, as in Bosnia a special Christian vs. Muslim
Holy War ingredient to the seething Balkan cauldron. There is also a special
historical twist: the Christians in the Balkans rightly suspect the original
conversions by the Bosnian Slavs (ethnically mainly Serb) and by the
Albanians to Islam to have been motivated not so much by sincere religious
conviction as by the opportunity to escape taxes under the Ottoman Em-
pire. History always heavy, especially among history’s losers.
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So thanks a lot for your rotten legacy, George, in foreign as well as domestic
affairs! The most appropriate song with which to pipe George out of office
and back to Kennebunkport is the old ditty we used to sing in camp:

We hate to see you go

We hate to see you go

We hope to Hell you never come back
W hate to see you go. m

“DOING GOD’S WORK” IN SOMALIA
March 1993

And so to every sailor, soldier, airman, and marine
who is involved in this mission, let me say you’re
doing God’s work.

—President George Bush
December 1992

n his scintillating article on the Somalian incursion, Harper’s editor

Lewis Lapham, one of the few left-liberals who remains staunchly

anti-foreign intervention, quotes the above words from our recent
president. (Lewis H. Lapham, “God’s Gunboats,” Harpers Magazine, Feb-
ruary) Lapham notes that Bush issued his “prelate’s benediction” to the
troops even though lacking “both the miter and the shepherd’s staff.” He
also notes—in a timely reminder to those conservatives who have not yet
re-examined their devotion to the preceding president—that on that very
same December day Ronnie Reagan, speaking at Oxford University, urged
the United Nations to develop “an army of conscience” to confront the “evil
(that) still stalks the planet” even after the death of the Soviet Union. Since
it is difficult to imagine evil stamped out from the world very quickly, this
presumably implies a permanent standing world army to vanquish and keep
down evil and sin in whatever quarter of the globe they might raise their
ugly heads. Inshort, a permanent global Crusade.

The real evil—this crusading spirit itself—first swept over America in
the late 1820s in the form of what is technically called “post-millennial
pietism” (PMP). In the dominant “evangelical” form that PMP assumed in
the “Yankee” communities of the North (New Englanders and their trans-
planted kin in upstate New York, northern Ohio, northern Indiana, etc.),
this meant that every man had the bounden and overriding duty to maxi-
mize the salvation of his fellowmen, by stamping out sin and the tempta-
tions thereto. In short, he was bound to work his darndest to establish a
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Christian Commonwealth, a Kingdom of God on Earth. It very quickly
became clear that sin was not going to be stamped out very quickly by purely
voluntary means, and so the PMPers rapidly turned to government to do the
stamping out and the creating and the uplifting. In short, as one historian
perceptively put it, for the PMPers, “government became God’s major
instrument of salvation.”

This turn to government was facilitated by the “pietist” part of the PMP
doctrine, for this meant that the old Puritan emphasis on creed and God’s Law;
much less the Catholic or Lutheran emphasis on liturgy or the sacramental
Church, was swept aside. Christianity became totally focused in a vaguely
pietist, “born again,” mood on the part of each basically creedless and
Church-less individual soul. Shorn of Church or creed, the individual
PMPer was necessarily forced to lean upon government as his staff and
shield.

Slowly but surely over the decades since 1830, this mainstream Yankee
Protestantism became secularized into an only vaguely Christian but passion-
ately held Social Gospel. After all, with this sort of mindset, it was easy for
God to gradually drop from sight, and for government to assume a quasi-di-
vine role. It was left to the monster Woodrow Wilson, a PMPer to his very
bones and aPh.D. as well, to take this domestic creed and extend it to foreign
policy. It was essentially a “today the U.S., tomorrow the world” credo.
Once the PMPers took over the U.S. government and imposed a Kingdom
of God at home, their religious duty got raised to the planetary level. As the
historian James Timberlake put it, once the Kingdom of God was being
established in the United States, it became “America’s mission to spread
these ideals and institutions abroad so that the Kingdom could be estab-
lished throughout the world. American Protestants were accordingly not
content merely to work for the kingdom of God in America, but felt
compelled to assist in the reformation of the rest of the world.” (James
Timberlake, Probibition and the Progressive Movement, 19001920, New York,
Atheneum, 1970, pp. 37-38)

Since Woodrow Wilson, every American president has followed faith-
tully in the footsteps of the Wilsonian creed. The content of the Kingdom of
God to be imposed on other nations may have changed slightly (from
alcohol prohibition and coerced global “democracy” in Wilson’s day to
smoking prohibition, free condoms, and global democracy in our own) but
the form and the spirit remain all too much the same.

In the February Triple R, we blasted the Somalian invasion and cited
Isabel Paterson’s perceptive and prophetic denunciation of the “Humanitar-
ian with the Guillotine.” Now, in an uncanny, unconscious echo of Paterson,
Michael Maren writes a chilling and significant article in the leftist Village
Votce (“Manna from Heaven: Somalia Pays the Price for Years of Aid”, Jan.
19) about his own experiences as an American aid worker in Somalia in the
carly 1980s. Before that, Maren had spent four years as a leading relief
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worker in Kenya. From his African experience, Maren learned a crucial fact
about the African polity: that the urban technocratic and bureaucratic
ruling class in the African countries (generally educated in Marxism in the
imperial motherland) has nothing but total contempt for the productive
peasant classes off whom this ruling elite battens. To the ruling elite, which
taxes, controls, and coerces the peasantry, the peasantry are scum to be
“modernized”; particularly scorned are the often prosperous tribal, cattle-
raising nomads, whose nomadic way of life seems to be a constant reproach
to Marxoid technocrats intent on emulating Stalin and forcing their rural
populace into the “twentieth century” Maren had seen thousands of the
nomadic Turkana tribe starve in Kenya, largely due to the policies of the
Kenyan officialdom, who would “exploit the starving (Turkanas) by offer-
ing to trade small amounts of donated relief food for the hides of their
animals, the last remaining things of value the refugees owned...Ultimately
it dawned on me that the suit-wearing, tea-sipping, Europhile politicians in
Nairobi didn’t really give a s—t about the ‘primitive’ nomadic people in the
north.”

Maren, who shifted from Kenyan to Somalian reliefin early 1981, then
gives us a good, concise history of the Somalian polity. Somalia became an
independent state in 1960, as the British and the Italians pulled out of their
respective Somalian colonies and the two joined into one nation. From the
beginning, the Somalian government was obsessed with fulfilling the prom-
ise of the five-pointed star of the new Somali flag: to incorporate a Greater
Somalia uniting all five groups of ethnic Somalis. Two of those points:
Italian Somaliland in the east and British Somaliland in the north, had
already been achieved, but there were (and still are) three remaining: little
Djibouti in the northwest, formerly French Somaliland and still a client state
of France and containing 5,000 French troops; northeastern Kenya, to the
southwest of Somalia, which is 60 percent Somali; and the Ogaden desert,
to the west of Somalia, which is called Western Somalia by the Somalis but
happens to be groaning under Ethiopian tyranny.

Not much could be done about combating French imperialism in
Djibouti, but the other two goals were considered achievable. Kenya at-
tained independence a bit later than Somalia, in December 1963, and
Somalia had hoped to lop off northeastern Kenya for its own (called in
Kenya the Northern Frontier District (NFD)). When the Kenyan govern-
ment insisted on keeping the NFD, the Kenyan Somalis, egged on by
Somalia, began a long guerrilla war against Kenya, an as yet futile war that
still continues, out of sight and out of mind of the United Nations.

More explosive was the Ogaden, where Somalia and Ogaden Somalis
launched a guerrilla war against Ethiopia, but stood no chance against the
superior American-trained Ethiopian army under the “freedom-loving, pro-
Western” yet slave-holding Emperor, Haile Selassie, the Lion of Judah. In
1967, the Somalian government, led by Prime Minister Mohammed Egal,
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decided to succumb to reality, and to make peace with their more powerful
neighbors. Egal’s peace process had the merit of facing reality, but it
angered the Somali military, who accused Egal of selling out Greater
Somalia and betraying the five-pointed star; a military coup, led by Major
General Mohammed Siad Batre, ousted Egal and established a dictatorship in
October 1969.

Barre promptly threw in his lot with “scientific socialism,” and he and
his Supreme Revolutionary Council established an alliance with the Soviet
Union, happy to welcome another “Marxist-Leninist” state and to ship
arms to a useful enemy of the “pro-American” Haile Selassie. A massive
Soviet arms buildup, and thousands of Soviet military advisers training the
Somali army, led Ethiopians and Kenyans to become even more ardent in
their “pro-American” passions.

Five years later, however, came the great sea-change in the Horn of
Africa: a military coup of Marxist-Leninist army officers overthrew the
Lion of Judah in 1974 and established a Marxist-Leninist military dictator-
ship under the junta, the Dergue, led by Colonel Meriam. The Soviets
embraced the new military junta, and amidst the turmoil, General Barre
took advantage of the Ethiopian crisis and invaded and conquered the
Ogaden in 1977. Another point in that star!

The Soviets, however, poured arms and the Cubans sent troops to aid
Ethiopia, at which point Barre turned to the United States, playing down
his Marxism-Leninism and undoubtedly discovering a new commitment to
“freedom” and “democracy” But the Carter administration was slow in
delivering aid, and the Soviet-aided Ethiopian army drove the Somalian
army out of Ogaden in the spring of 1978.

Barre’s popularity was plummeting in Somalia; the hero of the Ogaden
had become the loser. And so Barre stepped up his dictatorship in Somalia,
increasingly narrowing the ruling clique to his own Marehan tribesmen
and within that to his own relatives. Impervious to any of this develop-
ment, the new Reagan administration sent none other than Dr. Henry
Kissinger to Mogadishu in early 1982 to assure the despot Barre of our
eternal support for this “scientific socialist” dictator, all of course in the
name of anti-Communism and the Cold War. As Maren puts it, “From
Washington, the barren wastes of Somalia suddenly looked like downtown
Berlin.”

Enter Michael Maren into Somalia as a food monitor for the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID). Maren was in charge of
tracking the relief food from Mogadishu to the Hiran desert district in the
north, which contained nine refugee camps near the Ethiopian border.
Maren quickly found that fully two-thirds of the U.S. food to the refugees was
being stolen, most of the theft being conducted by the refugee camp com-
manders, Somali army officers who sold the food, or else it was just taken by
the soldiers, or by the Somali-supported Ogaden guerrillas of the Western
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Somali Liberation Front (WSLF). The WSLF also systematically raided the
refugee camps for able-bodied young men, whom they would conscript into
their continuing guerrilla warfare against Ethiopia iri the Ogaden.

What about the refugees in the nine camps? Why were they there, and
were they really starving? Maren discovered the truth: in the first place, the
refugees were there because they were nomads fleeing the Ogaden, where
they had been caught between the Ethiopian army and WSLE Second,
the number of refugees was deliberately highly inflated by the Somali
government, in order to sucker Americans into sending aid. Barre was
claiming two million refugees when there were far less (he had originally
claimed half a million). Thus, Maren found that one camp, Amalow, which
was supposed to have 18,503 refugees, and had food allotted for that
many, really had only about 3,500. As a result, far too much food was being
shipped into Somalia and into the camps by the bamboozled Americans.

Not only that: just as occurred eleven years later, the American excess of
food was inspired by duplicitous journalists, “who took pictures of the sick
and the hungry, and the relief agencies arrived on the scene with food. And
the food was being stolen.”

Moreover, Maren reveals, despite the massive theft, “no one was starv-
ing to death in the refugee camps.” Oh, there was plenty of death all right,
but the death was caused by disease: malaria, measles, dysentery, diphtheria,
pneumonia, river blindness. But food, though not the problem, kept pour-
ing in and being stolen.

There was more method to this madness than simply providing free
American food for Barre’s army and for the Ogaden guerrillas. As Maren
perceptively points out, the Somalian government, like the Kenyan govern-
ment, hates nomads. Even though the nomadic Somali refugees weren’t
starving, they were attracted to settling in the refugee camps by the promise
of free food. After all, it’s easier to sit in a camp and receive food for free than
to have to hunt and work for it. As Maren puts it:

“Somalis are nomads who spend most of their time looking for food. If
you put a pile of food in the desert they will come and get it... The famine
camps were set up and they came.”

And so the American food unwittingly played into the hands of Barre
and later Somali rulers: helping to build a modern socialist state by settling
nomads. Maren puts the point trenchantly:

“African leaders like to settle nomads. Nomads make it hard to build a
modern state, and even harder to build a socialist state. Nomads can’t be
taxed, they can’t be drafted, and they can’t be controlled. They also can’t be
used to attract foreign aid, unless you can get them to stay in one place.

“In addition, many African leaders, trying hard to be modern, view
nomads as an embarrassment and a nuisance. Anything ‘primitive’ is an
embarrassment and a nuisance. From Bamko to Nairobi I've listened to
Africa’s elite discuss nomads as if they were vermin.”
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Maren then concludes about the American relief program of the early
1980s:

“So not only was the refugee relief program feeding Barre’s army, it was
settling his population of nomads...And all this was happening with the
assistance of energetic young foreigners who were helping to build the
infrastructure of those new, refugee-populated towns, setting up clinics,
drilling wells, trying to teach the former nomads how to settle down and
grow food.”

What had happened to the cattle of the nomad refugees? Some was lost
to drought; the rest was left behind with family members. Traditionally,
nomads who had lost their cattle to drought got assistance from relatives
and other clan members; but now, in 1981, they had another option: free
food in the refugee camps.

But, as Maren points out, the Ogaden desert is sparsely settled: one
family would have eight to ten square miles of desert for grazing their
camels and goats. But the refugee camps played hob with, you should excuse
the expression, the nomad’s eco-system. Now each family was packed into a
few square yards. There is no need to learn about sanitation when you’ve
always got ten square miles of desert to roam around in. But sanitation
became a big problem in the refugee camps: hence, rampant disease and
death.

After monitoring the relief situation in the Hiran district, Maren and his
colleague Doug Grice, who was performing the same task in the Bardera
region and near the Kenyan border, sat down and wrote reports to their
bosses in the USAID program. The reports concluded that the relief
program was killing at least as many people as it was saving, and that the net
result was to ship food to Somali soldiers who added to their income by
selling food, and to enable the WSLF to use the food as rations to conduct
the guerrilla war in the Ogaden. Their boss rejected the report, saying: “You
guys know you can’t write this stuff. Stick to the facts,” i.e., to the amount of
food missing and stolen. And, too, keep the reports technical and boring, so
that no critics of the program might figure out what’s going on.

In his final report to his bosses before quitting the program, Michael
Maren pointed out an economic absurdity created by the program: people
in the towns wanted to know why they were not entitled to the food and
health care handed out free to those refugees who had settled in the camps.
A man in the town of Belet Huen—the headquarters town in the Hiran
region—working for the very high salary of 800 shillings a month, could
not supply his family with the amount of food the refugees in the camp
received for free.

Maren concluded his report with a prophetic insight into the future: he
noted that the American Private Voluntary Organizations (PVOs) were
submitting hundreds of proposals to improve services to the refugees. But
Maren warned:
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“Expanded services to the refugees will only aggravate the problem by
encouraging them to stay, and more refugees to arrive. It will spread more
thinly the resource base leaving the door open for a real emergency situation
in the future. The future for refugees in the camps holds only years of relief.”
Instead, Maren declared, the efforts of the international community should
be to get the refugees out of the camps, not to attract more.

A study of the Somali economy at the time discovered that the relief
industry constituted no less than two-thirds of the Somalian economy. No
way that the Somali government would give that up. And now, twelve years
later, the 1981 camps are still there, “the residents of those camps are still
dependent on relief food and still have no way to earn a living on their own.”

So the question is: how could Somalia, a land that used to be self-suffi-
cient in food, have gotten to the point where virtually everyone seems to be
dependent on U.S. and other outside relief? Michael Maren was succeeded
in Somalia by one Chris Cassidy, who spent seven years there with USAID,
Save the Children, and FAO. Cassidy told Maren recently:

“One of the things that got Barre and his henchmen p——d off was
when you wrote reports saying that Somalia was self-sufficient in food. That
was because free food is what controls the place. The mentality is, ‘Why
should we let people produce their own food and control their own lives
when we can keep them under our thumbs and under the gun? We claim
famine, flood, and refugees and get the food shipped in here for free. Now
we’ll tell you when to eat and when you can’t eat!™”

Inshort, the food “crisis” has been deliberately created by the Somalian
government—Dby Barre and his successors—in order to exert control over
the Somali population, to tell them when and who shall or shall not eat. The
humanitarian, said Isabel Paterson, is only happy when a country is filled
with breadlines and hospitals. The humanitarian with the guillotine!

During the Reagan and Bush administrations, and until 1988, the Barre
regime received the phenomenal sum of $100 million a year in military and
economic aid from the United States. Finally, in May 1988, the major
opposition to Barre, the Somali National Movement of the Issaq tribe in
northern Somalia, seized a few towns; the Barre regime replied hysterically,
bombing, shelling, and gassing their opposition, killing at least 50,000
people. The regime proceeded to search for, and execute, unarmed Issags,
and the result was a civil war that raged until Barre was finally toppled in the
fall of 1990. By the fall of 1989, Barre’s massacres could no longer be
overlooked, and the U.S. cut off its aid to his regime.

Maren’s analysis of the current situation is that this is simply more of the
same ills that have created the problem. The U.S. marines are handing
everything over to the PVOs, the relief people, who aggravate the problem
still more by pouring in more free food. And what do the PVOs getout of it?
Fat government contracts, as well as fat donations by deluded humanitari-
ans who think that these reliefers are doing good and helping to solve the
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problem. Journalists help the PVOs by getting their information from them
and featuring these heads of CARE, Catholic Relief Services, and World
Vision on television. The press assumes “that these are humanitarian agen-
cies whose only goal is to help people.” In fact, warns Maren, “they are
organizations that stand to reap huge benefits in the form of lucrative
contracts to deliver food.”

These are the do-good relief organizations that have only made all the
problems worse: “These are the same organizations that have failed for the
past 10 years in Somalia and all over Africa. (Hundreds of billions of dollars
of aid in Africa over the last thirty years have left the continent more
famine-prone and dependent on outside relief than ever.) They had thou-
sands of refugees in camps in 1981, and they failed to get them out of the
camps. They didn’t get them their cattle back. They didn’t teach them to
grow food and to be independent. They just delivered food and collected
grants for development projects.” These relief agencies, Maren declares,
want to fail, for “failure means a chance to try again with new grants, new
film footage for fundraising campaigns, and fresh new volunteers who
haven’t learned yet that aid kills.”

For the real objective of these agencies, Maren has concluded, is to raise
money. These outfits are essentially rackets. Even though sending food
hasp’t really helped, what these agencies can do best is to raise money. “Aid,”
Maren declares, “is a business. It is a business in which people make careers,
earn a good living, get to see interesting places, and have great stories to tell
when they get stateside. It’s a business that has to earn money to pay its
executives, pay for retreats and for officials to attend conferences in Rome,
buy four-wheel drive vehicles, buy advertising time on television. It’s a
business that makes money by attracting clients, i.c., starving, needy peo-

le.”

F Maren declares that he has among his friends several dozen long-time
workers for these African relief agencies. All of them “thought they could do
some good while enjoying the adventure.” And not one of them thinks that
the years of work and millions of dollars have helped, have done more good
than harm. “All of them are convinced that whatever the original intentions
of an aid agency, inevitably raising money becomes the primary objective.”
That money consists of funds raised among the American public, but
primarily from U.S. government contracts. Cooking up more projects
means getting more funds, which also means expanding the relief agency.
Expanding the agency means more power for the top executives, and the
more money it gets the more people the agency can claim to be helping.

The crucial point, Maren concludes, is that “reckless use of food aid
causes famine. It depresses local market prices and provides disincentive for
farmers to grow crops.” All this makes the food shortage worse, and causes
greater calls for food relief; and so the well-meaning foreign intervention
grows and cumulates, fueled by agency venality, and causes the spiral of
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famine-aid-famine to get worse and worse. Until finally the marines land to
try to solve the problem. The humanitarian with the guillotine.

The only way to solve the problem, Maren declares, “is a way that may
seem cruel”: it is to stop the food—to “wean Somalia from dependence on
donated food.” And then, Maren states, “all of them—the marines and the
relief agencies—should get out as soon as possible.” All in all, Maren
concludes, “in the fragile political and environmental ecosystem of Somalia
it is much easier to screw things up than it is to set them straight...the longer
they (the marines), stay, the worse it will get.” No paleolibertarian could
have put it better.

Meanwhile, some rationality seems to have burst into the pages of the
New York Times, not usually a place receptive to paleolibertarian concerns.
“Does Free Food Hurt?” cries a headline (Jan. 13), and it turns out that
there is a “paradox” of famine relief: food charity has just about ruined
the previously prosperous farm population of Somalia. For who will buy
food from local farmers when they can get food free from international
suckers?

The “paradox™ that so confused the Times correspondents is actually
natural Jaw—economic law—at work. It is a law that decrees: government
intervention, out! In Somalia, or, for that matter, anywhere else. m

HANDS OFF THE SERBS!
June 1993

used to think that the ultra-left, not the Social Democrats or the
Commies, but the “independent-radical” left, a floating melange of
left Trotskyites, pacifists, and left-anarchists, while hopeless and evil
on “domestic” questions, were at least sound and consistent in opposing
American war and intervention abroad. (I also used to think they were good
on free speech, but that’s all gone with the rise of the Hate Crime and Sexual
Harassment movements.) After all, they proudly called themselves. “the
anti-war movement.” But there’s no “anti-war left” left anymore. So either
they’ve changed radically without even realizing it, or I was naive and they
were Commies all along. (I suspect the latter, otherwise how could a
“dedicated anti-war” movement become pro-war so darned quickly, that is
as soon as the Cold War against Communism was over?)

It started with the Gulf War, when lifelong anti-war warriors, people
like the Red troubadour Pete Seeger and the Reverend William Sloane
Coffin, suddenly whooped it up for war. Even Noam Chomsky, left-anar-
chist and always a gutsy battler against American war, supported the Gulf
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War. The argument given by these people was that this was the holy “United
Nations” conducting the battle and not really the United States. In short,
that the cause of a war-making world government is more important to
them than anti-war principles. Showing that these people were not really
against imperialism or foreign military intervention (they were always, of
course, in favor of foreign economic intervention such as foreign aid), but in
favor of world government imperialism, and war-mongering.

Well, I like to say that everyone is entitled to one deviation. Maybe it was
an aberration. Maybe the full moon was out.

But there are no excuses left anymore. The entire “anti-war left” has now
joined the rest of the rotters on the Respectable Spectrum: liberals, Estab-
lishment centrists, Official Conservatives, neoconservatives, and virtually eve-
ryone else, in hysterical calls for intervention against the Serbs in Bosnia. This
time, 1€s not because the United Nations is behind the war; on the contrary, the
UN is getting as much flak as the U.S. from this “international community” of
war-mongers. Why have they “sat it out,” they charge, in the face of
“Serbian aggression” and expansionism against the poor Bosnian Muslims?

As usual, there are disagreements about the extent of military interven-
tion demanded; but as usual, the “modcrates™ are cither liars or self-
deluders, since timid and moderate first steps will obviously not work,
and then the precedent being set and intervention begun, the pressure
will become irresistible for ever more accelerated steps, until the maxi-
mum pain is inflicted. No-fly zones, air strikes against artillery, all will
fail; and now, the war crowd is beginning to call, not yet for bombing
Belgrade—the only Serbs they can find and target—but for bombing the
“bridges” near Belgrade where supplies are being sent to the Serbs in
Bosnia. Bombing Belgrade itself will follow, and when that won’t work,
which it won’t, the Unthinkable will be voiced: nuking Belgrade, using
“clean” nukes of course to avoid the fallout’s harming other peoples. And
when that doesn’t work, American ground troops—under a UN cover, of
course, with half a dozen Brits, Canadians, and Indians thrown in—will be
next.

And one of the reasons none of these measures will work, is because the
Serbs are a magnificently gutsy people, a “primitive” folk who don’t give a
tinker’s damn for “world opinion” the “respect of the international commu-
nity;” and all the rest of the pretentious cant that so impresses readers of the
New York Temes. What do the Serbs want? It’s very clear what they want, and
there is no need for the sort of eternal kvetching that Freud indulged in about
“what do women want?” The Serbs want all the Serbs in former Yugoslavia
to be part of a new Greater Serbia being carved out of the ethnic mess in the
Balkans. They want a Serb nation, and they don’t give a rap for any of the
considerations that so intensely motivate Establishment World Opinion,
and God bless them for that. World Opinion, in turn, doesn’t give arap for a
Serb nation. But why should World Opinion hold sway anywhere?
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Before dealing with the Serbs in depth, let us focus a bit more on the
pro-war anti-war movement people whom Harry Elmer Barnes bitterly
used to call “the pro-war pacifists.” This gang has just written an open letter
to the UN, President Clinton, and the U.S. Congtess (published in In These
Times, April 19-May 2). Of course, they are “moderate; no call, yet for
nuking Belgrade. Also, there are the usual Marxoid obeisances to the
“democratic opposition in Serbia,” and “opposition” generally confined to
Belgrade, and virtually non-existent on the Bosnian front. What they want is
the supposedly “even handed” approach of lifting the arms embargo on the
Bosnians, so that the Bosnian Muslim government can “defend itself.”
Sounds fine and balanced on the surface, except that these and similar
groups egregiously omit the fact that the UN, prodded by the U.S., has
been cruelly imposing an embargo, not just on arms, but on everything
else, on the Serbs for many months. I would be all in favor of lifting our
arms embargo on the Bosnians provided that all international sanctions
against the Serbs were lifted as well. But, of course, our pro-war anti-
warriors say not a peep about this. Instead, they demand: “vigorous
prosecution of war criminals” (who? where? and who’s going to do all
this, and who will kidnap these “criminals,” and how will they get a fair
trial and on precisely what ex post facto charges?); and “air lifting humani-
tarian aid, under military protection, to all civilians in need.” (You mean like
dropping those food mounds?) Furthermore, in addition to denouncing
“aggressive Serb expansionism” these bloodthirsty “anti-war” warriors also
have the nerve to demand that the U.S.-UN insist that “the Croats cease
their aggression in Bosnia.” (What aggression? The Croats have only
occupied Croatian areas in Bosnia, notably Herzegovina in the southern
part of that province.) This attack on the Croats shows what these ex-anti-
warriors are up to: shilling for the Bosnian Muslim government, which
presumes to speak for a non-entity called the “Bosnian nation” and its
alleged “territorial integrity,” a “nation” that sprang into existence only a
few short months ago.

Let us emphasize: there is not, and never was, anything called a “Bos-
nian nation.” There was and is a Serbian nation, a Croat nation, and a
Slovene nation, each with identifiable longtime national, cultural, and
ethno-religious characteristics. There is no more a “Bosnian nation” than
there is a “nation” of North Dakota. Bosnia is simply a geographical entity,
in which have lived three very different, clashing, and mutually antagonistic
nations: the Serbs, the Croats, and the “Bosnian” Muslims. These are three
nations slugging it out in one small territory.

But first let us name these traitorous ex-anti-warriors, now shilling for
global military intervention on behalf of the Muslim government. The
signatories include: Israeli Hegelian political theorist Shlomo Avineri;
Noam Chomsky; Christopher Hitchens; CUNY shrink Robert Jay Lifton;
Michael Lerner, editor of the “pro-peace” Tikkun; Michael Foot, dotty guru
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of the left-wing of the British Labor Party; Bogdan Denitch, of CUNY and
long-time socialist; Chilean pest Ariel Dorfman; Berkeley sociologist Todd
Gitlin, participant-historian of the old New Left; Joanne Landy, of the
“Campaign for Peace (sic) and Democracy,” former leader of the Draperite
“Third Camp” wing of international Trotskyism; Phyllis Jacobson, of New
Politics magazine, another spinoff magazine of “independent Marxist-Len-
inists”; Peter Weiss, long-time financier of leftist causes in New York; and
Columbia University’s lionized moderate Palestinian Arab and literary
deconstructionist, Edward Said.

May they all wind up in Srebrencia to greet the Serbs as they come
marching in!

But what about us at Tiple R? Haven’t we, too, flip-flopped in the
opposite direction? Aren’t we former anti-Serbs now born again as pro-
Serbs?

Not quite. To recall those dear dead days of only a few months ago: the
United States, along with the UN, and all Received Opinion, including
leftists/liberals/Centrists/Official Conservatives/and neocons, were all fanati-
cally pro-Serb, calling for the old Wilsonian-Rooseveltian “guarantee of the
territorial integrity of “Yugoslavia,™ and therefore bitterly hostile to all national
secessionist movements, including the Croats and Slovenes. The Croats, in
particular, were constantly smeared by Received Opinion as being “Nazis.”

We at Trple R, on the other hand, always Out of Step with Received
Opinion, recognized from way back that “Yugoslavia” is not, and never has
been, a nation, that it was born of the rotten Victor’s Peace imposed by the
Entente Powers (redubbed the “Allies” Britain, France, and the U.S.) at
Versailles, and in other dictated settlements after World War 1. Yugoslavia
was a geographical expression which served only as a mask for Serbian
unpcrlahsm and dictatorship over the other peoples incarcerated into that
expression: notably the Croats and the Slovenes.

For the problem with the Serbs was, and still is, that while yearning for
the perfectly acceptable ideal of a Greater Serbia, that they have not been
exactly reticent or scrupulous in avoiding expansion of the Serbs’ unwel-
come embrace to the Croats, etc. in the Balkans.

So we at Triple R were always, and still are, staunchly opposed to
“Yugoslavia” or any of its pomp and works.

But now that Yugoslavia has fallen apart, and has collapsed into its
constituent peoples and nationalities, the situation is very different. The
Serbs seem to have abandoned the goal of a Greater Yugoslavia, and have
moderated their demands into the perfectly reasonable one of a Greater
Serbia. And the guerrilla warfare on the ground has, more or less, sorted it
all out, as it always does: with each nationality getting more or less its own
ethnic areas. Much of Croatia in the hands of Serbian guerrillas and incorpo-
rated into the Republic of Krajina is ethnically Serb; the Slovenes have
ethnic Slovenia, etc.
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Bosnia, with its ethno-religious mixture of villages and population, is
particularly difficult to sort out, but even Bosnia now enjoys rough ethno-
religious justice with the Croats running the Croatian areas of Herzegovina,
the Serbs running their areas and so on. The Bosnian Muslims have less
territory than the others because most of the Muslims are concentrated in
the large Bosnian cities, such as Sarajevo.

And so rough ethnic justice has come to Bosnia, and it will sort itself out
provided that the blankety-blank U.S.—UN combo keeps its hands off. If the
Bosnian Muslims get a bit less than their quota, so what? The main problem
now in former Yugoslavia is not the Serbs but the pretensions of the Bosnian
Muslim government to run and dominate a// of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Itis
the Muslims and their shills in “world opinion” who keep bleating about
the “territorial integrity” of this non-existent nation, an “integrity” that
didn’t even exist before 1991. It is the Muslims and their shills who
refuse to agree to the “cantonization” of Bosnia, a process that that area
sorely needs. The Vance-Owen plan was only a feeble step in that direction,
for it insisted on preserving the powers of a central Bosnian (Muslim)
government. Instead, the only hope of genuine peace and justice is to
destroy “Bosnia” and to allow this non-country to be divided completely
into its constituent parts.

What is really incomprehensible is the intensity of the flip-flop on the
Serbs from the serried ranks of Reccived Opinion. The Serbs...are Serbs,
and always have been, with their vices and virtues. The Serbs are a constant
factor; they want a Greater Serbia, as much as they can get, but are willing in
the end to settle for Serb lands. And so are all the other nationality groups in
the area. But what about the dread term “ethnic cleansing,” repeated like a
mantra in every news item in the West for months? Well, in the first place,
the Serbs didn’t say “ethnic cleansing”; they used some Serbo~Croat phrase
that doesn’t sound so bad. Serbs have recently claimed mistranslation; that
what they really meant is “ethnic transfer.” And it makes sense: the Serbs
don’t want to exterminate clashing peoples; they just want them out of
predominantly Serb areas, out of Greater Serbia. And let us not forget that it
has been the sainted Bosnian Muslim troops who have done their darndest
to prevent UN workers from getting Muslim civilians out of Srebrencia and
other Muslim towns; they want the Muslim civilians staying there in mortal
danger, to keep world pressure on for these towns to become part of Muslim
Bosnia. All these clashing groups perform ethnic transfer—cleansing when
they can get away with it.

And what about the mass rapes, which have brought left feminists
screaming into the kill-the-Serbs camp? Well, I don’t want to disillusion any
tender souls, but almost all victorious troops through history, commit
systemic rapin’ and lootin” of the vanquished. It’s called the “spoils of war,”
and will continue to exist, despite received opinion, so long as war exists.
Trying to expand the war, as the Establishment is doing, will only prolong
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and expand the looting and raping. And yes, it hasn’t only been the Serbs
who have committed these crimes, believe me; all the groups do it and it’s
just that the Serbs have been better fighters in this civil war and so have had
more occasion to indulge in this time-honored practice.

American meddling is made even more futile by the fact that it is
impossible for Americans to understand, not only these fierce rivalries, but
the tremendous sense of hustory they all possess. How can Americans, who
have no historical memory whatever and scarcely remember when Reagan
was president, possibly understand these peoples of the Balkans, to whom
the great fifteenth-century battle against the invading Turks is as real, nay
more real, than yesterday’s dinner? To the Serbs and the Croats, the
Bosnian Muslims are not the “gentle people” lionized in Western propa-
ganda. The Bosnian Muslims are not only still reviled as traitors selling out
to the hated Turks, but in addition, the very quality of their devotion to
Islam is in question. For the Bosnian Muslims were once the hated Bo-
gomil heretics, a Manichaean heresy with horrifying implications, and
there is much evidence that the Muslims still practice their Bogomil rites in
secret, engraving its symbols on their tombstones. The Bogomils were
what Ayn Rand followers wrongly believe all Christians to be: believers
that the world of matter and the flesh are pure evil created by Satan,
whereas the spirit is good and created by God. As for the Nazi question, the
Serbs tried to be as much “pro-Nazi” as the Croats (a minority) but weren’t
trusted by the Germans, whereas the “gentle” Bosnian Muslims enlisted in
proportionately far greater numbers in the Waffen SS than did the Croats or
Serbs. So let’s stop romanticizing the Bosnian Muslims. Let them take their
chance on their own.

So what to do about Bosnia? What to do about the Serbs? The answer,
as repugnant as it is to this meddling age, is to stay the Hell out. Let the
peoples of Bosnia and the Balkans slug it out and sort it out.

U.S. Out of Bosnia and the Balkans, hands off the Serbs, and let these
people sort it out among themselves. If any of our host of desk-bound
warriors, from Abe Rosenthal to Mrs. Thatcher to Christopher Hitchens
to Noam Chomsky, want to fight the Serbs, let them parachute into
Krajina or Srebrencia and slug it out, mano a mano. Frankly, in any kind of
a fair fight, my nickel is on the Serbs. Every time. And, by the way, if you
were caught in an ambush, wouldn’t you love to have a few Serbs on your
side? m
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WHERE INTERVENE NEXT?
September 1993

t must be fun being an interventionist these days. The world is his

oyster, and it presents a cornucopia of riches on where to intervene

next. So many tempting opportunities to “cure starvation” or impose
“democracy,” to kill “warlords” and other bad guys, to bomb and strafe and
feed and occupy.

SOMALIA

There is the bipartisan Bush—Clinton Somalia caper. It began last fall, if
you remember, as a purely “humanitarian” operation. The problem was that
there was “anarchy” in Somalia, no regular government, just a bunch of
battling warlords, and it became the U.S. armed forces’ mission to go in
there with food and CARE packages to pacify the warlords and feed
everyone. Purely short-run mission. Out by Clinton Inaugural Day. It was
supposed to be a perfect mission for America’s New Model Army, a “sensi-
tive” army that doesn’t kill any more, just hands out food to starving
children, the sort of army built for today’s sensitive soldiery.

Well, things immediately and predictably began to go sour. We at Tisple
R might have written the script. First starvation #ncreased, because the
blundering free aid screwed up the Somalian food supply system. Second,
the happy Somalians, who first greeted the American-UN army as libera-
tors and feeders, began to turn sullen, especially since the U.S. decided that
among the slew of “warlords” there was one really bad guy warlord, General
Aidid, who controlled half of the capital city of Mogadishu. Americans have
a deep need to see all foreign quarrels as two-sided: Bad Guys vs. Good
Guys, the GG being defined as all opponents of the Bad Guys. The idea of
multi-sided Equally Bad warlords fighting each other is too nuanced for the
average Americano to comprehend: besides, multi-faceted warfare can
scarcely justify massive American intervention on one side or the other. And
so Aidid, who actually had been the original major welcomer of U.S. troops,
now became the sole U.S. target. And when some Paki UN troops fired into
a protesting unarmed Somali crowd, the U.S. shelled some Aididian posts
in retaliation, killing more Somalis. (Why are Americans supposed to
avenge Paki—and Moroccan—troop losses?)

All these events escalated and unified Somali hatred against the UN and
against the U.S. in particular, as usual the main agitator and arm-twister
inside the UN for massive intervention. Finally, Aididians ambushed
American troops, killing four U.S. servicemen. U.S. blood is now drawn,
and the Clinton regime is, of course and we predicted, dropping the
humanitarian-food mask, and taking up more and more of the gun, vowing
retaliation, war crime trials, and the usual apparatus of armed vengeance.
Isabel Paterson’s Humanitarian has indeed trotted out the Guillotine.
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Is it too late to stop this senseless escalation? Hey look, this is not New
Model intervention; it’s the same old Wilsonian baloney, the same crazed
crusade to feed and dominate and rule the world. Talk about your quag-
mires! Out, out before it’s too late! The Italian UN troops finally got out, to
much U.S. recrimination, because the Italians wanted the UN to negotiate
with Aidid instead of singling him out for demonization. The reason: the
Italians know something about Somalia; they ruled the region in the 1930s.
But of course the U.S. never bothers to listen to people who know some-
thing about a region; it might learn something it doesn’t want to hear. As
Harry Schwartz, an economist and former New York Times editorialist not
known for “isolationism,” wrote prophetically in USA Today (July 19):

Somalia’s basic problem was not lack of food.... It was and is the existence
of warring factions... Each faction has a leader we call a warlord, but his
followers all think of him as a Somali George Washington.... To the
Somalis, the current U.S. policy there looks as though we are trying to
impose our rule on that country. Of course, we can continue machine-gun-
ning Somalis in Mogadishu streets from our helicopters.... It is time to
recognize we made a mistake and get U.S. soldiers—and the rest of the UN
forces—out of Somalia. Let the Somalis decide their own problems and
their own fate.

BOsSNIA

I guess it was inevitable. The one and only place, foreign or domestic,
where Clinton had evolved a fairly sensible policy, a policy of restraint, was
in Bosnia. Not of course because his intentions were good. But because any
military person or anyone familiar with the Balkans was counseling absten-
tion from the Balkan mess; intervention could only be futile and counter-
productive. But Clinton, as we all know by now, can’t stand up to any
pressure, and the anti-Serb hysteria by the dozen or so neoconservative
pundits (aided and abetted by liberal pundits) proved irresistible. And so
the Clinton administration began making bomb-the-Serb noises once
again. And not only bomb the Serbs; because now it turns out that bombing
in those crowded mountains and forests wouldn’t work; therefore we need
American spotters on the ground in Bosnia to direct U.S. planes where
precisely to drop the bombs (as well as other spotters, I suppose, to direct
planes where to drop those food packages). In short, the U.S. is going to
need to put troops on the ground in Bosnia to support the air offensive.

Well! How long do any of you think a Yankee Serb-spotter is going to last
in those Balkan mountains? I shudder to think of the death rate in that little
operation,

Query: why is it that the same pundits who keep yowling about every
Muslim being a “terrorist” want Americans to kill and die to save Muslims in
Bosnia? What is there about Bosnian Muslims that makes them uniquely
lovable?
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TAJIKISTAN:
“UNCLE SAM WILL TAKE CARE OF EVERYTHING”

I have long wished upon our interventionists’ heads that they decided to
intervene in Afghanistan! Afghanistan, the graveyard of the Soviet Union,
where heavily armed and trained Soviet troops, equipped with planes and
helicopters and all the rest, could never conquer. In the decade Soviet troops
invaded and tried to occupy Afghanistan, 15,000 Soviet troops died in
those harsh mountains, taking the Soviet Union down with them.

But look at Afghanistan. It’s got all the requirements for U.S. interven-
tion: it’s got lots of genocide—a huge chunk of the population are either
dead or refugees; it’s got warlords and armies that are still fighting; it’s got
Communist or “ex”-Communist dictators; it’s got lots of Islamic “fanatics™;
it’s got bitter ethnic warfare, largely between the Pushtoons in the East, the
Tajiks in the North, and the Turkmens in the West; it’s got a lot of starvation;
and there’s hardly a “democrat” in sight. Perfect fodder for the massive
intervention that, if handled properly, could last a lifetime. And who knows,
the U.S. Empire might even follow the USSR down the chute.

Well, nothing has even been hinted about U.S. intervention-invasion of
Afghanistan, but things are warming up nicely in neighboring Tajikistan to
the North. Tajikistan, part of the old Soviet Union, has been having a deeply
satisfying ethnic civil war, full-scale war for the past year. In the last six
months, out of a population of 5.1 million, fully a tenth has been shifted or
“cleansed,” and 20,000 people have been killed. The official government
holding on to the western Tajik capital of Dushanbe is the old Commie, or
“ex”-Commie government, resting for its support on the governments of
Russia (including the sainted Boris Yeltsin), of neighboring Uzbekistan in the
West (also in the hands of “former” Communist rulers), and the clans or
tribes in the northwest who had been favored by the old Soviet regime.
Opposing the Commie Tajik government of Emomali Rakhmonov, on the
other hand, is a rebel coalition, resting on peasants and mountain tribes in
the East and South, near the Afghan border; the rebels are observant Mus-
lims.

Indeed, the rebels are a coalition of anti-Communist Democrats and
Islamic fundamentalists.

“Ex”-Communists like Yeltsin and Uzbek President Islam A. Karimov,
are justifying their strong support for the Commie government of Tajikistan
by invoking the menace of “Islamic fundamentalism” spreading northward
from Afghanistan like the plague. On the other hand, the presidents of
Kyrgyzstan, on the northeastern border of Tajikistan, and of Turkmenistan,
west of Uzbekistan, have been openly critical of the fundamentalist alibi.

The United States, which finds it hard to resist intervention anywhere,
is edging toward getting into this hot potato. The Clinton administration
has already appointed James Collins, deputy chief of its Moscow Embassy,
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as “regional coordinator” to “help resolve disputes™ in the old Soviet Union,
the job to begin in the fall. Yeah right. ’'m glad to see that Pravda (Moscow)
had the proper sardonic response to this Clintonian move. It wrote that the
Clinton administration had not yet decided whether to use the Somalian or
the Bosnian model of “pacification” in Tajikistan. In any case, Pravda
concluded, “Soon the Russians won’t have to worry about their fate any-
more. Uncle Sam will take care of everything.”

But Uncle Sam will have a difficult time trying to figure out on which
side to intervene. How is it going to sort out the Good Guys from the Bad
Guys? Let’s see: on the one hand, Commies Bad; on the other hand,
Democrats Good but Islamic Fundamentalists Bad. The Commie-Islamic
problem of course reached its peak during the Soviet war in Afghanistan,
when Uncle Sam decided that the Afghan resisters to the Soviet army were
heroic freedom fighters, anti-Communist democrats who were inveterate
readers of John Dewey, Sidney Hook, and all the other champions of global
democracy. As a result, we armed the Afghans to the hilt, supplied them
with hand-held anti-aircraft missiles which they used to shoot down Bad
Soviet helicopters, etc. But no sooner did the Soviet troops pull out, when it
turned out that the democratic Afghan Freedom Fighters had transformed
themselves overnight into evil Islamic fundamentalist fanatics, dedicated to
putting the veil back on women. Inside the dust jackets of the books of
Hook and Dewey there turned out to be the Koran!

Indeed, the fat, diabetic “fanatic” blind sheik, he of the terrorists and the
UN building, got his start as a freedom fighter in Afghanistan, reputedly a
CIA asset in that brave struggle for democracy. Poor blind sheik: a victim of
the latest twist of the historical dialectic!

So: if Mr. Collins and the Clinton administration play their cards right,
who knows? We might wind up with American bombers, helicopters, and
ground “spotters” invading the mountains of Tajikistan, if not of neighbor-
ing Afghanistan itself.

IRAQ

And then, of course, if he’s got nothing else to do, Bill Clinton can
always bomb Baghdad again. Hell, that’s always good for a few points in the
approval ratings.

How ABOUT KOREA?

Ruminating over our next intervention, an old friend of mine the other
day brought up that old unresolved problem: Korea. Here’s what Korea
offers for our interventionists’ delectation:

* An authentically hard-line, dictatorial, unreconstructed Commie re-

gime, headed by the evil Marshal Kim II-Sung.

»? <C

* A “democratic” “pro-Western” South Korea.
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* An unresolved war, or even American defeat, that cries aloud for
vengeance. In contrast to Vietnam, Korea for left-liberals was the last
Good War of the Cold War. North Korea had “aggressed” against the
South, violating all left-liberal-neocon canons of international behav-
ior.

* North Korea is rumored to be working on nuclear weapons.

So: we can bomb, nuke North Korea back to the Stone Age to our
hearts’ content, and the terrain is not as inconveniently jungle-y as it was in
Vietnam.

And the war could take a satisfyingly I-o-n-g, L-O-N-G time! ®

KOREAN WAR REDUX?
January 1994

ometime last summer, I was talking to my old friend and libertarian

colleague, the historian Joe Peden, about where, against what

“Hitler,” would the crazed William Jefferson Clinton strike next?
Which of dozens of possible Bad Guys, “aggressors,” or “non-democrats,”
would be next on the receiving end of American sanctions, bombs, missiles,
or troops? I went down the list: would it be Bosnia, Somalia, Colonel
Khaddafy, Saddam, the Iranian mullahs, etc.? “Nah,” said Joe, who is very
perceptive in these matters. “It’s going to be North Korea.”

I was startled, but as I mulled it over, the prospect became ever more
likely. And so I was not totally bewildered when I turned on the tube and
had the bad luck to catch that beefy face and that hoarse Arkansas voice I
detest so much: “North Korea will cease to exist as a nation.” Ye gods! What
better way for Willie to put together the pieces of his shattered and incoher-
ent foreign policy: the image of weakness, the Bosnian, Somalian, Haitian
disasters? North Korea! The very name reeks of the Golden Age of the Cold
War. The “last good war” that united both liberals and conservatives was not
World War II, but Korea, in which the U.S. got the United Nations to
mobilize “the free world” against the Commie aggression by the North.
And here was a war that was never really finished, was it? By harping on
Korea, Slick Willie might sucker conservatives into reviving Cold War
memories and rallying behind his foreign policy. North Korea, after all, is
indisputably Commie as well as indisputably a dictatorship. And they’re
supposedly working on a possible nuclear weapon. Ye gods! Time for the
U.S.A., which only has nuclear weapons strong enough to destroy the old
Soviet Union many times over, to go into its old fear-and-trembling act. We
cannot allow it! Nuclear strike!



War — 217

The hope is that this is largely hot air and hype. On the part of the U S|
that is. For the new North Korean threat is, as usual, totally bogus. I refer
the reader to a man who is probably the foremost expert on the Korean War,
author of the massive two-volume The Origins of the Korean War (Princeton
University Press). This man, University of Chicago historian Bruce Cumings,
is admittedly a leftist, but his analysis of the current phony “crisis” makes a
great deal of sense. (Bruce Cumings, “Crazy Kim,” the Nation; Nov. 29)

Cumings points out that the latest “crisis” began with stories on the
weekend of November 5-7, coinciding with the visit of our defense secre-
tary, the klutz Les Aspin, to Seoul. Suddenly a spate of U.S. stories descend-
ed upon us: crazed North Koreans were readying a nuclear bomb, they were
forbidding access to international inspectors, and they were massing a full
70 percent of their troops on the South Korean border. All this, of course,
was heavy with the implication that North Korea was imminently going to
attack our beloved South; hence Clinton’s “cease to exist as a nation,”
supposedly a warning that the U.S. would retaliate massively against a
North Korean attack on the South, presumed to be coming at any moment.
Major source of these stories: Pentagon officials flying home from Seoul
along with Aspin.

The truth, as Cumings reveals, presents us with a very different picture.
First: more than 75 percent of North Korean troops have been “massed”
near the South Korean border ever since the late 1970s, in response to new
and threatening U.S. nuclear strategies! Second: North Korea has allowed
numerous international inspections of its nuclear facility at Yongbyon, and
is only balking at “special inspections” of a supposed nuclear waste dump for
various technical and minor reasons. Aspin himself admitted that there is
“no evidence that North Korea is now producing or reprocessing pluto-
nium.” A third aspect of this supposed crisis is that the North Korean forces
would be led either by the “dying” despot Kim II Sung or, even worse, by
his “unstable” and “possible psychotic” son, Kim Jong II.

But here again, the story about the younger Kim’s alleged psychosis has
been put about by South Korean intelligence for the last quarter century,
and the guy has apparently not flipped as yet.

The real story, Cumings shows, is that hysterical alarms about imminent
North Korean attacks have been trumped up for the past four decades, usually
accompanying one of two periodic events: the annual Congressional debates
on defense appropriations; and talks between the secretary of defense and
South Korean defense officials. This fast scare is in the glorious U.S.-South
Korean talk-crisis tradition. The last time a U.S. defense secretary visited South
Korea was in November 1991, when Secretary Dick Cheney went to Seoul,
and an anonymous U.S. defense official rattled the missiles: asserting that if
North Korea “missed Desert Storm, this is a chance to catch a rerun.”

Professor Cumings concludes his dash of realistic cold water on the
latest hysteria on Korea: “No one knows the state of Kim Jong II’s mind,
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but if I were Kim I’d be a bit paranoid too, since on any given day there is
someone in Washington willing to say that we might wipe his country off
the face of the earth—and sometimes it’s the president himself.” m

INVADE THE WORLD
September 1994

hen Communism and the Soviet Union collapsed several

years ago, it seemed evident that a massive reevaluation of

American foreign policy had to get under way. For the dura-
tion of the Cold War, U.S. foreign policy was simply a bipartisan interven-
tionist crusade against the Soviet Union, and the only differences were
precisely how far the global intervention should go.

But when the Soviet Union fell apart, a rethinking seemed absolutely
necessary, since what could form the basis of U.S. policy now? But among
the intellectual pundits and elites, the molders of U.S. and even world
opinion, virtually no rethinking has occurred at all. Except for Pat Buchanan
and us paleos, U.S. foreign policy had proceeded as usual, as if the Cold War
collapse never happened. How? Buchanan and the “neo-isolationists” urged
that American intervention be guided strictly by American national interest.
But the liberal/neocon alliance, now tighter than ever before (now that
Soviet Communism, which the neocons were harder on, has disappeared),
pretended to agree, and then simply and cunningly redefined “national
interest” to cover every ill, every grievance, under the sun. Is someone
starving somewhere, however remote from our borders? That’s a problem
for our national interest. Is someone or some group killing some other
group anywhere in the world? That’s our national interest. Is some govern-
ment not a “democracy” as defined by our liberal-neocon elites? That
challenges our national interest. Is someone committing Hate Thought
anywhere on the globe? That has to be solved in our national interest.

And so every grievance everywhere constitutes our national interest,
and it becomes the obligation of good old Uncle Sam, as the Only Remain-
ing Superpower and the world’s designated Mr. Fixit, to solve each and
every one of these problems. For “we cannot stand idly by” while anyone
anywhere starves, hits someone over the head, is undemocratic, or commits
a Hate Crime.

It should be clear that there is now virtually no foreign policy distinction
between the liberals and the neocons, the Tony Lewises and Bill Safires,
Commentary and the Washington Post. Wherever the problem is, the lib-
eral-neocon pundits and laptop bombardiers are all invariably whooping it
up for U.S. intervention, for outright war, or for the slippery-slope favorite
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of “sanctions.” Sanctions, the step-by-step escalation of intervention, is a
favorite policy of the warmongers. Calling for immediate bombing or
invading of Country X as soon as a grievance starts would seem excessive
and even nutty to most Americans, who don’t feel the same sense of deep
commitment to the U.S.A. as Global Problem-Solver as do the pundits and
clites. And sanctions can temporarily slake the thirst for belligerence. And so
1t’s sanctions: starving the villains, cutting off transportation, trade, confis-
cating their property in terms of financial assets, and finally, when that
doesn’t work, bombing, sending troops, etc. Troops are usually sent first as
purely “humanitarian™ missionaries, to safeguard the “humane” aid of the
UN “peacekeepers.” But in short order, the benighted natives, irrationally
turning against all this help and altruism, begin shooting at their beloved
helpers, and the fat is in the fire, and the U.S. must face the prospects of
sending troops who are ordered to shoot to kill.

In recent weeks, in addition to humanitarian troops, there had been
escalating talk of American “sanctions”: against North Korea of course, but
also against Japan (for not buying more U.S. exports), against Haiti, against
the Bosnian Serbs (always referred to as the “self-styled” Republic of
Srpska,—this in contrast to all other governments “styled” by others?).
Jesse Jackson wants the U.S. to invade Nigeria pronto, and now we have
Senators Kerry (D., Mass.) calling for sanctions against our ancient foe,
Canada, for not welcoming New England fishermen in its waters.

OK, the time has come to get tough and to get consistent. Sanctions are
simply the coward’s and the babbler’s halfway house to war. We must face
the fact that there is not a single country in the world that measures up to the
lofty moral and social standards that are the hallmark of the U.S.A.: even
Canada is delinquent and deserves a whiff of grape. There is not a single
country in the world which, like the U.S., reeks of democracy and “human
rights,” and is free of crime and murder and hate thoughts and undemo-
cratic deeds. Very few other countries are as Politically Correct as the U.S.,
or have the wit to impose a massively statist program in the name of
“freedom,” “free trade,” “multiculturalism,” and “expanding democracy.”

And so, since no other countries shape up to U.S. standards in a world
of Sole Superpower they must be severely chastised by the U.S., I make a
Modest Proposal for the only possible consistent and coherent foreign
policy: the U.S. must, very soon, Invade the Entire World! Sanctions are
peanuts; we must invade every country in the world, perhaps softening
them up beforehand with a wonderful high-tech missile bombing show
courtesy of CNN.

But how will we Look in the Eyes of World Opinion if we invade the
world? Not to worry; we can always get the cover of our kept stooges in the
UN, NATO, or whatever. Boutros Boutros-Ghali, who is already reneging
on his agreement to run for only one term as UN secretary-general, is
perfect for the job; no more power-hungry UN official has ever existed. But
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what about the Security Council? That’s OK, because we can always buy off
the abstention of China or whoever for a few billion. No problem.

And then the whole world will subsist under the U.S. and UN flags,
happy, protected, free of crime and poverty and hate. What could be more
inspiring?

A few isolationist, narrow-minded, selfish, callous, and probably anti-
Semitic gripers, however, are bound to complain. They like to talk about
various “lessons,” for example, Somalia. They like to say: well sure we can
get in and “win” easily, but how do we get out? In order to fix up democracy,
genocide, poverty, hate, etc., we the United States, must create the country’s
infrastructure, set up and train its entire army and police (preferably in the
U.S.). We must teach the benighted country about freedom and free
clections, create its two Respectable political parties, and begin with a
massive multi-billion dollar aid program to make everyone healthy, wealthy,
and wise, provide an educational program (replete with dropping huge bags
of food by plane so CNN can do handsprings—even if some of the “helped”
are killed by the bags), outlaw smoking and junk food, and feed them all
with tofu and organically grown mangoes.

But what about the Getting Out Party? What about our universal
experience that when U.S. troops get out, the whole aid, infrastructure, etc.
go down the drain? The solution is simple, though it has been far over-
looked because some narrow-minded selfish fascist stick-in-the-muds will
raise a fuss. The solution: We Don’t Get Out! Ever. So we don’t have to
worry about preparing the natives for transition. We should stay in there
and cheerfully Run the World. Permanently for the good of all. A Paradise
on Earth. We can call it, the “politics of meaning.”

But how will we have the manpower to do the job of occupying? Don’t
worry about it. In the first place, we can have a 20-million man and woman
army, suitably gayized and feminized and Politically Corrected, marching in
there with food packages, medicines and hypodermics in one hand, and
guns and condoms clutched in the other. We've got plenty of manpower
options; we could bring back the draft, we could restore the Peace Corps,
and/or we can set up a huge Buckley-Clinton type National Service pro-
gram, where kids “pay back society” by spending two healthful, fun-filled
maturing years setting up infrastructure in Zaire or Haiti or North Korea.
With this program, the kids could “pay back™ the Earth. What? You say that
some of our kids might pick up diseases or get shot along the way? Well,
that’s OK, because, as they say these days, every failure is a “learning
experience.”

And then, of course, the U.S.A. will only provide the backbone of the
permanent forces of World Occupiers. The rest of the slots will be filled by
troop