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1. 2011

1.1 June

1.1.1 The Reagan Difference (2011-06-22 19:42)

Love him or hate him, Ronald Reagan’s presidency was a major turning point in the twentieth
century. He - along with Margaret Thatcher, LechWalesa, and a few others - ended the Cold War
with a decisive economic victory which caused the Soviet Union to collapse. His revolutionary
ideas about lowering taxes instead of raising them created jobs for millions of workers and
raised their wages steadily. But how can we accurately define the ideas that made him different
than most other politicians of his era? Professor Thomas Woods (Harvard and Columbia) writes:

Ever since the New Deal, no successful American presidential candidate had run on
an anti-government, pro-freedom platform; certainly none had governed that way.
This was true even of the Republicans of the postwar period: Eisenhower had been
a moderate in domestic policy, and Nixon, who seriously considered establishing a
minimum income for all Americans, bordered on liberal.

Reagan saw his task as freeing the individual and society from excessive government interfer-
ence: individuals should be free to make their own choices, even if they take risks and occa-
sionally pay the price for a bad decision, because freedom, in the long run, is not only more
empowering to the individual, but the rewards outweigh the risks and the good outcomes and
consequences outnumber the bad ones; societies should be free from government interfer-
ence, reminding us that both John Locke and Thomas Paine had set the founding tone for this
country by pointing out that government and society are not the same thing.

1.2 July

1.2.1 Who’s to Blame for the Electric Car? (2011-07-01 08:21)

By mid-2011, several companies have introduced either pure electric cars or hybrids. Some
observers condemn President Obama for these vehicles, saying essentially that it’s his fault
that such items are on the market. But former GM executive Bob Lutz sees it otherwise:

The Chevy Volt — which we started on in 2007, so it was hardly a product of the
Obama administration

has been criticized as a result of Obama’s takeover of General Motors. But as Lutz is here
pointing out, that is impossible, given the chronology of events. Lutz characterizing the public’s
reception of the Volt as
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 13
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‘See, that’s what you get when the government owns an automobile company. They
produce this silly little electric vehicle that nobody wants and then, to make people
want it, they have to put a $7,500 tax credit on it. Isn’t that just exactly what you
would expect from a left-wing, socialist government?’

This perception, both of the Volt, and of the tax credit, says Lutz, is fundamentally wrong:

Well, a couple things wrong with that. The Obama administration had zip to do with
the Chevrolet Volt, and the $7,500 tax credit for electric vehicles was put in by the
Bush administration.

Understanding what Lutz says, then, we see that Bush carries some of the blame - if not for
creating the tax credit, then at least for allowing the tax credit to be created. As is common
in such situations, there is enough blame to share: Bush, the Congress, and Obama. Because,
although Obama created neither the Volt nor it tax credit, Obama’s demands for higher fuel
efficiency will warp market dynamics:

Now, with the upcoming very severe fuel economy regulations, there will be, of
course, government-mandated pressure to adopt these technologies and they’re go-
ing to have to be sold to customers whether they want them or not. So that presum-
ably will help battery companies.

Of course, it is overly-simplistic to blame either Bush or Obama for much of this: the Congress
has done the majority of the damage. Too often, presidents become targets and are blamed
for actions which they did not perform, which could not stop, and which were conditioned by
circumstances beyond their control.

1.2.2 Ike Brings Civil Rights (2011-07-02 19:10)

The turbulent and formative events of the civil rights movements in the United States took
place during Eisenhower’s presidency, and he was central in many of them. The Montgomery
Bus Boycott was organized by Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr. in 1955. The famous supreme court
decisions about school integration were handed down in this era (notably, Brown vs. Board of
Education in 1954), and President Eisenhower took steps to implement them. Eisenhower also
introduced the Civil Rights Act of 1957 to Congress, and signed it into law. He did the same
with the Civil Rights Act of 1960. Eisenhower also protected and promoted the “Little Rock
Nine” in 1957. Oxford’s Michael Korda writes:

The year 1957 began with what was in the 1950’s and 1960’s a familiar problem:
trying to get a civil rights bill passed in some meaningful form. Ike has received very
little credit for his efforts on behalf of civil rights.

Korda suggests that Eisenhower received little credit for securing civil rights for the Black com-
munity “because he avoided rhetoric and dramatic gestures, and instead quietly insisted on
enforcing the law.” It should be noted that Eisenhower and the Republican majority in the Sen-
ate and in the House of Representatives had to overcome the resistance of the Democrats in
order to pass this legislation and ensure civil rights for African-Americans. As a Republican,
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he had always believed in “the right to equality before the law of all citizens ... what-
ever their race or color,” and during World War II he had moved to desegregate Red
Cross clubs in his theater of command, and taken the even more radical step of send-
ing “Negro replacements” into “previous all-white [combat] units,” four years before
Truman’s order to desegregate the United States armed forces. He was firm in his
belief that black citizens’ right to vote had to be enforced; he had no doubt that the
Warren court’s decision on schools desegregation was right, and that Supreme Court
decisions must have “a binding effect ... on all of us if our form of government is
to survive and prosper”; and he was impatient with senators (including Lyndon B.
Johnson and John F. Kennedy) who were slowing down and compromising the pas-
sage of his civil rights bill by “interminable speeches” and amendments intended to
disembowel it.

Note well that LBJ and JFK first opposed the civil rights legislation directly, and when that failed,
took up the tactic of attempting to water it down with amendments. Ike demanded full legal
equality for African-Americans. Korda writes that

he wanted the desegregation of the schools to proceed surely.

Note also that Ike integrated the soldiers under his command years before Truman requested
integration. Civil rights were to be assured to all citizens

(“with all deliberate speed,” as the Supreme Court itself had ruled), with due regard
for the feelings of everybody concerned, and without causing a constitutional crisis.
In this he was to be bitterly disappointed - he underestimated the strength and the
anger of the segregationists in the South, and perhaps also the determination of
blacks to have a showdown on the subject of schools.

As Eisenhower began to perceive how the leaders of the Democratic Party (Governors like
George Wallace of Alabama and Orval Faubus of Arkansas, Senators like LBJ, and Party leaders
like “Bull” Connor) were opposing integration and civil rights, he raised the stakes, and used the
full force of the federal government to ensure legal equality for African-Americans in the south.
Ike would eventually send the famed 101st Airborne Division to protect Black schoolchildren
in Little Rock’s Central High School. He would allow nothing to stop the the U.S. Constitution’s
promise, in the 14th amendment, of full and equal citizenship.

1.2.3 Freeing Citizens from the Control of Government (2011-07-04 12:15)

One way to analyze any political situation is this: to ask, of any action, candidate, or legislation,
does this represent a step toward more control from the government, more interference and
regulation of everyday life, or is it a step towardmore freedom? Columbia University’s Professor
Thomas Woods writes:

In this respect, Ronald Reagan, elected to the first of his two terms in 1980, was
different. As he memorably observed, “Government is not the solution to our prob-
lems. Government is the problem.” Reagan’s popularity, coupled with his support
for privatization, his confidence in the American entrepreneurial spirit, and his belief
in the moral superiority of the free market went a long way toward making these posi-
tions, ridiculed and despised during the 1960’s and 1970’s, intellectually respectable
again.
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Economists have documented situations in which deregulation has generated lower prices for
consumers: telecommunication, travel, energy, and agricultural commodities. Prosperity for
ordinary Americans is created by reducing government interference in private activity.

1.2.4 Harmony in Progress Toward Civil Rights (2011-07-05 09:18)

In narratives about the advancements made in the 1950’s as America sought to give civil
rights and legal equality to all its citizens, conflict and violence often appear. There is, however,
another side to the story: friendships between Blacks and whites, camaraderie between African-
Americans and those of European heritage. These relationships were both the fruit of, and the
means to, advancement in the area of civil rights.
One example of such collegiality is the cooperation between Billy Graham and Martin Luther
King, Jr. This collaboration was natural, because they were both professional clergymen, and
agreed on both civil and spiritual issues. Historian William Martin, at Rice University, writes:

Leaders of the New Evangelical movement had urged evangelicals to revive the 19th-
century practice of active involvement in social reform. Graham had not only spoken
out on the major domestic issue of the time, racial segregation, but since the early
1950s had refused to allow segregated seating in his meetings. He went a step
further in New York, persuading a young African American preacher, Howard Jones,
to join his team as an associate evangelist.

Billy Graham often spoke in large public facilities (sports arenas, movie theaters, and audito-
riums), and in some southern cities, these buildings were clearly segregated, with a “white”
area and a “colored” area. Graham took a bold step by announcing that he would allow no
segregated seating in his gatherings. This made a Graham the target for anti-Christian hate
groups, like the KKK. But he didn’t stop with that:

More dramatically, at a time when sit-ins and boycotts were stirring racial tensions
in the South, Graham invited Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. to discuss the racial situation
with him and his colleagues. Then, before a capacity crowd at the Garden, he invited
the black leader to join him on the platform and to lead the congregation in prayer.
In his introduction, he said, “A great social revolution is going on in the United States
today. Dr. King is one of its leaders, and we appreciate his taking time out of his busy
schedule to come and share this service with us tonight.”

In some southern cities, a black man and a white man speaking together to a mixed audience
was truly revolutionary. King and Graham, however, worked together in a way which was
natural and comfortable. Their collaboration proved powerful.

1.2.5 Unintended Consequences (2011-07-05 10:08)

History teaches us repeatedly that governmental actions often have the very opposite of
the desire consequences: attempts to reduce drug use result in more drugs being abused;
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attempts to improve education lead to lower student achievement. So also with poverty, as
Harvard’s Thomas Woods explains:

The classic study of 1960’s social policy, which practically defined the terms of wel-
fare reform in the 1990’s, was Charles Murray’s Losing Ground. That book advanced
the provocative thesis that the Great Society programs, as well as increased AFDC
(Aid to Families with Dependent Children) availability, were themselves largely to
blame for the stagnation of the poor. These programs, in short, were not only expen-
sive, but they were also counterproductive.

President Johnson had used the slogan "The Great Society" in presenting his welfare programs,
which prompts Woods to ask: "The truth about welfare: Did Johnson’s programs make poverty
worse?"

Poor people have the best chance of getting out of poverty when the government does
not try to help them!

1.2.6 How the U.S. Got Involved in Yugoslavia (2011-07-18 19:27)

The country of Yugoslavia was formed in 1919 by the Treaty of Versailles. Several small
countries were glued together to become one larger state: Bosnia Herzogovina, Croatia,
Serbia, Slovenia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Kosovo. These smaller countries weren’t
exactly happy about begin merged together, and it took the ruthless grip of dictator J.B. Tito
to keep the citizens part of one country against their will. When Tito died, and Communism
in eastern Europe began to disintegrate, Yugoslavia dissolved itself into the smaller nations
again. Fighting also broke out, as the animosities which had been held back since 1919
erupted again. As these small nations warred with each other, President Bill Clinton had to
decide if, and how, the United States would be involved. Harvard’s Thomas Woods explains:

"Throughout the 1990’s," writes correspondent Srdja Trifkovic, "the U.S. government
aided and abetted al-Qaeda in the Balkans, long after [Osama Bin Laden] was rec-
ognized as a major security threat to the United States." The Clinton administration,
which should have stayed out of the conflict in the first place, consistently supported
the cause of the Bosnian Muslims against the Serbs, a policy whose end result was
"the strengthening of an already aggressive Islamic base in the heart of Europe that
will not go away."

The word ’Balkans’ refers collectively to the six small states because they are nestled in
and around the Balkan mountains. President Clinton was giving money, weapons, and other
assistance to al-Qaeda at the time that the plans for the attack on the World Trade Center
were being formulated.
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In the course of assisting the Bosnian Muslims, moreover, Clinton aided in transport-
ing thousands of mujahideen - radical Islamic fighters - to the region from the Middle
East. When the fighting was over, most of them refused to go home, disappearing
into the local population instead. U.S. officials from Clinton’s day to the present have
identified the mujahideen as a source of instability and terrorism in Europe, and Euro-
pean diplomats of all stripes have complained that Bosnia has become an important
terrorist staging ground. Greece has declared that al-Qaeda agents in Bosnia are a
threat to its national security.

Although Clinton was aiding (wittingly or unwittingly) an enemy of the United States, it turned
out that much of the damage was done to European nations: attacks on subways and trains in
England and Spain, assassinations in Denmark, and other strikes were organized in Bosnia.

1.2.7 A Clear Message About Civil Rights (2011-07-21 13:54)

In the summer of 1957, New York’s Madison Square Garden was filled nightly, as famous
preacher Billy Graham delivered his encouraging messages. Graham was already famous as
a spiritual mentor, but this summer added a new twist: he boldly advanced the cause of civil
rights. To the amazement of many, he invited the Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr. to speak at his
events. Rice University’s William Martin describes the impact:

The implication was unmistakable: Graham was letting both whites and blacks know
that he was willing to be identified with the revolution and its foremost leader, and
King was telling blacks that Graham was their ally.

Billy Graham represented the hopes of millions of American Christians, both African-Americans
and whites. They wanted more than racial equality: they wanted to live and work together
with people of various races. Graham gave concrete form to what millions were thinking:

his voice was important in declaring that a Christian racist was an oxymoron.

Graham’s working partnership with Martin Luther King angered many racists. The racists, in
turn, maligned Christians and their desire for racial harmony.

This action led many southerners to turn against Graham, but he did not waver. In-
stead, he subsequently traveled to Birmingham, Little Rock, and other strife-torn
cities in the South, calling on Christians to recognize that the ground at the foot of
the cross is level and that God is no respecter of persons.

The Christians in the 1950’s would not be deterred by the anger of the bigots, and Graham
travelled to those cities which were the epicenters of civil rights activities. Graham and King
supported each other until King’s death in 1968.
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1.3 August

1.3.1 Clinton Applies Federalism (2011-08-18 15:37)

One of the successes, or apparent successes, of the Clinton administration was a welfare
reform program, President Bill Clinton, according to Cengage’s history book,

used his 1996 State of the Union address, his last before having to stand for reelec-
tion, to declare that "the era of big government is over" and began working with con-
gressional Republicans to fulfill his goal of overhauling the social-welfare system. The
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)
represented a series of compromises. Clinton voiced concern over cuts in the food
stamp program and in benefits for recent immigrants, but he embraced the law’s
central feature. It replaced the AFDC program, which had long provided funds and
services to poor families headed by single unemployed women, with a flexible system
of block grants to individual states. The new program, entitled Temporary Assistance
to Needy Families (TANF), allowed the fifty states to design, under general federal
guidelines, their own welfare-to-work programs.

This move, as a political compromise, contained both good and bad. Allowing fifty different
states to explore program possibilities allowed for expansive experimentation and creativity,
much more than a rigidly-dictated program from the central government. There was also an
attempt to change the emphasis from supporting families to empowering families to support
themselves. Welfare program had previously done great damage, by intimating to men that
they need not support their families - a man could father a child and leave, knowing that his
family would be paid for by the government when he chose not to support them.

Both Clinton and the congressional Republicans took their cues from the federalist prin-
ciple: the ability of the individual states to make their own decisions in certain matters. As
Temple University’s Mark Levin writes,

Whatever kind of experimentation states and local communities may engage in, it is
correct to say that they serve as useful examples for adoption, modification, or rejec-
tion by other states and localities. In the 1980s, Oregon’s welfare reform experiment
was so successful that it became a model not only for other states, but also for the
federal government. Milwaukee’s experiment with school vouchers sparked similar
efforts across the country. Experimentation properly understood is a dynamic char-
acteristic of federalism, which exists among, between, and within the various states.
That is not to say that all experimentation produces desirable results. When Mary-
land passed a computer-services tax, its burgeoning technology sector threatened
to relocate to neighboring Virginia, which had no such tax. Maryland repealed the
tax. But other states learned from Maryland’s experience.

Whatever Clinton’s motives - he certainly did not believe or agree with his own words about
reducing the size of government, given that he endorsed a program of socialized health care -
and whether or not the 1996 welfare reform was a success - the data are ambiguous - we can
see the principle of federalism at work in this political event.
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1.3.2 The Making of a First Lady (2011-08-20 12:10)

While the wife of the president has no power or authority under the U.S. Constitution, she has
long held an influential and symbolic role. One need only think of Mary Todd Lincoln, Eleanor
Roosevelt, or Jackie Kennedy to see this. What makes a successful First Lady? Laura Bush
writes that “one summer,” as a graduate student at the University of Texas after completing
her Bachelor’s Degree, she

spent nearly every day reading the classics of Russian literature, traveling through
the frigid, snow-laden novels of Tolstoy and Dostoyevsky.

An appreciation for world literature is an important cultural skill, given that the First Lady is
often involved in diplomatic receptions. While working on her Master’s Degree, she recalls
spending days in the library school,

a treasure trove of rare manuscripts from Shakespeare’s First Folio to manuscripts
by the Bronte sisters and John Keats and the page proofs from James Joyce’s Ulysses.
I was learning about the conservation of books in a place with some of the most
beautiful pieces of literature in the world.

Representing, even if unofficially, the United States, the First Lady needs to be conversant with
history and culture.

1.3.3 Growth Resumes (2011-08-24 06:59)

After the Great Depression and WWII, the United States could look back on thirty-six difficult
years (1929 - 1945). Resuming a peacetime economy, people were eager for prosperity.
Cengage’s history book tells us that

Newer U.S. industries, such as chemicals and electronics, quickly came to dominate
the world marketplace. The Corning Glass Company reported that most of its sales
during the mid-1950’s came from products that had not even been on the market
in 1940. General Electric proudly proclaimed that "progress is our most important
product."

These advancements in technology led to changes in economics. The notions of "working
class" and "middle class" and "upper class" were no longer quite accurate. Factory workers
often enjoyed a middle class lifestyle, and people at all levels saw themselves as enjoying
economic mobility - the opportunity to change their income levels. Given the high level of
economic freedom, people often did not fit, or want to fit, into a simple ’class’ structure of
low, middle, and upper. Some ideologies, however, have been slow to grasp the waning of
the class structure. Temple University’s Mark Levin writes:
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The Marxist class-struggle formulation, which pits the proletariat ("working class")
against the bourgeoisie ("wealthy merchant class"), still serves as the principal theo-
retical and rhetorical justification for the Statist’s assault on the free market. But it is
an anathema to the free market in that the individual has unto himself the power to
make of himself what he chooses. There is no static class structure layered atop the
free market. The free market is a mutable, dynamic, and vibrant system of individual
interactions that engages all aspects of the human character.

To maintain the freedom of individuals to shape their own economic roles, and with them,
their cultural and social roles, depends upon a free market: allowing people to make decisions
about buying and selling:

the free market is a vital bulwark against statism. And it would appear the Statist
agrees, for he is relentless in his assault on it. Indeed, the Statist’s rejection of the
Constitution’s limits on federal power is justified primarily, albeit not exclusively, on
material grounds.

Although inefficient and indirect, allowing millions of people to make their own economic
choices adds up to a whirlwind of business activity which ultimately brings prosperity to both
the individual and the nation.

1.3.4 Whittaker Chambers - Friend or Foe? (2011-08-28 10:10)

In the complex world of counter-espionage and double-agents, it is difficult to sort out who is
on whose side. Whittaker Chambers, technically a member of the Communist Party and paid
by the Soviet Union to undermine and sabotage the U.S. government, is remembered largely
as a friend to the United States, because he eventually helped expose the spy rings operated
in America. The Washington Times writes that Chambers

is remembered for testifying before the House Committee on Un-American Activities
in 1948 about the penetration of the Soviet spy apparatus into the highest level of the
U.S. government. He detailed his own involvement as a courier for the communists
and fingered Alger Hiss - a friend, former State Department official and (at the time of
Chambers’ accusation) president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
- as a fellow operative.

The evidence against Alger Hiss was both shocking and undeniable: not only an employee of
the federal government, but one who had access and influence in foreign affairs. In the course
of revealing evidence against Hiss, Whittaker Chambers lost his career and reputation. Spies
are useless, once they have revealed themselves in public. Chambers told about his activities
in court, sacrificing his career in order to protect America from Communist spies.
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Chambers was viewed as a hero who stood up under considerable pressure, in a
sense destroying himself in order to witness to the truth about an inhuman system
that had beguiled many.

Whether in the year 1948, or in the year 2011, systems like Communism and Socialism present
themselves as viable and kind-hearted options. One must look past the rhetoric about helping
one’s fellow human being (who could argue against that?) in order to see that these systems
are built upon flawed assumptions about human nature, and are doomed, despite any good
intentions, to become ruthless tyrannies.

1.4 September

1.4.1 Flying Spies Save Lives (2011-09-26 12:08)

During the Cold War (1946 - 1990), aircraft flying around the world gathered data about
potential threats to the lives of Americans, and this data helped defense planners design ways
to protect us. The Washington Times reports that

Beginning with the first manned U-2 flight in 1956 and culminating with satellite
missions that produced detailed images of the vast Soviet landmass, the "eyes in
the sky" closely monitored Soviet missile and atomic programs, permitting arms-
limitation agreements that truly benefited all of mankind.

Sometimes we think of military intelligence as part of war, but it is much more about keeping
peace. Rather than win a war, it is better to make sure that the war never happens in the
first place, and that’s largely what happened between the United States and the Soviet Union.
Much of the airborne surveillance was organized by President Eisenhower,

whose repugnance at the thought of a nuclear war led him to push for the overflight
programs even though he realized the risk of provoking a confrontation with the
Soviets. As Richard Helms, the director of central intelligence, later summarized, "For
the first time, American policymakers had accurate, credible information on Soviet
strategic assets ... It was the greatest bargain and the greatest triumph of the Cold
War."

Eisenhower knew that a nuclear war would be unspeakable horrible, and that the full power
of military intelligence could save the human race from this frightfulness. Keeping millions of
families peacefully safe, however, had its price.

The flights were highly dangerous. Crew members, chiefly drawn from the Air Force
and Navy and their signal units, were briefed on the perils involved. According to
a National Security Agency historian, "Of the 152 cryptologists who lost their lives
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during the Cold War, 64 were engaged in aerial reconnaissance." Families of the
downed airmen were never told what happened to them, only that they had been on
"secret missions."

Of course, out of all the spy pilots shot down, not all of them died. The most famous pilot was
captured alive: Francis Gary Powers. He airplane was attacked by Soviet defenses on May 1,
1960. He was taken prisoner as he parachuted to safety. Although the Soviets pretended to
be shocked and offended by the fact that the United States was taking photographs over their
land, they were in fact even more active in spying on us: their network of on-the-ground spies
in America exceeded any activity we managed to organize in Russia.

The Cold War is now over, and we were saved from having to face a nuclear war by the
sophistication and bravery of military intelligence gathering.

1.5 October

1.5.1 Obtaining Full Civil Rights for African-Americans (2011-10-06 20:25)

The general outline of the struggle by the Blacks for civil rights in the United States during the
1950’s and 1960’s is well known: Martin Luther King, voting rights, desegregation, and bus
boycotts. But in addition to these general notions, more specific facts can shed light on the
details of the process by which African-Americans gained full access to the rights first delivered
to them a century earlier, immediately after the Civil War: in the late 1860’s and early 1870’s,
Blacks had more access to voting and other civil rights than they would have in the 1930’s
or 1940’s. Things had actually regressed rather than progressed. When the Democrat party
gained control of the federal government, in the forms of Woodrow Wilson and FDR, segrega-
tion was introduced into many social institutions. (Wilson actually discouraged Black students
from applying to universities.) It would not be until the late 1940’s that progress toward civil
rights would resume: Eisenhower began integrated the Army, forcing Truman to finish the
process. When Eisenhower moved from being a general to being a president, he continued the
integration process: he ordered the famous 101st Airborne unit to integrate the high school in
Little Rock, Arkansas - when the governor of the state, a member of the Democrat party, had re-
fused to integrate the school, and had in fact sent the state’s police to keep Black students out.

The Republicans carried the move toward from integration from the 1950’s into the 1960’s:
when the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was presented to Congress, Cengage’s history textbook tells
us, it was clear to President Johnson that

the Democratic Party would continue trying to block it. Consequently, he and his
allies in the U.S. Senate courted crucial Republican support for curtailing a

Democrat-led filibuster. Finally, the Republicans defeated the Democrats, passed the Civil
Rights Act, and ensured that African-Americans in the south would have their full civil rights.
Martin Luther King’s dream was fulfilled by his friends, the Republicans in Congress. Despite
the anti-Black sentiments of the Democrat Party, the Republicans won, ensuring equality for
all Americans.
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1.5.2 The Abuse Stops Here (2011-10-13 18:47)

A nation which demonstrates weakness, or which shows that it lacks the will to defend itself,
will not long endure. During one period of history in 1975, the United States risked such a
fate, until courage and nerve of President Gerald Ford demonstrated to the world that we were
willing to protect the lives of our citizens.
Professor John Greene at Cazanovia College, explains that American flirted with passivity at
the same time that the barbaric government of the Cambodian Khmer Rouge was becoming
ever more aggressive. The bloodthirsty thugs who took illegitimate control of Cambodia’s
government had not only proved that they were willing to murder millions of their country’s
own citizens, but they had also captured an American ship, the Mayaguez; they assumed that
America’s lessened posture, in the wake of its humiliation in Vietnam, meant that the United
States would not dare to defend itself:

This was not the first hostile action of the new Khmer Rouge government in the weeks
following American withdrawal from Cambodia and Vietnam. Ten days prior to the
Mayaguez incident, they had seized and released several Thai fishing boats; eight
days earlier, they had fired on a South Korean ship and unsuccessfully attempted
to board her; six days before, several South Vietnamese craft had been confiscated,
and five days before, a Panamanian ship had been stopped and detained for thirty-six
hours. Nor was it the first seizure of an American commercial vessel. Over the pre-
ceding twenty-three years, Ecuador had seized twenty-three vessels and had beaten
and shot at numerous American crews. Rather than react in a hostile fashion, previ-
ous administrations had paid fines to secure the release of the ships.

America had turned onto a dangerous path: allowed pirates or hostile regimes to capture
our ships, and then paying ransom money to get them back. This pattern of activity only
encourages more piracy and more attacks on our ships.
To change this pattern would require boldness. President Gerald Ford is the leader who decided
that America should stop taking abuse and stand up to protect the lives and freedom of its
citizens.
Mere hours after the capture of the Mayaguez, President Ford ordered the U.S. Marines to land
on a small island owned by Cambodia, and at the same time ordered the Air Force to being
bombing over Cambodia. Quickly, the Khmer Rouge released both the ship and its sailors.
President Ford had demonstrated that he would take decisive action, and that he would not
allow Americans to be bullied. The United States gained, or regained, some respect among the
nations of the world.

1.5.3 On the Side of the Winners (2011-10-15 19:09)

The man, who was supposed to bring victory for Germany with his "wonder weapon," the V-
2, experienced the end of the war in comfortable peace. In the town of Oberammergau he
enjoyed, under the watchful eye of the SS, the spring weather in the company of his colleagues
from the military experimental station at Peenemünde: "we sat on our mountain, and below,
through the valley, moved the Allies." Wernher von Braun had already been prepared for a
while to go over to the enemy. On May 2, 1945 - the radio had just announced Adolf Hitler’s
death - he sent his brother on a bicycle into the valley to the American troops. "My country
had lost two world wars," he wrote. "This time I would like to be on the winner’s side."
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The victors would grant him this wish. Yesterday’s enemy became a friend and helper, and
so the history of Wernher von Braun is not only about the opportunism of the individual, but
rather also about the opportunism of a great nation: after 1945, the American brought more
than a thousand German scientists - rocketeers, aviation engineers, and biologist specializing
in space flight - into the country; an operation which began under the code name ’Overcast’
and which was carried forward for more than twenty years as ’Project Paperclip.’
Wernher von Braun would lead his German scientists to create both America’s military mis-
sile program and its peaceful civilian space exploration missions. As NASA’s leading engineer
and researcher, his triumphs would extend from manned landings on the moon to unmanned
spacecraft reaching Jupiter, Neptune, and beyond. And it all began with a bicycle ride through
the beautiful mountain countryside of southern Germany!

1.6 November

1.6.1 Nixon’s Biggest Mistake (2011-11-10 15:41)

Although the Watergate scandal was the incident which ultimately removed Richard Nixon
from the presidency, it may not have been his worst blunder. While the scandal did damage
the public psyche and created high levels of cynicism and distrust toward the government, he
risked even greater damage to the country by means of certain economic policies. History
professor John Robert Greene explains:

Virtually uninterested in economics, Richard Nixon nevertheless had reacted to the
inflation of the early 1970’s in a novel fashion. Acting on the advice of his secretary
of treasury, John Connally, Nixon broke from the conservative laissez faire economics
practiced by past Republican administrations, and on 15 August 1970 he froze wages,
prices, and salaries for a period of ninety days. Renewing the freeze through April
1971 had helped little,

and it became clear that this type of interventionist policy was a failure. The cure for inflation,
like any other economic malady, would prove to be an approach of simply letting the organism
work itself out. Like a plant or an animal returning to homeostasis, a national economy returns
eventually to equilibrium if allowed to do so. Any regulation by the government, at best, delays
the return of prosperity, or at worst, prevents it entirely.

1.6.2 How to Fix the Economy (2011-11-10 16:00)

The brilliant presidency of Gerald R. Ford is instructive: we can learn much by studying how
one of America’s best leaders did things. When confronted by economic problems in the
form of inflation, Ford saw that the best course of action was for the government to do less:
economies can and do heal themselves, as long as they are not hindered by regulations and
other types of interventions. Historian Yanek Mieczkowski recounts that in his

©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 25



BlogBook 1.6. NOVEMBER

anti-inflation program, Ford unveiled on of his little-known but lasting legacies in
government retrenchment: deregulation. At the Conference on Inflation, some
economists had urged the president to reduce onerous regulations to control infla-
tion, so early in his administration Ford set out on this mission.

Like every president, he needed cooperation from Congress to enact some of his measures.
This proved possible, because leaders from both parties

conceded that Ford was on to something. They worried that some regulatory agen-
cies acted favorably toward industries - not consumers - and realized that Ford cap-
italized on a perception that developed after the Great Society and Watergate, that
government tends to foul things up.

The Ford administration reviewed various federal agencies, and various industries, and drew
up plans to phase in deregulation in industries from trucking to airlines:

Ford’s tax force developed ambitious plans for deregulation, covering almost every
conceivable industry: chemicals, automobiles, food processing, communication, fi-
nance, and more. Many of his plans were implemented after he left office.

During Ford’s presidency in the 1970’s, but also for more than a decade after it, both the
Congress and later presidents

showed the bipartisan support for his ideas: the airlines were deregulated in 1978;
trucking in 1980; cable television in 1996. This was one of the unsung successes
of the Ford presidency; he envisioned an economic environment with more freedom
and laid the groundwork for later deregulation.

In his state of the union message, he linked deregulation to lower taxes: taxes are, after all, a
form of regulation, even if they are primarily merely a form of confiscation. He explained that

the way to a healthy, non-inflationary economy has become increasingly apparent.
The government must stop borrowing so much of our money. More money must
remain in private hands where it will do the most good. To hold down the cost of
living we must hold down the cost of government.

To put this theory into action,
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a tax cut emerged as the best policy alternative. It would avoid government pump
priming, give consumers more money to spend, and provide a quicker jolt to the
economy than government spending. Philosophically, a tax cut was compatible with
Ford’s belief in returning money to the people. He was also concerned with "tax
drag." Inflation not only took money from Americans through higher prices, but also
acted as a tax increase. Price rises outstripped the pace of salary and wage increases,
so that while real income dropped, inflation nonetheless pushed wage earners into
higher tax brackets, forcing them to pay a double penalty of higher prices and higher
taxes.

Although it is tempting to give all the credit to Ford (and the blame to both Nixon and Carter,
who dabbled in regulation and intervention), it must be remembered that Congress ultimately
holds the purse strings. Deregulation and tax cuts need both the executive and legislative
branches to succeed.

By reducing regulations - keeping the government from meddling with the economy’s
natural processes to heal itself and return to equilibrium - and lowering taxes, Ford removed
the obstacles to prosperity, and laid the foundation in the 1970’s that would be the basis for
the strong and healthy economy of the 1980’s. Ford’s energizing of the economy would be
temporarily dampened by Jimmy Carter, but like a healthy body returning itself to homeostasis,
prosperity emerged after Carter left office.

1.6.3 Divorce in America: Personal Pain, Political Principles (2011-11-22 08:39)

Just as an increasing divorce rate was one of many factors which destabilized the Roman
Empire, so it is also causing political and economic problems in the United States. These
problems have been accelerated by certain changes in the divorce laws in each of the fifty
states.

Those who have sought to change these laws have often reasoned that a marriage, or
the destruction of it, is a personal and private matter, and as such, has no effect on the body
politic as a whole, and is therefore not properly an object of interest for the political process.

But they have reasoned wrongly: although a personal matter, divorce is not a private
affair. It impacts society and economy. The effects touch many lives - people who knew
neither husband nor wife in the case will bear some of the burden.

In an attempt which may have been well-intentioned, changes in divorce laws were in-
troduced to make the process more humane. It was apparent that divorce proceedings in
court were painful, complex, and sometimes ethically questionable. To this end, a series of
laws were introduced under the heading of ’no-fault’ divorce. The Washington Times reports:

One reason was that, in a fault system, a divorce required at least one spouse to
prove that the other had committed adultery, abandonment or abuse. This meant
hiring a private detective and/or collecting incriminating evidence for the court.
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Or - and this happened far too often - couples who both wanted the divorce had to
resort to manufacturing evidence - faking abandonment, for instance. This kind of
fraud insulted the court, legal professionals complained.

And then there were the genuinely ugly divorces, in which both spouses hurled blame
and evidence at each other. Everyone suffered, including the children.

Thus, the noble purpose of no-fault divorce was to remove the contentious, annoying
legal requirement for couples to prove anything other than their desire to divorce.
After all, the thinking went, if marriage was the union of two people, and one person
wanted out, then the union was no longer viable.

Or so it seemed. But there were serious errors in this attempt to humanize the divorce process.
First, there was an underlying assumption that it can be humanized; divorce is, in fact, a neces-
sarily unpleasant thing. Even in those rare cases when it might be the morally correct thing to
do, it cannot be anything but painful. On a deeply philosophical level, this corresponds to the
notion that there is such a thing as a necessary evil. On a common-sense level, it is plain that
any effort to re-arrange a family structure involves the disassembly of a human fabric, which
is sorrowful, even if that fabric is to be eventually reconstructed into a better pattern.
Instead of making divorce humane - which it can never be - the batch of ’no-fault’ divorce laws
increased social disintegration and personal emotional pain by increasing the divorce rate:

“The key to understanding the problem is to recognize that the grounds for divorce
did not go from fault to no-fault; they went from mutual consent to unilateral,” said
Allen Parkman, University of New Mexico economics professor and author of books
on divorce.

Under the fault system, “most divorces were negotiated and eventually [happened]
based on mutual consent,” Mr. Parkman said. But once one person could legally end
the marriage, “there was no longer any need for negotiations.”

Although divorce is a personal matter, it is not a private matter. The personal events have
consequences for the entire community.

According to “Stolen Vows,” a 2002 book by Judy Parejko, the California lawmaker
(James A. Hayes) who championed no-fault divorce was embroiled in a bitter divorce
from his stay-at-home wife and mother of his four children. Removing fault didn’t
help Mr. Hayes in his divorce, but it certainly crushed the “negotiating power” of
other stay-at-home wives, Ms. Parejko wrote.

With the introduction of unilateral divorce proceedings, any incentive for a spouse to re-think
his or her desire for a divorce was weakened. This leaves all spouses, and all marriages, in a
riskier environment.
With marriages at risk, the economy is at risk, and with societal fabric lacking integration, the
political process lacks integration. Just as divorce was one of many complex factors which
weakened the Roman Empire, so it is also weakening America.
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1.6.4 FDR’s Weakness at Yalta (2011-11-22 09:18)

When the leaders of the allied powers met at Yalta in 1945 - one of several such conferences,
including Potsdam and Tehran - historians have noted a certain ease with which President
Roosevelt made significant concessions to Stalin. Was this caused by his ill health, or by the
presence of known Soviet spies within the U.S. government?
The Washington Times notes that

Given that State Department officer Alger Hiss was with the U.S. delegation, in a
relatively minor role, suspicions have long lingered as to whether he had a hand in
the concessions FDR made to Stalin. Based on the Soviet documents Mr. Plokhy
obtained, the answer is “no.” Stalin, et al., seemed not even aware of Hiss. One
explanation is that Hiss spied for the GRU, the intelligence service of the Red Army,
whereas Yalta was under the purview of its rival, the NKVD.

S.M. Plokhy, a Harvard historian, is clear that Alger Hiss was a Soviet agent, but also that he
probably had little or nothing to do with FDR’s willingness to yield to Stalin’s demands. Hiss
was certainly guilty of undermining the U.S. government in various other situations, but not at
Yalta. It turns out that there were other Soviet spies among the allied powers:

But intelligence gave the Soviets a clear advantage at Yalta. The infamous Cam-
bridge Five spy ring - think Kim Philby - sent to Moscow papers concerning the British-
American positions on Poland.The British traitor-diplomat Donald Maclean, stationed
in Washington, kept Moscow apprised of U.S. bargaining strategies. As Mr. Plokhy
writes, “His documents were often considered so important and time-sensitive that
instead of being sent to Moscow by diplomatic mail they were coded and dispatched
by cable.”

The Soviet agents kept their activities going long after Yalta, and these activities were not
limited to destabilizing western democracies, and thereby endangering their freedoms: the
activities included re-writing history:

The Soviet documents revealed a good deal of “rewriting of history,” always to
Stalin’s advantage. For instance, although at Yalta Stalin was a staunch advocate
of “dismemberment” of Germany after the war, he assigned blame to the West, not
wishing to rile his East German subjects.

Initially enthusiastic about cooperation of the allied powers at Yalta (and at the other confer-
ences, as well), American diplomats soon began to realize that they had been tricked:

Most of the American delegation left Yalta in exuberant moods. FDR confidant Harry
Hopkins spoke of the “dawn of a new age we had all been praying for and talking
about for so many years.” Secretary of State Edward Stettinius claimed that the So-
viets “made greater concessions” than did the United States or Britain.
But a few months later, Averell Harriman, who had served as ambassador to Moscow,
bluntly warned the new president, Harry S. Truman, that “Stalin is breaking his agree-
ments,” and that there was a new “barbarian invasion of Europe.”

The Yalta conference, which could have laid the foundation for world peace and the expansion
of international democratic liberties, instead was another step on the road toward the Cold
War, and toward Stalin’s domination of the war-ravaged nations in eastern Europe.
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1.7 December

1.7.1 What Obama Said About Ford (2011-12-11 15:00)

Politicians are humans, which means that they are not consistent; more charitably, a wise
politician may sometimes understand that consistency in ideology is not always his ultimate
goal.
In either case, Barack Obama, in January 2007, gave a speech in honor of President Gerald
Ford. It is instructive to read, in a case where the two individuals differed so greatly, what one
elected official says to honor another elected official. Obama began by noting that

President Ford shouldered his burden with a unique sense of humility and good hu-
mor, in an office not known for nourishing those traits. President Ford’s unusual
combination of courage, strength, and conviction led America out of a deep crisis,
healing our wounds and strengthening our Constitution in the process.

Ford’s easy-going nature made him a friendly figure, even to those who disagreed with his
policies. It was Ford’s character, as much as his policy decisions, which led America out of a
most troubled era; the Ford administration oversaw the aftermath of Watergate as well as the
aftermath of the Vietnam War. Obama noted that

Gerald Ford was a self-made Michigander who worked part-time jobs as a young man
to help support his family, and later to put himself through Yale Law School. A man of
many talents, he could have been a professional football player, or lived well as an
attorney. But instead, he chose a life of service, first as a decorated naval officer, then
a 24-year Member of Congress, leader of his party in the House of Representatives,
and Presiding Officer of this Chamber as Vice President.

Ford relied neither on his family’s wealth, nor on handouts from a government program; he
could have earned more money as an athlete or a lawyer, but chose to give up financial gain
to help shape the nation’s future. As president, he continued to set aside his personal chances
to benefit from his circumstances or from his office, and instead made decisions which would
help the country, and not help himself:

Domestic turmoil and foreign policy challenges marked the mid-1970s, and President
Ford addressed them both. History has favorably judged his actions to move the
country beyond the Watergate scandal, although he paid a heavy price at the time.
He also acknowledged the severe economic difficulties faced bymillions of Americans
and worked head-on to alleviate them.

The "heavy price" to which Obama alludes was the election of 1976; the qualified Ford lost to
the at most marginally competent Carter based mainly on public reaction to Ford’s handling of
the Watergate situation. Obama embraced Ford’s interpretation of the Helsinki Accords:

His backing of the Helsinki Accords, while controversial, gave important support to
dissidents living under Soviet rule who sought respect for their human rights.

Obama returned to the theme of Ford’s character. At the end of Ford’s career, and the end of
Ford’s life, his policy decisions may have been of the greatest benefit to the nation, but it was
his personal nobility which made him most beloved.
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Throughout his life, Gerald Ford handled the responsibilities and challenges that cir-
cumstance thrust on him without losing his Midwestern openness and sensibility. To
many who disagreed with him, he still came across as a comforting figure who had
the Nation’s best interests at heart. Central to this ability to connect with people
was his self-deprecating sense of humor, summed up by the quip, "I’m a Ford, not a
Lincoln." And while he may not have been a Lincoln, he certainly was not a common
President. America is a better place because of him, and we all owe President Ford
and his wife, Betty, a tremendous debt of gratitude.

It will be a most interesting exercise to see how Obama’s words about Ford would apply to
Obama himself: will Obama use these same words to describe his own career?

1.7.2 Ford Begins (2011-12-22 14:47)

It is always a telling moment when a nation receives a new leader. Much of what will happen
is foreshadowed, and even swayed, by the tone of the transition - by the manner in which it is
perceived and retold among the people.
Historian Douglas Brinkley describes the setting for Gerald Ford’s first day as President of the
United States:

Aside fromWashington, Lincoln and FDR - America’s big three - it’s difficult to recall a
president who took office amid less favorable circumstances. The true public courage
exhibited that day didn’t emanate from Nixon fleeing Washington but from Ford, who
was anxious to heal a deeply divided nation. He was being asked to assume the
presidency in a White House sinking in the quicksands of Vietnam and Watergate.
Ford said "yes" not because he wanted power but because it was his duty.

Ford would prove to be unique and pivotal. Pivotal, because it was his task to somehow re-
vitalize the American political psyche, which had been devastated by the events of the early
1970’s. Unique, because,

unlike all his predecessors (save George Washington), he had never slogged through
the mud of a presidential campaign. Thus arriving in the White House with neither
an untoward gratitude for those who had supported him nor any lingering animosity
toward those who hadn’t, Ford gained an unobstructed view of his enormous and
widely diverse constituency.

As if the problems of Watergate and Vietnam weren’t bad enough, the nation’s economy was
encountering problems with inflation, which threatened to morph into a recession or a depres-
sion. The Nixon administration hadn’t helped, because it had engaged in deficit spending.
What to do? In January 1975,

Ford unveiled a new economic strategy centered around cutting taxes for most indi-
viduals and businesses.

In foreign policy, Ford’s involvement in the Helsinki Accord remains controversial to this day.
A treaty among thirty-five different countries, it was out of favor with conservatives because
it didn’t specify clearly enough its standards for human rights, and how those standards were
to be enforced by the international community; it was out of favor with the liberals because it
raised the issue of human rights at all, which might anger the Soviets.
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Ford’s participation proved controversial from the start. And it would haunt him ever
after, losing him much crucial support among conservative Republicans. Yet, with
their calls for openness and respect for human rights, the Helsinki Accords would
mark the beginning of the end of the Soviet domination of Eastern Europe. Ford’s
attendance at the Soviet-sponsored conference substantially boosted the credibility
of the ensuing Helsinki Accords, which became one of the finer legacies of his presi-
dency. The agreement reflected everything that was best about Jerry Ford: long-term
thinking,

his mid-western outlook which tempered pragmatism with principle, and his experience. Al-
though leaving much to be desired, the treaty was perhaps the start of the pressure which
would eventually cause the Soviet Union to collapse. Reagan’s sophisticated out-maneuvering
of the Soviet economy was not a departure from Ford’s approach to the Iron Curtain, but an
extension of it.

1.7.3 Simple Words, Complex Maneuverings (2011-12-22 15:46)

The series of events and trends which led to America’s victory - really, the victory of Western
Civilization - in the Cold War is long and complicated, and subject to various interpretations.
To this day, historians disagree as to the precise amount of credit to be given to the various
individuals involved - Ronald Reagan, Margaret Thatcher, Helmut Kohl, Lech Walesa, Pope John
Paul II, to name a few of the individuals; but also larger movements among the ordinary citi-
zens of regions like East Germany and Romania. There are also less obvious candidates: the
American labor union movement, which steadily supported a courageous stance against the
Soviets.
In any case, Reagan certainly deserves some credit. We’ll let the historians decide exactly
how much, but there can be no doubt that there was a certain sophistication hiding behind his
simple and folksy facade. His goal was not only to win the Cold War, but to win it while keeping
it "cold" - to ensure that no major armed conflict would break out.
To do that, he hit upon a subtle strategy. He would out-maneuver the Soviets economically. By
applying pressure to the financial system of the USSR, and meeting them at every turn with
no room for escape, he could engineer Russia’s economic collapse - which is precisely what
happened. Simply put, America built ever more expensive weapons, forcing the Soviets to do
the same in order to keep up. Eventually, they simply outspent themselves - they couldn’t
afford to match our defense spending.
In the pre-1990 world, however, few would have believed that this was indeed the key to
defeating communism’s world-wide aggression. Those who recognized the threat believed
that it would take a military confrontation. To convince citizens of that political view that he
had the resolve to defeat the Soviet, Reagan developed an ingenious political vocabulary for
which he is now famous. Early in his presidency, at his first press conference, he wanted a bold
statement to set a diplomatic tone; he said that

the Soviets will lie, cheat, and steal to get whatever they want.

Reaction to Reagan’s strong language was mixed; most citizens acknowledged this as a real-
istic appraisal of the situation, but the media establishment, largely controlled by left-liberals,
feared that Reagan would anger the communists. Further into his presidency, he introduced
phrases for which he would become widely loved and hated; he said that the Soviets
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preach the supremacy of the state, declare its omnipotence over individual man, and
predict its eventual domination of all peoples on the Earth, they are the focus of evil
in the modern world.

he continued:

I urge you to beware the temptation of pride - the temptation of blithely declaring
yourselves above it all and label both sides equally at fault, to ignore the facts of
history and the aggressive impulses of an evil empire.

Finally, in 1987, at the climax of the Cold War, Reagan stood in Berlin, and spoke to massive
crowds, addressing the Soviet leader directly:

General Secretary Gorbachev, if you seek peace, if you seek prosperity for the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, if you seek liberalization: Come here to this gate! Mr.
Gorbachev, open this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall!

Although these rhetorical flourishes became famous, it was an economic strategy which ulti-
mately defeated the Soviet Union.
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2.1 January

2.1.1 The Violent 1960’s (2012-01-06 20:32)

A variety of radical groups dominated the attention of the nation in the 1960’s - the Weath-
ermen, the Black Panthers, the SDS, and the ADA, among others. But the situation on the
campuses of America’s colleges and universities was more complex: a majority of students
simply wanted to get their educations and move on; another segment of the student body was
interested in socially liberal politics, but not interested in bombing and violence like the radical
groups; a third group was conservative, and refused to be intimidated by the radicals, instead
creating the student-fueled political career of Barry Goldwater; and finally, the fourth group
was indeed a violent and radical fringe.
There were many famous leaders of campus terrorism: Jane Fonda, Tom Hayden, Malcolm X,
Stokely Carmichael, and dozens of others who advocated rioting and murdering as a legitimate
path to political power. Although they mentioned equality, their goal was not civil rights, but
rather killing and terrorizing. They did not like Martin Luther King, because he advocated non-
violence, and worked for truly civil rights and social harmony.
In 1969, a group of leaders from Washington wanted to learn more about the violence on
America’s campuses; they toured several universities. Dick Cheney recalls what happened
when they arrived in Madison, Wisconsin:

On the night the congressmen arrived, Students for a Democratic Society was holding
a campus rally with a the controversial Black Panther firebrand Fred Hampton as the
guest speaker.

Hampton had been connected with thefts and the murders of policemen. The congressmen
attended the rally, and although some of the students there at first threatened to attack them,

Everyone was too busy shouting support for the increasingly inflammatory rhetoric
of the speakers leading up to the guest of honor.

Oblivious to the congressmen because of their violent frenzy, the radicals were rewarded by
the main speaker:

Hampton turned out to be a skillful orator and a very charismatic individual. He dis-
tanced himself from the students who wanted a black studies department, declaring
that revolution had to be the goal - and violence the means. He worked the crowd
into a frenzy by shouting about how satisfying it was to "kill pigs" and how much
more satisfying it was to kill a lot of them.

Rejecting the peaceful ways of the true civil rights movement, Hampton was an example of
those whose goal was violence and murder - for any reason or for no reason. Although they
were a very small percentage of the total population, they attracted much media attention,
and their existence explains why the the 1960’s weren’t merely about "peace and love and
flower power"!
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2.1.2 What Pelosi Said About Ford (2012-01-07 09:59)

History is constantly evaluating the individuals of the past; news media and ordinary conver-
sation are constantly evaluating the individuals of the present. The difference is that history
can sometime - but not always - make these evaluations in calmer tone.
Current events have cast House Speaker Nancy Pelosi in dim light: removed from her position
as Speaker of the House by the voters, her party and her ideologies are rejected by the majority
of educated voters, even if her partisans retain a significant degree of damaging control over
the American economy.
But history may judge Pelosi in a kinder light. Historians, more than contemporary analysts,
are capable of acknowledging that Pelosi may have had benign intentions and an honest desire
to help the country, whatever the devastating effects of her incompetence. Further, historians
are more careful in their analysis of text than are news media, and more able to appreciate the
products of Pelosi’s speechwriters. In her speech praising "the character, courage, and civility
of a former Member of this House, President Ford," Pelosi gave a serious appraisal to Ford’s
achievements:

He healed the country when it needed healing. This is another time, another war,
and another trial of American will, imagination, and spirit. Let us honor his memory.

Historians will readily agree with Pelosi’s estimation of Ford. In perceiving Ford’s pivotal role in
U.S. history, Pelosi earns agreement. She continued:

I have great respect for the fair and reliable leadership that President Ford displayed
throughout his service in the House. He was effective and respected on both sides of
the aisle. He recognized that however much we may disagree on political questions,
we serve the people of the Nation, the great institution, the House of Representatives.

Pelosi pointed out that the characteristics which made Ford honorable in the Congress also
made him honorable in the White House. Indeed, although the word ’honor’ is used frequently,
a serious meditation on honor is rare, but is likely to include Gerald Ford:

He assumed office during one of the greatest times of challenge for our Nation and
provided the American people with the steady leadership and optimism that was his
signature.

Almost fifty years after he left office, "President Ford’s character, courage, and civility" are still
foundational to whatever amount of decency is left in this country.

2.1.3 Even Criminals Recognize Honor (2012-01-07 10:32)

History provides us ironic examples of scoundrels who acknowledge the greatness which they
not only lack, but even oppose. Nixon campaigning for Eisenhower, the corrupt Cicero praising
the virtues of Roman Republican gravitas and humility, or President Bill Clinton appreciating
both Mother Theresa and Pope John Paul II. Noble character can be recognized even by those
without it.
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Such was the case when Rahm Emanuel rose to speak in the House of Representatives in
January 2007. Emanuel is widely-known for questionable and unethical behavior. But ’ques-
tionable’ and ’unethical’ are not words with great precision and clarity, and are subject inter-
pretation. More clearly, Rahm Emanuel is a criminal: someone who violates laws. Beyond
the actual text of legislation and statute, Emanuel also violated the written ethical guidelines
of the various positions he has held in the legislative and executive branches of the federal
government.
But even a miscreant like Rahm Emanuel can recognize both goodness and greatness, perhaps
all themore, given the contrast of these qualities to his own nature. He spoke to honor President
Ford:

I am honored to rise with my colleagues today in support of House Resolution 15,
honoring the late Honorable Gerald Rudolph Ford, the 38th President of the United
States.
Here in this Chamber, President Ford served dutifully for 24 years, representing the
people of the Fifth District of Michigan from 1949 until his ascension to the Oval Office.
As a Congressman, Gerald Ford’s warmth, approachability, and affability made him
one of the most highly regarded Members of his day.
It was these qualities which would shape Gerald Ford into an excellent House floor
leader for his party, a position he held for 8 years until his appointment as the 40th
Vice President. During his tenure as minority leader, Gerald Ford set a standard of
fairness, diplomacy, and cooperation to which all of us can aspire.
As both Vice President and President, Gerald Ford was called to serve in positions
of great responsibility during a troubled time in our Nation’s history. Ford accepted
his powers and responsibilities with the same steadfast composure and patience for
which he had became known as a Congressman.
As a man known for his ability to create consensus, compromise, and conciliation,
he was well suited to take the helm of America and navigate the turbulent storm it
faced. President Ford’s gentle nature helped soothe the deep scars America faced
after an arduous period of strife at home and abroad.

Emanuel’s speech about President Ford was accurate and fitting. It is a lesson that even a
villain like Rahm Emanuel can rise to the occasion to honor nobility. He concluded his speech:

Gerald Ford served our country with a patient hand, an understanding mind, and a
reassuring voice. His time in Congress and in the White House leave behind a legacy
of commitment, passion, and comity that we will all remember.

History may yet smile more kindly upon Rahm Emanuel. A rogue who humbles himself to honor
greatness cannot be dismissed as pure evil.

2.1.4 Harry Reid Honors a Noble Leader (2012-01-07 11:02)

Nevada Senator Harry Reid has had more than his share of trouble. Criticized for shaping a
federal road project in way which enhanced his personal real estate investments, discovered
as having improperly used campaign funds, exposed as engaging in cronyism while assisting
the development of golf resort, receiving tainted contributions from Indian tribes related to
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casino business and Jack Abramoff, shocking the African-American community by evaluating
President Obama as being fit for office because he is a "light-skinned" Black who speaks with
"no Negro dialect", and finally saying "I don’t know how anyone of Hispanic heritage could be
a Republican" - Reid has gotten himself into trouble over and over again.
The last two instances are worth closer examination - Reid’s analysis of Obama is startling
because of its blatant racism: by any reasonable standards, it is a transgression to evaluate
a President of the United States by his skin color. Reid’s comment about Hispanic voters and
their party affiliations reveals a thickheadedness almost beyond comprehension: Reid is the
Senate Majority Leader, and to either not know, or not care, that some of his fellow Senators
are Hispanic Republicans, is moronic beyond calculation.
To Reid’s credit, however, he does some things well. On January 8, 2007, he spoke words which
attracted unanimous concurrence. On the floor of the Senate, he said, concerning President
Gerald Ford, that

as a Member of Congress, he was outstanding. He was praised by people who served
with him. He served for about 25 years in the Congress and became the Republican
leader. He, of course, was Commander in Chief as President of the United States.

Reid noted that it was Ford’s character which earned such praise:

Gerald Ford was, above all, a man of integrity, a man of honesty, and, ultimately, a
role model for all of us who serve in Government.

President Ford was a role model because history has proven the salutary effects of his actions:

time and time again, he proved himself the right man at the right time, healing the
Nation after the scars of Watergate and moving our country forward.

Harry Reid saw in Gerald Ford’s personal life the same noble character which the nation saw in
Ford’s presidency:

World War II veteran, star athlete, even an Eagle Scout - Gerald Ford was the core
of what America is all about, a shining example of what we hold best in America.
He took office at a dark time in our country’s history and shepherded this Nation
through the trials of Vietnam and Watergate, with a bipartisan spirit of reconciliation
and grace, a shining example to us all. He reminded a wounded Nation of the honesty
and decency of its leaders.

Reid concluded by noting that whatever amount of honor is left in this nation, it is here due in
part to President Ford:

This Government, this Nation, this world are better from Gerald Ford’s life and service
to our country.

History may well see to it that Reid’s words about Ford outlast the memory of Reid’s scandal
and missteps.
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2.1.5 Ted Kennedy Looks Back (2012-01-07 12:42)

Senator Edward M. Kennedy, better known as "Teddy", near the end of his life, was able to see
the historic moments in his life from the vantage point of many years later. It is a good thing,
to be given a life long enough to allow one to look back and have the luxury of revising one’s
views or statements. Senator Kennedy did exactly that, following a long line of both politicians
and historians who revised their estimates of President Gerald R. Ford, and specifically of his
controversial decision to pardon former President Richard M. Nixon.
Although Ford’s 1974 decision to pardon Nixon was criticized at the time, and its unpopularity
cost both Ford and his political party dearly, it has since been seen as an act which strengthened
the government and the public’s view of it. Had Ford not pardoned Nixon, the nation would
have been dragged through a painful impeachment process, which could have only resulted in
less confidence in our Constitution. At the time, some saw potential impropriety in the pardon,
but in hindsight, it was very appropriate. Kennedy commented:

At a time of national turmoil, America was fortunate that it was Gerald Ford who took
the helm of the storm-tossed ship of state. Unlike many of us at the time, President
Ford recognized that the nation had to move forward, and could not do so if there was
a continuing effort to prosecute former President Nixon. So President Ford made a
courageous decision, one that historians now say cost him his office, and he pardoned
Richard Nixon.
I was one of those who spoke out against his action then. But time has a way of
clarifying past events, and now we see that President Ford was right. His courage
and dedication to our country made it possible for us to begin the process of healing
and put the tragedy of Watergate behind us. He eminently deserves this award, and
we are proud of his achievement.

Both Ford and Kennedy are now dead, but Kennedy earned respect by finally acknowledging
the greatness of Ford’s action.

2.1.6 One VP Honors Another (2012-01-07 14:30)

As Vice President of the United States, Richard ("Dick") Cheney had occasion to give a speech in
honor of President, and former Vice President, Gerald R. Ford. In addition to both having been
vice presidents, Cheney and Ford had worked together on a number of occasions; Cheney
began working for Ford when Ford became Vice President in 1973. Ford had been a member
of the House of Representatives for over twenty years when he was tapped to be VP. Cheney
recalled:

In his congressional career, he passed through this Rotunda so many times—never
once imagining all the honors that life would bring. He was an unassuming man,
our 38th President, and few have ever risen so high with so little guile or calculation.
Even in the three decades since he left this city, he was not the sort to ponder his
legacy, to brood over his place in history. And so in these days of remembrance, as
Gerald R. Ford, goes to his rest, it is for us to take the measure of the man.

Cheney explained that Ford moved forward through life by working, not by getting lucky:
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Jerry Ford was always a striver — never working an angle, just working. He was a
believer in the saying that in life you make your own luck. That’s how the Boy Scout
became an Eagle Scout; and the football center, a college all-star; and the sailor
in war, a lieutenant commander. That’s how the student who waited tables and
washed dishes earned a law degree, and how the young lawyer became a member
of the United States Congress, class of 1948. The achievements added up all his life.

Of Ford’s many achievements, the earliest ones were perhaps themost telling: he was an Eagle
Scout, and he played football for the University of Michigan. Both required focus, self-discipline,
and effort. He

belonged to a generation that came early to great duties, and took up responsibilities
readily, and shared a confidence in their country and its purposes in the world.

Most of the men who have served as President of the United States wanted the job, and worked
hard to get it. Gerald Ford never wanted the job, and made no effort to get it. His goal was to
serve in Congress, and he

aspired only to be Speaker of the House, and by general agreement he would have
made a fine one. Good judgment, fair dealing, and the manners of a gentleman go
a long way around here, and these were the mark of Jerry Ford for a quarter century
in the House. It was a Democrat, the late Martha Griffiths, who said, "I never knew
him to make a dishonest statement nor a statement part-true and part-false, and I
never heard him utter an unkind word."

The fact that President Ford frequently earned praise from members of the opposing political
party demonstrates the strength of his character. Being forcing into the presidency without
having been elected to it, he was keenly aware that no political power was his permanent
possession, but rather that it had temporarily been entrusted to him. Desiring to show himself
a good caretaker of that which did not belong to him, he rose above the angry political phrases
which - then and now - people hurl at each other:

Sometimes in our political affairs, kindness and candor are only more prized for their
scarcity. And sometimes even the most careful designs of men cannot improve upon
history’s accident. This was the case in the 62nd year of Gerald Ford’s life, a bitter
season in the life of our country.
It was a time of false words and ill will. There was great malice, and great hurt, and a
taste for more. And it all began to pass away on a Friday in August, when Gerald Ford
laid his hand on the Bible and swore to preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution
of the United States. He said, "You have not elected me as your President by your
ballot, and so I ask you to confirm me as your President with your prayers."

Perhaps the most controversial decision Ford ever made was to pardon Richard Nixon. At
the time, many wondered if Ford had bad motives for issuing the pardon: if it was the price
he paid to become president. But historians have discovered, in the following decades, that
what seemed like a bad move at the time was probably a great benefit to the nation, and
perhaps an action which preserved the republic. Had Ford not pardoned Nixon, the ensuing
impeachment trial would have dragged that nation through even more pain and scandal, and
potentially destroyed our form of government. Ford endured the withering criticism, and paid
an additional price by being rejected at the polls in 1976. He knew that sacrificing his personal
political career might be the necessary price to preserve America’s honor. Cheney said:
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What followed was a presidency lasting 895 days, and filled with testing and trial
enough for a much longer stay. Even then, amid troubles not of his own making,
President Ford proved as worthy of that office as any who had ever come before. He
was modest and manful; there was confidence and courage in his bearing. In judg-
ment, he was sober and serious, unafraid of decisions, calm and steady by nature,
always the still point in the turning wheel. He assumed power without assuming airs;
he knew how to treat people. He answered courtesy with courtesy; he answered
discourtesy with courtesy.
This President’s hardest decision was also among his first. And in September of 1974,
Gerald Ford was almost alone in understanding that there can be no healing without
pardon. The consensus holds that this decision cost him an election. That is very
likely so. The criticism was fierce. But President Ford had larger concerns at heart.
And it is far from the worst fate that a man should be remembered for his capacity
to forgive.

Ford lived long enough to hear both historians and former political opponents reassess the
decision to pardon Nixon. He lived to be thanked and honored by the people who rejected him:

In politics it can take a generation or more for a matter to settle, for tempers to cool.
The distance of time has clarified many things about President Gerald Ford. And now
death has done its part to reveal this man and the President for what he was.

Cheney made these remarks at one of several funerals given for Ford, who died in December
2006. Cheney noted that it was more than Ford’s approachable personality which made him
great:

He was not just a cheerful and pleasant man — although these virtues are rare
enough at the commanding heights. He was not just a nice guy, the next-door neigh-
bor whose luck landed him in the White House. It was this man, Gerald R. Ford, who
led our republic safely through a crisis that could have turned to catastrophe. We will
never know what further unravelings, what greater malevolence might have come in
that time of furies turned loose and hearts turned cold. But we do know this: Amer-
ica was spared the worst. And this was the doing of an American President. For all
the grief that never came, for all the wounds that were never inflicted, the people of
the United States will forever stand in debt to the good man and faithful servant we
mourn tonight.

In the end, it was more than Gerald Ford’s friendly, humble manner which made him a great
leader: it was his courageous determination to do the right thing, and the inner moral compass
which directed him toward what is good, right, and noble.

2.1.7 One President Honors Another (2012-01-07 16:03)

In 2006, as the nation mourned the death of President Gerald Ford, his friend and colleague,
President George H.W. Bush (the elder of the two Bush presidents) spoke to the nation, ex-
plaining that it was Ford’s honesty, trustworthiness, and promise-keeping which not only made
Ford a great president, but also preserved the republic in a time at which political scandal
threatened to destroy our government:
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Well, as the story goes, Gerald Ford was a newly minted candidate for the United
States House of Representatives in June of 1948 when he made plans with a reporter
to visit the dairy farmers in western Michigan’s Fifth Congressional District. It was
pouring rain that particular day and neither the journalist nor the farmers had ex-
pected the upstart candidate to keep his appointment. And yet he showed up on
time because, as he explained to the journalist, "they milk cows every day and, be-
sides that, I promised."
Long before he arrived in Washington, Gerald Ford’s word was good. During the three
decades of public service that followed his arrival in our nation’s capital, time and
again he would step forward and keep his promise even when the dark clouds of
political crisis gathered over America.

Ford lent his personal honor to the office of the presidency, at a moment in which that office
had little left, and in manner of Cincinnatus, embodied virtues which can benefit the republic:

A decade later, when scandal forced a vice president from office, President Nixon
turned to the minority leader in the House to stabilize his administration because of
Jerry Ford’s sterling reputation for integrity within the Congress. To political ally and
adversary alike, Jerry Ford’s word was always good.
And, of course, when the lie that was Watergate was finally laid bare, once again we
entrusted our future and our hopes to this good man. The very sight of Chief Justice
Berger administering the oath of office to our 38th president instantly restored the
honor of the Oval Office and helped America begin to turn the page on one of our
saddest chapters.
As Americans we generally eschew notions of the indispensable man, and yet during
those traumatic times, few if any of our public leaders could have stepped into the
breach and rekindled our national faith as did President Gerald R. Ford.

History has its long stretches of ’status quo’ and its decisive moments. A precise Providence
supplies the human being with the proper qualities to match a decisive moment: Ford was an
example of this. President George H.W. Bush, who had worked for Ford - first as a diplomat to
China, then as director of the CIA - explains Ford’s place in American history:

History has a way of matching man and moment. And just as President Lincoln’s
stubborn devotion to our Constitution kept the Union together during the Civil War,
and just as F.D.R.’s optimism was the perfect antidote to the despair of the Great
Depression, so too can we say that Jerry Ford’s decency was the ideal remedy for the
deception of Watergate.
For this and for somuchmore, his presidency will be remembered as a time of healing
in our land. In fact, when President Ford was choosing a title for his memoirs, he
chose words from the book of Ecclesiastes.

Ford’s autobiography was entitled A Time to Heal, and the word ’heal’ appeared many times
in the different speeches, essays, and books written about him. The presidency of Gerald Ford,
in the consensus of a diverse group of texts, was about healing the nation from the wounds
of Vietnam and Watergate. The providence which guided Ford into the Oval Office preserved
his life in the midst of assassination attempts. Perhaps no president had so many attempts
against his life when measured against his relatively short stint in the office (James Garfield
comes to mind).
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It is plain to see how the hand of providence spared Jerry in World War II and later
against two assassination attempts. And for that we give thanks. It is just as plain
to see how the same hand directed this good man to lead a life of noble purpose, a
life filled with challenge and accomplishment, a life indelibly marked by honor and
integrity. And today we give thanks for that, too.

As the nation mourned the loss of a great leader, speeches by President George H.W. Bush and
many other leaders gave us material for meditation on the topic of what we can learn from
President Gerald Ford.

2.1.8 Kissinger Remembers Making Foreign Policy with Ford
(2012-01-07 16:31)

Henry Kissinger was Secretary of State when Gerald Ford became President in 1974. Ford
retained Kissinger in that office until the Ford Administration ended. Ford’s high regard for
Kissinger is clear, because Ford did not automatically keep cabinet-level appointees in their
offices when he took over the White House. Kissinger had earned Ford’s respect, and so Ford
kept Kissinger in his important foreign policy role.
Many years, speaking at Ford’s funeral in 2006, Kissinger recalled:

In recent days, the deserved commentary on Gerald Ford’s character has sometimes
obscured how sweeping and lasting were his achievements.
Gerald Ford’s prudence and common sense kept ethnic conflicts in Cyprus and
Lebanon from spiraling into regional war.
He presided over the final agony of Indochina with dignity and wisdom.
In the Middle East, his persistence produced the first political agreement between
Israel and Egypt.
He helped shape the act of the Helsinki European Security Conference, which es-
tablished an internationally recognized standard for human rights, now generally
accepted as having hastened the collapse of the former Soviet empire.
He sparked the initiative to bring majority rule to southern Africa, a policy that was
a major factor in ending colonialism there.
In his presidency, the International Energy Agency was established, which still forces
cooperation among oil-consuming nations.
Gerald Ford was one of the founders of the continuing annual economic summit
among the industrial democracies.
Throughout his 29 months in office, he persisted in conducting negotiations with our
principal adversary over the reduction and control of nuclear arms.

Kissinger indicated that although Ford was a man of the highest integrity, and most noble
character, it took more than integrity and character to make good foreign policy. President Ford
had long experience with negotiation, and a personal acquaintance with important diplomats.
Ford’s strong analytic mind allowed him to retain focus on central issues amid a sea of details.
He used his brief "honeymoon" period as a new president to ask for, and get, an unprecedented
concession from the usually-inflexible Soviet Union. Kissinger recalls:
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Gerald Ford was always driven by his concern for humane values. He stumped me
in his fifth day in office when he used the first call made by the Soviet ambassador
to intervene on behalf of a Lithuanian seaman who four years earlier had in a horri-
ble bungle been turned over to Soviet authorities after seeking asylum in America.
Against all diplomatic precedent and, I must say, against the advice of all experts,
Gerald Ford requested that the seaman, a Soviet citizen in a Soviet jail, not only be
released but be turned over to American custody. Even more amazingly, his request
was granted.

Ford knew that results like that wouldn’t always arrive so quickly or easily. But he did continue
to get good results like that by means of hard work and patient negotiation. For the rest of his
presidency, he continued to do well in foreign policy:

Throughout the final ordeal of Indochina, Gerald Ford focused on America’s duty
to rescue the maximum number of those who had relied on us. The extraction of
150,000 refugees was the consequence. And typically Gerald Ford saw it as his duty
to visit one of the refugee camps long after public attention had moved elsewhere.
Gerald Ford summed up his concern for human values at the European Security Con-
ference, when looking directly at Brezhnev he proclaimed America’s deep devotion to
human rights and individual freedoms. "To my country," he said, "they’re not clichés
or empty phrases."
Historians will debate for a long time over which president contributedmost to victory
in the cold war. Few will dispute that the cold war could not have been won had
not Gerald Ford emerged at a tragic period to restore equilibrium to America and
confidence in its international role.

Henry Kissinger was Secretary of State during some of America’s most complex foreign policy
situations. He earned a Nobel Prize for his diplomacy, diplomacy created in teamwork with
President Gerald Ford.

2.1.9 The Voice of NBC News (2012-01-15 16:56)

Thomas Brokaw was one of the more influential voices in news reporting in the last quarter of
the twentieth century. Born in South Dakota in 1940, he studied at the University of Iowa and
the University of South Dakota. He began as a local TV news announcer in Sioux City, Iowa.
He began doing national news for the NBC network, and was assigned to cover the White
House shortly before the Watergate scandal began; this would be his rise to fame. Concerning
President Gerald Ford, Brokaw said that Ford had

no hidden agenda, no hit list or acts of vengeance. He knewwho he was and he didn’t
require consultants or gurus to change him. Moreover, the country knew who he was
and despite occasional differences, large and small, it never lost its affection for this
man fromMichigan, the football player, the lawyer and the veteran, the Congressman
and suburban husband, the champion of Main Street values who brought all of those
qualities to the White House.

Brokaw observed both sides of President Ford: the national and international leader, and the
simple but honest human being, subject to the problems of all ordinary mortals:
44 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



2.1. JANUARY BlogBook

We could identify with him - all of us - for so many reasons. Among them, we were
all trapped in what passed for style in the 70s with a wardrobe with lapels out to
here, white belts, plaid jackets and trousers so patterned that they would give you a
migraine.

Despite being captive to the bad clothing fashions of the 1970’s, President Ford was an inter-
national leader: a "world-historical" personage in the true sense of the phrase:

To be a member of the Gerald Ford White House press corps brought other bene-
fits as well as we documented a nation and a world in transition, in turmoil. We
accompanied him to audiences with the notorious and the merely powerful. We saw
Tito, Franco, Sadat, Marcos, Suharto, the shah of Iran, the emperor of Japan, China
with Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai and Deng Xiaoping all at once, what was then the So-
viet Union and Vladivostock with Leonid Brezhnev, and Helsinki at one of the most
remarkable gatherings of leaders in the 20th century.

Yet this pivotal figure in twentieth-century geo-politics found an unlikely incubator in which to
nurture his leadership skills: the University of Michigan football team. Gerald Ford was not only
a football player, but was the MVP (most valuable player) on the team. During his career in Ann
Arbor, the University of Michigan football team had two seasons in which they were undefeated
and won back-to-back national championships (1932 and 1933). Attempting to connect Ford’s
football career as center and linebacker to his decisive role in Western Civilization, Brokaw said:

In many ways I believe football was a metaphor for his life in politics and after. He
played in the middle of the line. He was a center, a position that seldom receives
much praise. But he had his hands on the ball for every play and no play could start
without him. And when the game was over and others received the credit, he didn’t
whine or whimper.

Although it is easy to criticize Brokaw, like any other TV news reporter, as a "talking head" often
reading what others have researched or written, it is apparent from the intellectual honesty
and integrity with which he spoke about President Ford that Brokaw is indeed able acknowledge
honor and greatness, even when they are found in a "politically incorrect" form.

2.1.10 Unsung Heroes of Civil Rights (2012-01-15 17:31)

The big picture of how African-American struggled for civil rights goes back over a 150 years.
Following the emancipation proclamation in 1863, there was a long-term upward trend in civil
rights for Blacks in the United States. But these advances were sadly negated during the
"progressive era" in which President Woodrow Wilson introduced segregation into federal de-
partments which had been desegregated, an era in which states in the deep south abandoned
the Republican party which had not only opened civil rights to the African-Americans, but which
had seen Blacks elected to the Senate and the House of Representatives, and an era in which lit-
eracy tests, poll taxes, and grandfather clauses were introduced specifically in order to remove
African-American voters from the political process.
Because of these setbacks, the advancements which Blacks had made from 1863 to the 1890’s
had to be made all over again. The second wave of the civil rights movement would have to
earn those same rights a second time.
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The courage and perseverance of a long list of people made it possible for Blacks to claim, a
second time, their civil rights. Among those who created space for African-Americans to enjoy
full participation in the governing process were Condoleezza Rice, George W. Bush, Clarence
Thomas, Dwight D. Eisenhower, Colin Powell, and Gerald R. Ford.
President George W. Bush explains President Ford’s role:

Long before he was known in Washington, Gerald Ford showed his character and his
leadership. As a star football player for the University of Michigan, he came face
to face with racial prejudice when Georgia Tech came to Ann Arbor for a football
game. One of Michigan’s best players was an African American student named Willis
Ward. Georgia Tech said they would not take the field if a black man were allowed
to play. Gerald Ford was furious at Georgia Tech for making the demand, and for
the University of Michigan for caving in. He agreed to play only after Willis Ward
personally asked him to. The stand Gerald Ford took that day was never forgotten
by his friend. And Gerald Ford never forgot that day either - and three decades later,
he proudly supported the Civil Rights Act and the Voting Rights Act in the United
States Congress.

The noble character and ethical integrity which caused Ford to champion civil rights for Blacks
also caused him to demonstrate honor in other segments of his political career. President Bush
continued:

Gerald Ford showed his character in the uniform of our country. When Pearl Harbor
was attacked in December 1941, Gerald Ford was an attorney fresh out of Yale Law
School, but when his nation called he did not hesitate. In early 1942 he volunteered
for the Navy and, after receiving his commission, worked hard to get assigned to
a ship headed into combat. Eventually his wish was granted, and Lieutenant Ford
was assigned to the aircraft carrier, USS Monterey, which saw action in some of the
biggest battles of the Pacific.
Gerald Ford showed his character in public office. As a young congressman, he
earned a reputation for an ability to get along with others without compromising
his principles. He was greatly admired by his colleagues and they trusted him a lot.
And so when President Nixon needed to replace a vice president who had resigned
in scandal, he naturally turned to a man whose name was a synonym for integrity:
Gerald R. Ford. And eight months later, when he was elevated to the presidency, it
was because America needed him, not because he needed the office.
President Ford assumed office at a terrible time in our nation’s history. At home,
America was divided by political turmoil and wracked by inflation. In Southeast Asia,
Saigon fell just nine months into his presidency. Amid all the turmoil, Gerald Ford
was a rock of stability. And when he put his hand on his family Bible to take the
presidential oath of office, he brought grace to a moment of great doubt.
In a short time, the gentleman from Grand Rapids proved that behind the affability
was firm resolve. When a U.S. ship called the Mayaguez was seized by Cambodia,
President Ford made the tough decision to send in the Marines - and all the crew
members were rescued. He was criticized for signing the Helsinki Accords, yet history
has shown that document helped bring down the Soviet Union, as courageous men
and women behind the Iron Curtain used it to demand their God-given liberties. Twice
assassins attempted to take the life of this good and decent man, yet he refused to
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curtail his public appearances. And when he thought that the nation needed to put
Watergate behind us, he made the tough and decent decision to pardon President
Nixon, even though that decision probably cost him the presidential election.
Gerald Ford assumed the presidency when the nation needed a leader of character
and humility - and we found it in the man from Grand Rapids. President Ford’s time
in office was brief, but history will long remember the courage and common sense
that helped restore trust in the workings of our democracy.

There is a connection between Ford’s demand for racial equality in the 1930’s, his support for
civil rights in the 1960’s, and the total fabric of his political career. Ford was a member of
the House of Representatives when, as a Republican, he voted for the Civil Rights Act of 1960,
against the opposition of the Democrat Party, and the Act was signed into law by President
Eisenhower. Likewise, Ford and the Republicans overpowered the Democrats in Congress to
pass the Civil Rights Acts of 1964. Gerald Ford and President Eisenhower crafted powerful
legislation to bring about equality and full participation in the governing process for African-
Americans.

2.1.11 Sociological Data (2012-01-27 11:04)

The National Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago has been keeping some
of the best demographic statistics since 1972. This means that long-term studies with high
quality data are now possible. The main instrument for gathering these numbers is the General
Social Survey. With information for a forty-year span, sociological patterns begin to manifest
themselves:
For every additional year of education an individual has, she or he is 15 % more likely to attend
religious services on a regular basis.
Likewise, as educational levels increase, the likelihood of an individual reading the Bible at
least occasionally increases by 15 %.
The probability of not merely attending religious services, but of identifying with a ’mainline’
denomination (Lutheran, Presbyterian, Methodist, Episcopal, etc.) or with the Roman Catholic
church increases by 9 %.
These numbers begin to form a picture of the American population in the late twentieth and
early twenty-first century. Of course, these data raise as many, or more, questions than they
answer:
To what extent do people understand and affirm various religious doctrines?
How do they interpret the Bible?
As faith continues to be a powerful motivator in society, and a significant part of personal
quests for meaning, demographics will help to both summarize and interpret people’s belief
systems.

2.1.12 Generous America (2012-01-27 13:49)

America’s culture is changing and complex - filled with subcultures and influences from around
the globe. One clear feature, however, is that Americans give - they are statistical outliers in
their support for charities. Forbes magazine reports that
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The Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project at the Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society
Studies compiled a ranking of private philanthropy in 36 countries from 1995 to 2002.
Based on giving alone, the U.S. comes first, giving 1.85 % of GDP, followed by Israel
at 1.34 % and Canada at 1.17 %. But based on volunteerism alone, the Netherlands
comes first, followed by Sweden and then the U.S.

America gives more, both as a percentage of its incomes, and in total dollar value, than any
other country. In terms of volunteerism, America ranks third, which isn’t bad, when you re-
member that there are hundreds of countries in the world.

Among developed nations, those with higher taxes and bigger social safety nets tend
to have lower rates of giving. In charitable giving as a percentage of GDP, nations
with cradle-to-grave welfare systems rank far down the Johns Hopkins list: Sweden
18th, France 21st, Germany 32nd.

There are many possible explanations for America’s desire to help the poor. Historically, many
of the early settlers were deeply religious, and set a precedent for donating to those in need.
In contemporary culture, leaders demonstrate by their own examples that charity is still a core
American value:

Dick and Lynn Cheney gave 78 % of their income away in 2005.

Cynics point out that movie stars and famous athletes might give to charities in order to gain
a tax break. But simple mathematics doesn’t support this, showing that

the tax break can’t account for most American giving. After all, you still have less
money after your donation than you did before - depending on what you earn, the
hit to your pocket book is at least 65 % of the dollar figure you gave, and more if
you’re not in the top income bracket. (And while most Americans give to charity,
most don’t itemize their tax deductions, which would be required to take advantage
of the break.)

In fact, many Americans fail to take full advantage of the tax breaks - they simply forget, or
don’t take the time, to declare all of their charitable giving on their tax forms. This holds true
for both rich and middle-income families: all along the income spectrum, we find significant
donation to humanitarian causes:

Indeed, America has a culture of giving that goes far beyond tax breaks. While the
wealthiest citizens give the most in sheer dollar amounts - the top 10 % accounting
for at least a quarter of giving, according to Arthur C. Brooks - it’s in fact low-income
employed Americans who give the highest portion of their income, or 4.5 %.

From the richest of the rich, to those who themselves have only a little more than those are re-
ceiving charity, Americans have a culture of philanthropy. American institutions, from canned
goods collections at Thanksgiving and Christmas, to the year-long flow of groceries to food
banks and homeless shelters, have made charitable giving a cornerstone of our societal iden-
tity.
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2.2 February

2.2.1 Free Trade vs. Free Market (2012-02-15 18:09)

Although these two economic concepts might sound similar, they are significantly different.
Both have played a role in America’s development.
The idea of a free market is central to both America’s concept of itself, and to its prosperity.
A truly free market is a fair and level playing field in which individuals can buy or sell as they
please, and in which creativity is encouraged as inventors and businesses offer new products,
or offer old products at new prices. In this gigantic experiment, people sometimes choose to
take risks - a new gadget make become popular, selling well and making its manufacturer rich;
or it may sell poorly, and the investors lose their money. People also have the freedom to decide
not to take risks; they can choose to manage their money more conservatively, excluding the
possibility of sudden wealth, but also excluding the fate of sudden poverty. A free market
generates prosperity; even when a business closes, as some inevitably must, they will be
replaced by others - as long as the market remains truly free - who will offer employment.
But the notion of a free market is an internal one, a domestic concept: it refers to businesses
competing with each other inside a country.
Quite different is the phrase ’free trade’ which refers to international trade. This phrase indi-
cates a movement to reduce or eliminate tariffs - import taxes. In theory, if nations eliminate
their import taxes, then we would have a free market among nations. But this doesn’t happen
in practice. First, few nations actually eliminate their tariffs; they may reduce some, eliminate
others, and leave others in full effect. Secondly, even if tariffs were totally eliminated, other
factors prevent global trade from being a level playing field. Different national economies are
conditioned by internal variables - regulations and subsidies - which cause price distortions in
their products.
While a free market is generally desirable, and almost universally desired, free trade is much
more problematic. This is seen in the long history of trade between the United States and
China. Initially, China didn’t want free trade because cheap, mass-produced American goods
undercut China’s domestic manufacturers. Later, the very opposite situation occurred, and
now it is America who would rather not have free trade with China.
Despite what nations may want, they sometimes end up with something else, because other
diplomatic factors may force countries to engage in free trade when they would rather not do
so.

2.2.2 Secrets Can Hurt (2012-02-16 09:16)

The United States successfully tested the world’s first atomic bomb on July 16, 1945. Shortly
thereafter, two atomic bombs were used to bring an end to World War Two. Although still
somewhat controversial, it is generally understood that these bombs saved millions of lives.
The destruction they caused convinced Japan to surrender; had the Japanese continued to
fight to the end, millions would have been killed in the invasion of Japan. This much can be
learned from any standard history book.
What is less well known is the struggle to keep the plans for the atomic bomb secret after
the ceasefire with Japan brought an end to the war on August 15, 1945. The Soviet Union no
longer needed to direct its resources toward battling the Germans and the Japanese; free to
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exert itself in other directions, it made getting those plans a top military priority. The Soviets
created one of the world’s largest networks of spies.
In addition to obtaining actual diagrams and descriptions of the nuclear weapon itself, the
Soviets generally worked to obtain any information about the American military: where ships
might be sailing, how much weight an aircraft could carry and what its range might be, how
many troops were in basic training at any one time, etc.
Rather than sending in spies as outsiders to investigate or prowl around military installations,
the Soviets decided that a better tactic would be to plant operatives inside the government,
where access to such information would be routine. Hundreds of individuals were successfully
planted in various departments and agencies. One such person was Helen Silvermaster.
At the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor, one editor of the Michigan Law Review wrote:

Soviet cables now prove absolutely Silvermaster was a Soviet spy, her husband, Gre-
gory, was a Soviet spy, and her son was a currier for their spy ring. Her husband was
literally on the payroll of Moscow and the United States government at the same time.
He worked for the Board of EconomicWarfare and later, theWar Assets Division of the
Treasury Department. Among his services for the Soviet Union, Silvermaster smug-
gled out “huge quantities of war production Board data on weapons aircraft, tank,
artillery, and shipping production.” While working for the Roosevelt administration,
Silvermaster was given a medal for his service to the USSR.

Helen Silvermaster and her family were a unit, smuggling information to a country which was
wondering if it might try a sneak attack on an American military installation, or if it could defeat
the United States in a military confrontation in some remote corner of the world - like Korea or
Vietnam.
Gregory Silvermaster was a connection between his family and a larger Soviet spy network.
It is shocking to think that inside the U.S. government - the government whose purpose is
to protect the lives and freedoms of American citizens - were agents whose purpose was to
endanger those lives and end those freedoms. These agents were employed by not merely a
foreign government, but rather by an enemy government: a government which had declared
publicly that one of its objectives was to bring an end to the lives and freedoms of many U.S.
citizens. How was Gregory Silvermaster installed inside the U.S. government?

He got his job from another Soviet agent, Harry Dexter White. When Mr. Silvermas-
ter’s loyalty was questioned by the Office of Naval Intelligence and War Department
counterintelligence, Harry Dexter White (Soviet spy) and Lauchlin Currie (Soviet spy)
enthusiastically vouched for his patriotism. Roosevelt’s undersecretary of agricul-
ture, Paul Appleby, wrote a righteous letter saying Silvermaster had been questioned
simply because he happened to have been born in Russia.

This illustrates a Soviet technique: once one mole is in place, that mole can hire, and vouch
for, other moles. (Readers of spy novels, and viewers of spy films, will recognize that the
word ‘mole’ refers to “a spy who achieves over a long period an important position within
the security defenses of a country; someone within an organization who anonymously betrays
confidential information,” according to a popular electronic dictionary.) A good mole not only
receives endorsements from other, well-placed moles, but also reacts with indignation when
her or his loyalty is questioned:
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When questioned by the FBI in 1947, suspected spy Helen Silvermaster lamented
that “anyone with liberal views seemed to be called a communist now-a-days.”

“Suspected spy” Helen Silvermaster would soon become “proven spy" Helen Silvermaster. The
Soviet government’s own documents revealed that she, her husband, her son, Harry Dexter
White, and Lauchlin Currie were being paid by the KGB, by Soviet military intelligence, or by
other Soviet counterintelligence agencies - and there were dozens of other spies in the U.S.
sending secrets to Moscow. It was a dangerous time. By August 29, 1949, the Soviet Union
had indeed stolen the plans for the atomic bomb and proven its own bomb in a test detonation.
Much of this information came to light when the Soviet Union collapsed in 1990; in 1995, quan-
tities of these files were released to the public under the name ‘Venona Cables’ or ‘Venona
project’ - quotes here are taken from a Three Rivers Press publication of some of the Venona
results.

2.2.3 The Long Struggle for Civil Rights (2012-02-16 16:47)

Gerald Ford was a champion of the civil rights movement long before becoming president in
August 1975. Going back to his years in the House of Representatives, as his party’s leader
there, J.F. ter Horst recalls that

Ford took the view that the Republican future in the South could not be tied to racist
politics.

The Democrats were still supporting segregation in 1964 and 1965, when Ford began leading
the Republicans in Congress. It was through the crucial votes of Republican Senators and
Representatives that the Civil Rights Act of 1960 and the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had become
law. Likewise, Republican votes were necessary for the 1965 Voting Rights Act.
The Democrats were approaching Ford with compromise offers. If Ford and the Republicans
would support segregation, the Democrats would compromise with them on economic issues.
But the Republicans stood firm, and would not vote for segregation:

As Republican National Chairman Ray Bliss was told privately by one Dixie Republi-
can leader: "if we’re going to get anywhere from now on, we’ve got to go after all
the votes, not just the white ones." The racial nettle, however, was not so easily ex-
tracted from politics in the Deep South. In late 1965, for example, Ford had to cancel
at the last minute an appearance at a big fund-raising dinner in Natchez, Mississippi,
because the audience would be limited to whites. To emphasize his decision, Ford
kept two speaking dates the same weekend on the University of Mississippi cam-
pus because of assurances from school authorities and civil rights groups that the
sessions were open to all citizens.

President Ford’s stance for full and equal civil rights was consistent, starting with his under-
graduate days at the University of Michigan, where he worked in the 1930’s to ensure that
black football players were given the same privileges as white football players; Ford was MVP
on a team that won two consecutive national championships. He maintained a determined
commitment to fairness throughout his career, and in the White House, he appointed William
Coleman, the first African-American to serve as Secretary of Transportation.
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2.2.4 Mercy and Politics (2012-02-22 15:15)

Politics and mercy usually don’t go together: in a political struggle, an individual, or a party,
will often do whatever it takes to win. Among those who rise above such a crass power struggle
- among those who are willing to strive for what is good, right, just, and noble - even among
this better class of political leaders, who are willing to sacrifice through hard work, and even
through suffering losses and setbacks rather than compromise their understanding of what
honor demands - even among them, mercy is rare, because mercy sometimes involves both a
personal sacrifice and the willingness to compromise justice.

Those who are willing to compromise justice will do so for their own gain; those who are willing
to compromise their own gain will do so for justice. Mercy sometimes asks us to compromise
both justice and our own gain. ’Forgiveness’ is another word for this.

Such mercy is rare enough among ordinary human beings. It is rarer still among politicians.
Historian J.F. ter Horst recalls a brief meeting in 1974 with President Gerald Ford. Only a month
into Ford’s presidency, ter Horst met with Ford in order to submit his letter of resignation. He
felt that he could not continue working for an administration which was in the process of issuing
a pardon to former President Nixon.

Ford’s decision to pardon Nixon was not a pursuit of justice; Nixon was almost certainly guilty
of violating some law. The pardon was also not in Ford’s personal interest: it was actually a sort
of political suicide for Ford, who would stand almost no chance of winning the 1976 election.
The pardon was an act of mercy.

In his book about Ford, ter Horst recalls his meeting with Ford about the pardon:

"It was not an easy decision for me to make," he said of his plan to pardon Nixon. "I
thought about it a lot and prayed, too." He had just come back from the eight o’clock
communion service at St. John’s Episcopal Church across Lafayette Park from the
White House.

There is a strange dialectic in which mercy, as it trumps justice, and seemingly violates justice,
can come to be seen as serving a higher type of justice. If forgiveness is part of justice, and if
reconciliation is part of justice, then in violating a lower type of justice, mercy may yet serve a
higher type of justice.

"I’m not concerned about the election in 1976 or the politics of it," he said. "I know
there will be controversy over this, but it’s the right thing to do and that’s why I
decided to do it now. I hope you can see that." Ford paused, his face somber, his
strong profile silhouetted against the sunlit windows.

Ford was knew that he was doing something unpopular: something that would not help his own
career. Yet most historians now credit Ford with a good decision. The pardon probably saved
the nation from an agonizing trial and conviction which, although it may have served literal
justice against Nixon, would have failed to serve a higher sense of justice, and would have
shredded the national psyche. Ford, in a very real sense, saved the constitutional structure of
our nation.
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2.3 March

2.3.1 Typewriter C.S.I. (2012-03-03 13:25)

Although modern audiences have become familiar with high-tech crime solving through TV
shows like CSI and NCIS, one dramatic instance of scientific investigation changed history in a
rather low-tech era.
Unlike modern computer printers, old-fashioned typewriters, because of their more physical
nature, left a distinct pattern on any document. Under a high-power microscope, the letters
left on paper could be traced back to the individual machine which made them. This technique
would prove pivotal in the “Hiss case,” as an editor of the Michigan Law Review explains:

The “Hiss case” referred to Alger Hiss, the top FDR advisor and accused Soviet spy,
convicted of perjury for denying that he was a Soviet agent. As a young congress-
man Nixon had exposed Hiss by pursuing the testimony of Hiss’s former fellow spy,
Whittaker Chambers. The crucial evidence against Hiss consisted of some highly
sensitive government documents that Chambers claimed he had received from Hiss
when they were both spying for the Soviet Union. Chambers produced the documents
from a hollowed-out pumpkin in response to a subpoena from Nixon’s congressional
committee. Though Hiss denied the documents had come from him, the Pumpkin Pa-
pers, as they came to be called, were proved to have been typed on the Hiss family
typewriter.

As it turned out, Mr. Hiss, who had been highly regarded and appointed to important positions
within the U.S. government, was copying secret documents by typing them on his typewriter,
and sending them to the Soviet government. Alger Hiss was part of the same network of spies
which would later send the plans for America’s atomic bomb to the Soviet Union, creating a
huge threat to the security and ordinary lives of millions of Americans. Deadly secrets left the
United States, typed out letter by letter, page by page, on Alger Hiss’s typewriter. The fact
that the Soviet government obtained this information meant misery and death for people on
several different continents. But the microscope proved that Hiss’s typewriter had been the
source for these betrayals:

Forced to explain the unexplainable, Hiss expressed amazement on the witness
stand, saying he would always “wonder how Whittaker Chambers got into my house
to use my typewriter.” The jury laughed out loud at Hiss’s excuse - and then con-
victed him of perjury.

Alger Hiss was convicted in 1950 and sent to jail. Although that might seem to be the end of
the story, it wasn’t.

Decrypted Soviet cables were declassified in 1995, proving that Hiss had been a
Soviet spy - even to the satisfaction of the New York Times.

Forty-five years after being definitively exposed and convicted as a Soviet spy, it turned out
the Alger Hiss was even more dangerous that anyone in the 1940’s or 1950’s had thought. The
Soviet Union was operating an extensive network of spies in the United States, at a time when
massive amounts of nuclear weapons were aimed and ready to be launched toward America.
The threat at the time was worse than we knew.
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2.3.2 Create Jobs, or Fix Imaginary Problems? (2012-03-05 14:59)

Since the 1960’s, certain political groups have hypothesized that the government needs to
regulate industry for the sake of the environment. It is clear that some industrial practices
can harm the environment; there is no doubt that dangerous emissions have damaged air and
water quality in specific cases. But is government regulation the best way to address those
situations?
The trend for several decades has been constantly increasing regulation, with occasional peri-
ods of respite when rules were relaxed for the sake of giving well-paying jobs to the Americans
who needed it most. These regulations took their toll on workers, eliminated some jobs, and
reducing pay in others. But did these regulations actually do anything to help the environment?
Historian Howard Zinn states that

Reflecting on this years later, Herbert Stein, who had been the chairman of Nixon’s
Council of Economic Advisers, lamented that "the juggernaut of environmental regu-
lation proved not to be controllable by the Nixon administration."

Specifically, Nixon had signed the OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Act) into law in 1970.
Regulations which failed to help the environment simply caused unemployment and suffering
for those at or near the poverty level. Meanwhile, non-regulatory measures were making real
progress toward protecting the environment. Without legislation, the American consumer grad-
ually phased out the use of chlorofluorocarbons and other chemicals. Giving people options,
and letting them choose, proved to be a significant step toward protecting the environment -
without coercive regulation.
In a different part of the world, this principle was being taken to an extreme. The eastern
European countries of Poland, East Germany, and Czechoslovakia - under the domination of
the Soviet communist army - had the most controlled economies on the globe, and the worst
environmental conditions. Pollution was at its worst behind the Iron Curtain in the Soviet Bloc
countries, proving that regulated economies do not help the environment.
Meanwhile, rules continued to intervene in the marketplace, stifling job creation. By the late
1970’s, Jimmy Carter was president, and economic misery started by oil supply issues was
being made worse by various regulations which prevented the marketplace from fixing itself.
Economies are self-correcting mechanisms, and automatically restore themselves to equilib-
rium, if allowed to do so.

But as the American economy showed signs of trouble, Carter seemed more and
more concerned about the difficulties the act created for businesses. He became an
advocate of removing regulations on corporations and giving them more leeway

to create new jobs. This cycle - new regulation signed into law, and later to be gradually
reduced when it is discovered that it helps neither the environment nor the working class -
would be repeated in the next few decades. Although well-intended, regulation doesn’t help
the environment as much as a free marketplace.

2.3.3 Catching a Spy (2012-03-09 15:31)

Although the Soviet Union’s effort to dominate other nations took decisive shape after WWII,
it had already set its intentions into motion before the war. One of the steps it took was the
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creation of a network of intelligence and counterintelligence agents planted inside the United
States government. These operatives would do immense damage - costing lives and placing
entire nations under Stalin’s political oppression.
The Americans learned of this plan when a few of these agents defected - they switched sides.
One of these defectors was Whittaker Chambers. He decided that he did not want to be a part
of Stalin’s plan; he did not want to take people’s freedom away. Ann Coulter writes about him:

In what would turn out to be one of the most significant events of the twentieth
century, Whittaker Chambers broke with the Communist Party. The political battle
lines were drawn over Chambers and they have never been redrawn. His story would
become the story of the nation. Years later, Chambers would write of his fear that the
Communist Party would murder him, as it had murdered so many other apostates,
saying, "They must sometimes have thought bitterly since about their failure to do
so."

When Chambers and other defectors left the Communist Party, they took with them information
which helped the United States government discover plots by various spies. Stopping these
plans would prevent the Soviet government from obtaining military and political control over
other nations. The Communist Party often murdered such defectors. It was so dangerous
to defect that people jokingly referred to it as suicide, and the murders committed by the
Communists were often disguised as suicides.

Chambers had planned his break for months. In addition to the practical concern
of avoiding a "suicide," leaving the Communist Party was more than "leaving one
house and occupying another." He was "reversing the faith of an adult lifetime, held
implacably to the point of criminality." When he took up the cause of the free world
against the Communists, he said he had moved to a house "manifestly in collapse
and the caretakers largely witless." But had had no choice. Agonizingly, he had come
to the realization that he had been working on the side of evil - for terror, torture,
fascism, and death. A fellow ex-Communist, Walter Krivitsky, would force him to
state the painful truth out loud: The Soviet government was a fascist government
and it had been from the beginning.

Defectors like Chambers were able to tell the rest of the world about the Soviet Union: the
prison camps, spy networks, torture and execution of ordinary civilians for merely question-
ing the wisdom of the Communist Party, millions living in constant fear of accidentally saying
something which would cause their imprisonment.

Krivitsky was the first to tell Chambers of Stalin’s feverish efforts to align with Hitler
in 1939. The proposed alliance, Chambers said, was "thoroughly justified" as Com-
munist strategy, but from "any human point of view, the pact was evil." As Chambers
imagined the coming conflict, he rued that conservatives would be "all but helpless."
He said the fate of the free world could only be decided in a struggle between the
Communists and the ex-Communists, for "no other has been so deeply into the total
nature of the evil with which communism threatens mankind." After meeting with
Krivitsky, Chambers said, "I knew that, if the opportunity offered, I would inform."
Soon thereafter, the Hitler-Stalin Pact was signed. Days later, as Hitler’s armies
marched into Poland, Chambers was on a plane from New York to Washington, D.C.
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Insiders like Chambers and Krivitsky understood that the Communists would stop at nothing.
The Soviets would not even pause at the deaths of millions of innocent civilians if it meant an
expansion of Communist power. These defectors were able to alert the world to grave danger.

2.3.4 Rumsfeld Eulogizes Ford (2012-03-11 19:47)

Donald Rumsfeld, who served impressively as Secretary of Defense for both President Ford and
President Bush, and who also served in the House of Representatives, as well as being White
House Chief of Staff, Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity, and Ambassador to NATO,
included the following paragraph in his speech at one of the several state funerals given for
President Ford:

When I joined Gerald Ford as a member of Congress in 1962, I found a skillful legis-
lator who had earned the respect of his colleagues. He was energetic in his desire
to serve and to contribute. But he did not wake up every morning wondering how
he could get ahead. In fact, in 1964, Betty will remember that a small group of us
had to work very, very hard to persuade Jerry Ford to run for minority leader of the
United States House of Representatives. And I was able to see him work skillfully
to achieve passage of the historic civil rights legislation during the 1960s. Later, as
White House chief of staff, I was standing next to President Ford during two assas-
sination attempts that stunned an already traumatized country, which he handled
with courage, with poise, and, I should add, with good humor.

President Gerald R. Ford had perhaps more funerals, and more speeches and eulogies given in
his memory, than any other U.S. president. This is a reflection of the unique role he played in
American history, restoring, through his personal integrity and honor, a sense of stability and
trust.

2.3.5 Many Praises for Ford (2012-03-11 20:16)

When President Gerald R. Ford died in December 2006, many speeches and eulogies were
spoken in his memory. More than for many other presidents, ceremonies were held in California,
in Michigan, and in Washington, D.C.

This outpouring of affection and honor was given in recognition of Ford’s unique role in American
history, and his personal honor and integrity. Speaker of the House, Dennis Hastert, said that

I don’t think it is a coincidence that American history seems to be an almost provi-
dential narrative – a story about finding the right man at the right time to lead the
nation. The Presidency is more than agendas and ideas. It is, at its core, a human
institution molded and shaped by the character of the men who have served there.
In the summer of 1974, America didn’t need a philosopher king or a warrior prince,
an aloof aristocrat or a populist firebrand.

John A. Boehner, serving in the House of Representatives, said that
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The Watergate crisis was one of the most difficult times in our nation’s history, and
President Ford’s unflinching leadership helped heal a nation and restore the American
people’s faith in their government. His decision to pardon President Nixon was a
controversial and difficult move that drew a great deal of criticism. But in hindsight,
I think most Americans would agree it was the right decision, the honorable decision,
and reflected President Ford’s good judgment and straightforward approach.

Congressman Bart Stupak, from Ford’s home state of Michigan, said that

Gerald Ford did not seek power or fame, but he answered the call of our Nation’s
highest office when our Nation needed him. He was selected to be Vice President
because of his high character, bipartisanship, and integrity. Eight months later, these
qualities were evident when President Ford helped heal a divided Nation after the
Watergate scandal.

An amazing amount of emotion was displayed at the several state funerals for President Gerald
Ford. The affection shown for him reflected that nation’s pain during the years of Watergate
and Vietnam, and the subsequent healing from those year - a healing facilitated by Gerald R.
Ford.

2.3.6 HUAC: The House Un-American Activities Committtee (2012-03-22 20:09)

The HUAC was started long enough ago that it is now almost as much about myth and legend
as about detailed historical data. At a time when Senator Joseph McCarthy was gaining much
attention in the Senate, the House of Representatives wanted to do something different. So
the HUAC was born.
Although in competition with Senator Joe McCarthy, the HUAC was actually older. It was formed
in 1945, and had been preceded by several similar committees in earlier decades. Author
Michael Savage writes that

it was an investigative committee of the United States House of Representatives
charged with uncovering subversive activity in the United States. It looked into the
activities and associations of, particularly, those in the government and the entertain-
ment industry, especially in Hollywood, who were suspected of being communists.

At this time in history, ‘communism’ was more than merely an interesting political theory. It
was an organization which owed allegiance to Joseph Stalin, whose aim was to ensure the end
of freedom among the nations of the world, and placed Soviet soldiers on every continent
to oppress people everywhere. Insane because he thought world domination possible, and
ruthless because he calmly planned and carried out the deaths of millions, Stalin had followers
in America. This is what it meant to be a communist, a member of the Communist Party, in the
1940s and 1950s.

HUAC rooted out Soviet operative Alger Hiss, who was convicted of perjury on January
21, 1950, and it revealed the extent of communist infiltration of the film industry, ul-
timately resulting in prison terms for the so-called “Hollywood Ten,” people found
guilty of contempt of Congress for refusing to answer questions about their commu-
nist affiliations. In addition, many other Hollywood communists were blacklisted and
refused employment in the film industry.
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These communists were not ‘freethinkers’ who wanted to exercise their freedoms of thought
and speech. They were organized operatives and agents of a foreign government whose stated
purpose was the dismantling of the United States and its government.

HUAC served America and protected it from what was then the most serious threat
to the national security of the United States: the spread of Soviet Communism.

One need only remember that the Soviet Union had thousands of atomic warhead, mounted
on missiles, and aimed at major American cities. This was what it meant to be a communist.

The evidence of history, particularly since the Venona Papers were released after the
fall of the Soviet Union in the early 1990’s, tells

us that things were even worse than the HUAC feared. The number of paid Soviet spies in the
government and in the news media was more than the HUAC had guessed or suspected.

The Venona Papers were a collection of transcriptions of encoded radio messages
by Soviet KGB agents in the United States to their superiors in Moscow between the
years 1943 and 1948. They reveal that by the time World War II had ended, the
United States government had been infiltrated at every level by Soviet agents who
influenced policy and recruited others as Soviet spies. The Venona Papers revealed
that HUAC’s pursuit of communists was a justified attempt to identify and weed out
traitors to America who had infiltrated our government and our entertainment indus-
try.

It is breathtaking to realize that the U.S. government and the American news media were
saturated by foreign spies whose mission was to undermine and destroy our society. It is a
tribute to the strength of our national character that we survived such an attack

2.3.7 The Marshall Plan in Context (2012-03-29 14:04)

America’s famous effort to assist in the rebuilding of war-torn Europe in the late 1940’s has
become a prime example of the type of help which western democracies lend to other countries.
Between 1948 and 1951, $12.7 billion dollars, in the forms of loans and grants, went to France,
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and other nations.
The thinking behind the Marshall Plan was complex. The primary impulse was altruistic - west-
ern civilization’s peculiar desire to help others. But there were political motives as well. Intro-
ducing the plan in a speech given at Harvard University, Secretary of State George Marshall
noted that parts of Europe had been so devastated that "The modern system of the division
of labor upon which the exchange of products is based is in danger of breaking down." He
continued:

Aside from the demoralizing effect on the world at large and the possibilities of dis-
turbances arising as a result of the desperation of the people concerned, the conse-
quences to the economy of the United States should be apparent to all. It is logical
that the United States should do whatever it is able to do to assist in the return of
normal economic health to the world, without which there can be no political stability
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and no assured peace. Our policy is not directed against any country, but against
hunger, poverty, desperation and chaos. Any government that is willing to assist in
recovery will find full co-operation on the part of the U.S.A. Its purpose should be the
revival of a working economy in the world so as to permit the emergence of political
and social conditions in which free institutions can exist.

In its historical context, the Marshall Plan was both forward-looking and backward-looking. In
terms of the past, it had become undeniable by 1947 - the year of Marshall’s speech at Harvard
- that the Versailles Treaty of 1919 had created not only economic misery in the 1920’s and
1930’s, but it had also created the political climate for WWII. The treaty that ended World War
One had essentially created World War Two, or at least the European part of it. The Marshall
Plan would avoid repeating that mistake by creating a more cooperative and optimistic postwar
era.
In terms of the future, the Marshall Plan would strengthen the prospects for a free Europe in
three ways: it economically and politically fortified the free nations of western Europe, giving
them greater capacity to resist not only a direct military invasion by Stalin’s Soviet Union,
but also the indirect influences of communist propaganda and internal subversion. It boosted
morale among the western nations, ensuring their solid participation in NATO and diminishing
any chances for home-grown socialism or communism within them. Finally, it created an object
lesson which nations of eastern Europe, suffering under Soviet communist oppression, could
not overlook - they would understand what a price they were paying to be part of what would
become the Warsaw Pact.
Although the idea of the Marshall Plan may appeared simple, there were a variety of complex
thoughts behind it.

2.4 April

2.4.1 Breaking Ranks (2012-04-07 09:14)

Occasionally in the history of politics we see an individual who decides to move in a direction
opposite to his party - whether out of conscience or out of cold calculation: someone who
chooses to do the antithesis of what his party is doing.
The modern civil rights movement in the United States produced a dizzying array of legislation:
The Civil Rights Act of 1957 was followed by The Civil Rights Act of 1960, and the same for
1964 and 1968. In addition, there was The Voting Rights Act of 1965, and numerous other bills
introduced into the House of Representatives and into the Senate during these years.
All of these pieces of legislation had one thing in common: they were carried through Congress
by the votes of Republicans. The Democrat party had its power base in the Old South, or the
Deep South, and was firmly segregationist. The 1965 Voting Rights Act, for example, had the
votes of 97 % of the Republicans in the Senate, while a group of Democrat Senators worked
against it.
But there were exceptions: Senator Barry Goldwater, a Republican from Arizona, joined with
the Democrats in the Senate in opposing the 1964 Civil Rights Act. We’ll probably never know
whether he did this out of personal conviction, or as a political strategy: he was running for
president at the time, and perhaps hoped to get Democrats to vote for him, if he voted against
the Civil Rights Act.
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In any case, his fellow Republicans were dismayed. The political party of Abraham Lincoln had
maintained its record of supporting African-American civil rights for more than a century; Gold-
water would be a blemish on the party’s record if he joined the Democrats in the filibustering
and obstructionism. Rather than help Goldwater, his choice would actually hurt his chances of
becoming president. Historian William F. Buckley, Jr., recalls:

But it mattered that there was continuing, even hardening, opposition to Goldwater’s
voting position on the Civil Rights Act then before Congress. Only five other Repub-
licans had announced their opposition to the bill, which would come up for a vote
later in June.

The response to Goldwater’s decision was the harmful to his presidential aspirations. The infor-
mal and unwritten power structure in Congress had left the Democrats in control for decades,
allowing Jim Crow laws to flourish in the South. The Republicans, a large minority in Congress,
had developed a successful tactic by persuading a few Democrats to vote with the GOP on civil
rights bills, creating a coalition large enough to vote them into law:

The Democrats’ leverage over Congress had been achieved, over several decades -
including the decades of Franklin Delano Roosevelt - by the most artful dissimulation
in American political history. The Democratic Party was hailed as the party of reform,
of social conscience, the progressive vessel of a modern and permanently altered
nation born with the New Deal. For two decades the Democrats’ life and strength
had depended critically on the party’s hold on the U.S. Senate. And this had been
effected with the compliance of a dozen Southern senators given power by the rules
of seniority. And all of them were agents of the Jim Crow Southern tradition.

The electorate was waking up to the irony that the political party which labeled itself ’progres-
sive’ was in fact the party which had kept segregation firmly in place - the voters were realizing
that the Democrat party, hailed as the compassionate party, was in fact the party which insti-
tuted and maintained Jim Crow laws after the Republicans lost their influence in the South at
the end of the Reconstruction era.
As a heightened awareness of civil rights arose among the public, the Democrats were in an
awkward position. Within their ranks were the staunchest segregationists, yet in the searching
light of public opinion, they needed to be seen as promoting equal opportunity. Thus it was
that LBJ saw fit to support the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which many in his own party opposed.

What they faced now, with Lyndon Johnson reborn, was a looming transformation by
the Civil Rights Act. In the spring of 1964 it lay in the bowels of Congress like a fetus
teeming with life, but not yet quite born. It was ardently backed by President Johnson,
whose backing was all the more eloquent for his historical anti-civil-rights legislative
and executive devices. But today he was the principal champion of a bill that would
assert a federal right to seek out discrimination in every quarter of Southern life and
to harness the dormant engines of the federal government to fight such discrimina-
tion. It would bring to life equality before the law in the little courthouses of the
South which, pleading states’ rights, had for so long devised means of frustrating
the liberal passions of the high-minded.

The complexities abound: President Johnson was now supporting the type of civil rights leg-
islation he had previously opposed; he was now in conflict with members of his own party.
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Goldwater, on the other hand, was now opposing the legislation which his party supported.
LBJ, a renegade Democrat, was opposing his own party by supporting the civil rights legis-
lation; Goldwater, a renegade Republican, was opposing his own party by opposing the civil
rights legislation.
Whether LBJ and Goldwater were acting out of calculation or conviction, the results of history
are clear. Goldwater lost the support of many in his own party, and so lost his chance to become
president. LBJ gained momentary plausibility as a supporter of civil rights, but over time failed
to persuade the voters that he was a true champion of equality for Blacks.
The lesson is that one must not only be right, but be right consistently.

2.4.2 Electoral Disconnect (2012-04-07 12:04)

More than once it has happened that voters elect a candidate, even if his views aren’t theirs.
Such instances illuminate the question of how voters cast their ballots - do they elect the
candidate as an individual, or do they see him as a bundle of issues?
In the 1964 presidential election, voters overwhelmingly rejected Barry Goldwater, and elected
Lyndon Johnson. Yet the polling data revealed that voters were more likely to agree with Gold-
water on major national questions. Historian William F. Buckley, Jr., reports that

no less than 94 percent of the American public believed that the government had
been lax in security ... 88 percent agreed that prayer in schools should be reinstated
... sixty-four percent believed that Goldwater was uniquely serious about wanting to
curb extremist groups; 60 percent felt that government power should be trimmed;
and, again, 60 percent agreed that state welfare without stringent eligibility rules
encouraged laziness. A solid 50 percent believed that Goldwater would do a better
job than Johnson on the issue of morality and corruption in government.

So most voters agreed with Goldwater, but voted for LBJ. Why? Possible answers: the 94
% statistic about security may have overstated the public’s sentiment in the wake of Walter
Jenkins scandal. Johnson had been coy on the school prayer issue, simply deferring to the
Constitution’s separation of powers rather than expressing a concrete view. In recent legislative
matters, Johnson had departed from his segregationist views long enough to endorse the 1964
Civil Rights Act during an election year; Goldwater had departed from his integrationist views
long enough to cripple his political capital by opposing the same legislation, not in principle,
but on a technicality.
It was not the first time, nor the last, that the American voters would choose a candidate with
whom they disagreed and rejected a candidate with whom they largely agreed. These are the
cases which keep campaign managers employed.

2.4.3 Pondering MLK (2012-04-07 17:15)

Books, articles, and movies have been produced in great quantity, narrating and honoring the
life of Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. The amazing amount of material produced about him is
appropriate: he is pivotal in the history of the twentieth century. Almost everything that can
be said or written about him has already been said or written.
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Wemight ask about the causes of his success - both during his short lifetime, and in the decades
afterward. There weremany leaders in the civil rights movement; few rose to his heights during
their time on this planet, and few have endured in human memory so vividly after they left it.
What was it about MLK which made him so distinctively impactive? Historian William F. Buckley,
Jr., writes:

What moved so many about what King had had to say was its ground, not in consti-
tutional exegesis, but in Christian dogma. Equality under the law, in America, had
been a focus constitutional evolution - blacks, women, minors. The Constitution, as
everybody knows, implicitly condoned slavery. The approach to equality continues
to be progressive. The Thirteenth Amendment abolished slavery, Plessy vs. Fergu-
son authorized a prolongation of inequality, Brown vs. Board of Education reversed
Plessy, the Civil Rights Acts parsed equality. The ground of this evolution has been
a religiously transcendent view of human beings, in the absence of which the bell
curve is king.

In the absence of spiritual view of humans, in which each human life carries equal worth and
dignity, we are content to value some people as more valuable than others. If we adopt MLK’s
worldview, we demand that every human being be acknowledged, in Jefferson’s words, as
having a "sacred and undeniable" right to life and liberty.

"The lights that motivated Martin Luther King (by his own words) are" essentially spiritual:
he was a clergyman, who earned his paycheck preaching the New Testament. He challenged
America to live up to the words of its founding documents, but in order to issue such a challenge,
he stood on a still deeper form of foundation. This is what gives MLK’s enduring legacy such
power.

2.4.4 Economics in the 1960’s (2012-04-14 20:39)

President Lyndon Johnson, with the cooperation of a Democrat majority in both houses of
Congress, created two of the nation’s biggest spending schemes: the war in Vietnam, and
the "Great Society" programs. These big-ticket items created deficit spending and debt which
would continue for decades. Looking back, we can see the fiscal disaster, but at the time it
was not so obvious. There were some people at the time who saw clearly the looming financial
disaster which LBJ’s programs would cause. Senator Barry Goldwater wrote:

Here is an indication of how taxation currently infringes on our freedom. A family
man earning $4,500 a year works, on average, twenty-two days a month. Taxes,
visible and invisible, take approximately 32 % of his earnings. This means that one-
third, or seven whole days, of his month labor goes for taxes. The average American
is therefore working one third of the time for the government: a third of what he
produces is not available for his own use but is confiscated and used by other who
have not earned it. Let us note that by this measure, the U.S. is already one third
"socialized." The late Senator Taft made the point often. "You can socialize," he said
"just as well by a steady increase in the burden of taxation beyond the 30 % level we
have already reached as you can can by government seizure. The very imposition of
heavy taxes is a limit on a man’s freedom."
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From our later perspective, an annual salary of $4,500 may seem small, but the percentage
numbers are still relevant. If we add together sales tax, income tax, property tax, gasoline
tax, cell phone tax, and dozens of other taxes on everything from beer to airplane tickets, we
realize that the government is taking a greater and greater portion of every working American’s
income. We’re feeling the pain of such taxes now, but the seeds of this suffering were planted
in the 1960’s.

2.4.5 How to Create Economic Growth (2012-04-14 20:51)

The economy of any nation is cyclic - ups and downs happen over and over again. History
shows us that if we simply wait it out, the downs will eventually pass, and we will return to
the ups. But sometimes people grow impatient - understandably, given the human cost of the
downs - and want the government to "do something" to "fix it." But well-intentioned attempts to
intervene in the economy can only make things worse, never better. Senator Barry Goldwater
wrote:

Let us, by all means, remember the nation’s interest in reducing taxes and spend-
ing. The need for "economic growth" that we hear so much about these days will be
achieved, not by the government harnessing the nation’s economic forces, but by
emancipating them. By reducing taxes and spending we will not only return to the
individual the means with which he can assert his freedom and dignity, but also guar-
antee to the nation the economic strength that will always be its ultimate defense
against foreign foes.

Whenever we hear the calls for "more jobs" or "job creation" or "better jobs" - whether in the
1960’s (when Goldwater wrote) or in the present - the answer is always to reduce regulation,
reduce taxation, and let creative people explore new ideas in industry and business. Steve Jobs
was allowed to create the iPod, iPhone, and iPad because of this economic freedom. Future
creative geniuses will be able to continue such artistry only if government gets out of the way
and lets them work.

2.4.6 A Bitter Harvest from the New Deal (2012-04-14 21:18)

The pain of the Great Depression made people willing to go along with FDR’s New Deal. In
hindsight, they probably began regretting it soon thereafter. National debt went up immedi-
ately, as did the deficit; but the unemployment rate didn’t go down. But the tax burden to pay
for it all began to crush Americans, both rich and poor. It has been doing so ever since. On
January 18, 1960, almost thirty years after the New Deal began to take millions from American
wage-earners, the New York Times printed, on its front page, that:

The President estimated that the expenditures of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare in the fiscal year 1961 (including Social Security payments) would
exceed $15,000,000. Thus the current results of New Deal legislation are Federal
disbursements for human welfare in this country second only to national defense.

The huge amounts of money - back then, $15,000,000 was a lot of money - were spent in the
name of "human welfare," but in fact only created misery in society. The net result of these
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expenditures was an increase in the divorce rate, the numbers of children born illegitimately,
and the numbers of chronically unemployed. FDR’s programs also created a dependency men-
tality, in which people saved less earnestly for their retirement, assuming that the government
would pay for it all.
In the 1960’s, LBJ’s "Great Society" programs would extend the New Deal mentality, and Sen-
ator Barry Goldwater would note:

The currently favored instrument of collectivization is the Welfare State. The col-
lectivists have not abandoned their ultimate goal - to subordinate the individual to
the State - but their strategy has changed. They have learned that Socialism can
be achieved through Welfarism quite as well as through Nationalization. They un-
derstand that private property can be confiscated as effectively by taxation as by
expropriating it. They understand that the individual can be put at the mercy of the
State - not only by make the State his employer - but by divesting him of the means
to provide for his personal needs an by giving the State the responsibility of caring for
those needs from cradle to grave. Moreover, they have discovered - and here is the
critical point - that Welfarism is much more compatible with the political processes
of a democratic society. Nationalization ran into popular opposition, but the collec-
tivists feel sure the Welfare State can be erected by the simple expedient of buying
votes with promises of "free" hospitalization, "free" retirement pay and so on ... The
correctness of this estimate can be seen from the portion of the federal budget that
is now allocated to welfare, an amount second only to the cost of national defense.

Senator Goldwater correctly projected the future tactics of certain politicians. Taxes would
continue to increase, as would national debt, yearly federal deficits, and the promises made to
care for various needs. In fact, domestic spending for such projects would soon exceed defense
spending, and eventually the government would spend, annually, twice or thrice on domestic
welfare what it spent on defense. Yet the class of urban poor and chronically unemployed would
only grow with each new spending initiative. Even when well-intentioned, such programs only
harm those they are supposed to help.

2.4.7 The Venona Project (2012-04-20 11:34)

As every fan of spy movies knows, cryptography is an important skill for an intelligence agency
to have. Various wars have hinged on codes, and someone’s ability or inability to break them.
The ColdWar is no exception. The Venona Project was a big code-breaking effort which informed
the American government about dozens of Soviet spies who had been planted inside the State
Department and other agencies. Historian Ann Coulter writes:

The Venona Project was begun in 1943 by Colonel Carter Clarke, chief of the U.S.
Army’s Special Branch, in response to rumors that Stalin was negotiating a separate
peace with Hitler. Only a few years earlier, the world had been staggered by the
Hitler-Stalin Pact. Unaccountably, Colonel Clarke did not share President Roosevelt’s
trust in the man FDR called "Uncle Joe." Cloaked in secrecy, Clarke set up a special
Army unit to break the Soviet code. Neither President Roosevelt nor President Truman
was told about the Venona Project. This was a matter of vital national security: The
Democrats could not be trusted.
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Historians have hotly debated the degree to which FDR was taken in by Stalin. FDR did manage
to talk Stalin into at least making the gesture of preparing to engage the Japanese in a militarily
significant way, and this may have sped up Japan’s timetable for surrender. So maybe FDR
wasn’t always easily fooled. Truman also had his doubts about Stalin’s integrity. Yet both
presidents were lulled into thinking that Stalin’s word, or his signature on a document like a
treaty, had meaning. It was clear that Stalin would say anything, or sign any document, while
planning to do the very opposite.

The Soviets used a code that was, in theory, unbreakable. But by the war’s end,
the Americans had cracked it. And when the Venona cryptographers read the So-
viet cables they discovered something far more sinister than Stalin’s war plans: The
Roosevelt administration was teeming with paid agents of Moscow. Stalin’s hand-
maidens held strategic positions at the White House, the State Department, the War
Department, the Office of Strategic Services, and the Treasury Department.

This discovery provoked a crisis. People had been appointed or hired into positions which gave
them access to sensitive information - people whose stated and sworn objective was to destroy
the United States. Men and women were working in departments and making decisions about
national policy - men and women who were attempting to implement a plan for a communist
takeover in America, a takeover which would have eliminated political freedom as we know it.
Given the large volume of communications between Soviet agents in the United States and
their headquarters in Moscow, "only a small number of the intercepted Soviet cables have
been decoded. But even that much proves" that America was in grave danger. "The U.S.
government had a major Communist infestation problem." In hindsight, FDR’s and Truman’s
"gravest error was in underestimating the problem of Communist subversion."

2.4.8 The Carter Years (2012-04-22 14:45)

Jimmy Carter’s political career was influenced by two events: the Watergate scandal and the
Vietnam War. Without either of those, it would have been unlikely that he would have be-
come president. But given those two factors, the American voters were looking for something
different in the election of 1976. Historian Michael Savage writes:

Most people consider James Earl Carter good and decent. He doesn’t drink. He
doesn’t gamble. He’s been married to the same female for the past sixty years.

Carter managed to leverage his image at a time when the electorate was disenchanted with
the political process and suspicious of most candidates:

It’s largely because of those qualities ... that he was elected the thirty-ninth president
of the United States. Still, the fact that he is "good," "decent," and "married to the
same mate for umpteen years" should not qualify him for the highest office in the
land.

During the four years during which Jimmy Carter was
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at the helm, the United States was tossed into a tailspin of gross overspending, mon-
umental inflation, and an oil and gasoline crisis that made even the post-Katrina
madness seem like a bargain hunter’s paradise.

Carter had been a peanut farmer in Plains, Georgia. He had graduated from the Naval Academy
at Annapolis, and had technical experience working with nuclear power. He had also been
governor of Georgia. While technically adept, he lacked skills or experience in diplomacy and
in powerbrokering. His

most ignominious contribution to history ... was his bungling of the Iran hostage crisis.
By sanctimoniously undermining the Shah of Iran ... Carter threw open Teheran to
the Ayatollah Khomeini.

The world was struck by a double blow: first, innocent civilians taken hostage; second, Iran los-
ing its civil freedoms and falling under the oppression of a dictatorship which explicitly ignores
basic human rights.

Fortunately, though, after Carter’s interminable first term, Americans returned to
their senses in time for the 1980 election and voted in no-nonsense Ronald Reagan
by a landslide. This sent a clear message to Iran that the days of negotiation and
failed rescue attempts in the desert were over. It’s no coincidence that on the day
of Mr. Reagan’s inauguration, the hostages were finally released.

Students who want to understand the Reagan presidency must first understand the Carter
presidency. The United States, hoping for a recovery of national confidence after Vietnam
and Watergate, was instead subjected to further loss status, both in domestic economics and
international diplomacy, during the Carter administration.
To be fair, Carter did make an achievement of some type in the Camp David Accords, which
established a better relationship between Egypt and Israel; for this international agreement,
Jimmy Carter deserves credit as a sincere peacemaker.
He also has been recognized as effective in his role with the Habitat for Humanity organiza-
tion, which has harnessed mostly private-sector capital and volunteer labor to help homeless
families.

2.4.9 Doing Things the Rice Way (2012-04-22 18:22)

Condoleezza Rice was Secretary of State, but she was much more: scholar, musician, and
athlete. As a professor of political science at Stanford University, she was known as an expert
on the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact countries. As a pianist, she has played with the Denver
Symphony, and accompanied Yo-Yo Ma. She excelled in skating and ballet as well. Historian
Michael Savage writes:

Condoleezza Rice is one the classiest acts inside the Beltway. Brilliant, personable,
loyal, savvy, articulate, and inexhaustibly talented, she very well may be one of the
most qualified individuals to ever serve as Secretary of State. She can even ice skate
and play classical piano. Where did she learn all this stuff?
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Rice got her master’s degree from the University of Notre Dame, and her Ph.D. from the Uni-
versity of Denver.

Kudos certainly go to her outstanding parents, both educators, for providing a stable
and loving home-life and making sure that education was a top priority for young
Condi.

Dr. Rice’s father was a Presbyterianminister, and a civil rights activist. The event that seared its
way most powerfully into Rice’s memory was the 1963 bombing of the Sixteenth Street Baptist
Church. She heard the blast. Rice recalls the terror she felt as an eight-year-old. "These terrible
events burned into my consciousness," she remembers. And, as America shook its head in
disbelief at themurder of four girls, Condi wasmourning the two she knew personally - including
Denise McNair, her kindergarten classmate. "I remember more than anything the coffins, the
small coffins, and the sense that Birmingham was not a very safe place." Armed with a shotgun,
her father joined the other men of the black community in night patrols to keep the KKK out
of the neighborhood. It was in the crucible of that experience that Condoleezza developed
her opposition to gun control and came to value what she sees as the Second Amendment
guarantee of the "right to bear arms."
There was a clear link between the civil right struggle and the Second Amendment: "I also don’t
think we get to pick and choose in the Constitution. The Second Amendment is as important as
the First Amendment," she said, "My father and his friends defended our community in 1962
and 1963 against white nightriders, sitting there armed. And so I’m very concerned about any
abridgement of the Second Amendment. I am a Second Amendment absolutist."
Her university work in political science was impressive, earning her honors, publications, and
eventually a promotion to provost of the university:

Her academic credentials are as impressive as her many talents and her upbringing,
and her presence as the chief defender of the president’s foreign policy is formidable.

Like many in the civil rights movement, Rice’s father voted Republican, and she eventually
followed:

Rice admits that she was driven from the Democratic Party into the ranks of the GOP
by the incompetent foreign policy of Jimmy "I never expected the Soviets to invade
Afghanistan" Carter. That notwithstanding, even Bill Clinton’s top Russia advisor,
Strobe Talbott, recommended that Clinto should appoint the prim but prowling [Rice]
as the U.S. ambassador to Russia. He should have listened. She would later charac-
terize Clinton’s foreign policy with Russia as "happy talk." The ivy-covered walls of
Stanford University weren’t the only place where Clinton’s foreign policy was consid-
ered a joke.

The linkage between Rice’s memories of the civil rights movement - domestic policy - and her
eventual appointment to the highest position in foreign policy lies in her family’s experience of
racism: she told the 2000 Republican National Convention, "My father joined our party because
the Democrats in Jim Crow Alabama of 1952 would not register him to vote. The Republicans
did."
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2.4.10 Social Insecurity (2012-04-22 19:32)

As part of FDR’s New Deal, the Social Security program has become a touchstone in nearly
every American’s life. It has two defining characteristics: first, it is so central to the average
citizen’s perception of his future income that no politician dare suggest meddling with it in any
way; second, it absolutely cannot be sustained and must be meddled with in some way. The
simply math of the situation is that, given the lower birth rate of recent decades, there are
fewer and fewer young workers, and more and more old retirees. (This is one of many reasons
why a higher birthrate is good for the economy; if you reading this, and you are married and
of the appropriate age, go have more children!) William F. Buckley sees that a

serious economic case against the federal social security program is based on the cer-
titude of inflation. Given inflation, social security payments would seem to amount,
at least in part, to a capital levy, since the dollar paid in when one is twenty-five
years old is due to be repaid, forty years later, with a dollar worth only a part of what
the original dollar was worth.

The only way to make up the inflationary difference is to tax more young workers at an even
higher rate. Other shortcomings of the social security program make it impractical. Social
security was instituted as an "insurance" for retirees "in case" they didn’t have enough income
as they aged. But in reality, people now plan on it and count on it - it’s no longer "just in case"
but rather viewed as a significant part of financial planning. As Buckley writes,

To the extent the social security program is sold as an "insurance" program, and its
"clients" encouraged to think that their employers are paying part of the cost, the
program is fraudulent; and let us beware the tolerance of fraud. As we live with it,
we do damage to our critical and moral sensibilities.

We are indeed told that our employers are paying a certain percentage toward our social se-
curity. In fact, our employers have been forced, by law, to reduce our salaries and wages by
exactly that amount which they must send to the federal government on our behalf to fund
the program. The fact that this participation is forced - upon employee and upon employer - is
also objectionable:

A society has the right to impose negative restraints; but positive acts of compliance
it may exact only in extraordinary situations. One may not murder, drive drunkenly,
commit libel, undress publicly. But there is not, for each of these prohibitions, a
corresponding injunction of an affirmative kind. To require participation in a social
enterprise is a fatal habit for a free society to get into. There are times which it must
be done. A society may compel its members to serve in the armed forces when that
society is clearly threatened. But it must not conscript its citizens except where such
a threat is directly posed.

To more directly apply this principle to the social security program:

Assuming that the economic survival of the nation depended on unanimous partic-
ipation in the social security system: would society then be entitled to require en-
rollment of all its citizens? Yes. But only if the demonstration could be made; only
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if it could be shown that the indispensable enterprise, as conceived, could not be
executed without unanimous participation; i.e., voluntarily. The argument that the
many would, under a voluntary system, find themselves, performing sacrifices in be-
half of the few (the alleged injustice on which the case against the right-to-work laws
is based) is not applicable here, because social security payment are not "sacrifices."
They are payments against a future service. Those who do not enroll in the program
do not make the payments, but neither do the benefits inure to them.

One thing is certain: social security cannot continue in its present form - or in anything even
similar to its present form.

2.4.11 What Should Government Do? (2012-04-22 20:52)

One recurring theme in American History is the question of what a government should do.
Implied is also the question of what a government should not do. Senator Barry Goldwater
addresses both questions when he writes that

Throughout history, government has proved to be the chief instrument for thwarting
man’s liberty. Government represents power in the hands of some men to control
and regulate the lives of other men. And power, as Lord Acton said, corrupts men.
"Absolute power," he added, "corrupts absolutely."

Power, explains Goldwater, need not take away a citizen’s freedom. If government is properly
limited, it can facilitate person’s freedom.

State power, considered in the abstract, need not restrict freedom: but absolute state
power always does. The legitimate functions of government are actually conducive
to freedom. Maintaining internal order, keeping foreign foes at bay, administering
justice, removing obstacles to the free interchange of goods — the exercise of these
powers makes it possible for men to follow their chosen pursuits with maximum free-
dom. But note that the very instrument by which these desirable ends are achieved
can be the instrument for achieving undesirable ends — that government can, in-
stead of extending freedom, restrict freedom. And note, secondly, that the "can"
quickly becomes "will" the moment the holders of government power are left to their
own devices. This is because of the corrupting influence of power, the natural ten-
dency of men who possess some power to take unto themselves more power. The
tendency leads eventually to the acquisition of all power — whether in the hands of
one or many makes little difference to the freedom of those left on the outside.

These thoughts, written by Senator Goldwater in 1960, echo back to the 1776 drafting of the
Declaration of Independence, the 1787 adoption of the Constitution, and the 1789 Bill of Rights.
Even further, these thoughts find their antecedents in the late 1600’s, when John Locke was
writing, and in the year 1215, when the Magna Carta was signed.

The framers of the Constitution had learned the lesson. They were not only students
of history, but victims of it: they knew from vivid, personal experience that free-
dom depends on effective restraints against the accumulation of power in a single
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authority. And this is what the Constitution is: a system of restraints against the nat-
ural tendency of government to expand in the direction of absolutism. We all know
the main components of the system. The first is the limitation of the federal govern-
ment’s authority to specific, delegated powers. The second, a corollary of the first, is
the reservation to the States and the people of all power not delegated to the federal
government. The third is a careful division of the federal government’s power among
three separate branches. The fourth is a prohibition against impetuous alteration of
the system — namely, Article V’s tortuous, but wise, amendment procedures.

What some people decry as "gridlock" is in fact a safeguard. It is a good thing that our govern-
ment can’t act quickly and easily, that two political parties can stalemate each other, that a
president can veto Congress’s action, that Congress can block a president’s appointments, and
that the Supreme Court can block either of them. If the government is doing nothing, that’s
the best-case scenario: nothing is often the best it can do.
If we can keep the government snarled in its own procedural difficulties, unable to take decisive
actions - then that will keep us safe: a government unable to act is a government unable to
take away our freedoms.

2.4.12 Winning the Cold War (2012-04-25 11:56)

The final defeat of the Soviet Union was a matter, not of shooting, but of simply displaying
overwhelming strength. Not only did the United States free the Russian people from a tyran-
nical and cruel totalitarian government, but it did so in way which avoided a third world war.
Military power can be used to deter violence, and even to persuade a potential opponent to
relinquish. This is the lesson from the end of the Cold War, as the Excellence in Broadcasting
Network reports:

President Reagan’s no-nonsense attitude toward the Soviets scared them for the
first time. Before that, they had had American presidents wrapped around their little
finger - remember Jimmy Carter smooching with Brezhnev? But when Reagan began
making jokes about starting the bombing in five minutes, and calling the Soviets an
Evil Empire and the focus of evil in the modern world, that scared the living daylights
out of them. KGB files prove it.

In 1979, President Carter had indeed given Soviet leader Brezhnev a kiss, in a clumsy attempt
at what Carter thought was a Slavic custom. But massive amounts of information from the KGB
were made available after the fall of the Soviet Union, which detailed Soviet understandings of
Reagan’s seriousness.

With the Reagan defense buildup, we showed that could maintain a world-class de-
fense and a first-class economy. And we showed that the Soviets could not. They
crumbled trying to keep up. They couldn’t feed their people. Here was a country
that could build state-of-the-art tanks but could not build a washing machine to last
five days - or deliver it to the buyer earlier than ten years from the purchase date.
That’s what you get with a command economy.

The basis of America’s winning strategy in the Cold War was economic, not military. Buy en-
gaging the Soviets in an arms race, we forced them to overextend themselves financially, and
it was their budget which eventually did them in.
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As soon as people in the Soviet Union got the freedom to say what they really thought,
many of them began to say very openly that their government was, in fact, an Evil
Empire. (What else do you say about a system that murdered at least 40 million of
its own people?) And often they quoted Reagan’s actual words, because, of course,
Reagan’s "Evil Empire" speech had been widely publicized in the Soviet Union as
evidence of the nefarious designs of American internationalists.

There is a great deal of irony in the Cold War. One bit of irony is that Reagan was extremely
popular in Russia after the fall of the communist totalitarian government. That irony is com-
pounded by the fact that Reagan had become so well-known, and so well-liked, among the
Russians because that communist government had widely circulated Reagan’s speeches, in
the hopes that it would build Soviet resolve against American. The publicizing of Reagan’s
words had the opposite of the desired effect: by the time communism fell, Russians were fa-
miliar with, and enthusiastic about, Reagan’s speeches.

2.4.13 Nixon’s China Policy (2012-04-28 11:36)

There is no doubt that Nixon’s diplomatic overtures to China were one of the most important
aspects of his foreign policy. Some applauded this outreach, others were skeptical of it, but all
acknowledged that it was momentous. It is seen also in the context of Vietnam - as Chinese
relationships with America warmed, Mao - who had always been somewhat reserved in his
support of Ho Chi Minh - was even less enthusiastic about supporting the Hanoi government.
Nixon’s trip to China stands out in history and memory, but there was a longer diplomatic
run-up to that journey: it did not simply happen out of nothing. William F. Buckley, Jr., recalls:

On July 15, 1971, President Nixon helicoptered from his Western White House in San
Clemente to a television studio in Burbank to make a surprise announcement: not
only were we ending our ostracism of Red China, but he would himself visit China
sometime before the following spring. The shock waves were everywhere palpable;
but Mr. Nixon knew enough about politics to know that he might safely proceed
from the television studio to a fancy restaurant in Los Angeles, there to celebrate
his diplomatic triumph in a highly publicized private dinner at which the champagne
corks popped in complacent harmony with the impending elation. A few precautions
were taken, as if by a master electrician running his eyes over the control panel.

Among those "precautions" were domestic concerns: although China was foreign policy, Nixon
needed to be assured that various key constituent groups in America were going to be comfort-
able with his contacts to Mao. Ronald Reagan, California’s governor at the time, was watching
Nixon’s televised speech with friends and family at home.

The governor turned off the television after the network commentators began trans-
mitting the delighted stupefaction of the international diplomatic community. There
had been no comment in the room, save one or two of those wolfish whistles one
hears when someone on one’s side in politics says something daringly risque; kinky,
even, gauged by the standards of the old Nixon. The television off, there was silence
in the room for a second, not more - the telephone’s ring reached us. The butler
appeared. "Dr. Kissinger is on the line," he said to Governor Reagan, who stood up
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and went to the sequestered alcove where the telephone sat. He wasn’t gone for
very long, but even by the time he returned, somehow we knew that the question
Did Richard Nixon say something he shouldn’t have said? Did he undertake a course
of action he should not have undertaken? was not up for review. The defloration was
final. Henry Kissinger, within five minutes of the public announcement, had ready
and reassured the most conspicuously

prominent governor in the country. Nixon needed key political leaders, like Reagan, to know
"that the strategic intentions of the president were in total harmony with" the nation’s security
and interests. Nixon managed a masterful balance between establishing contact with a hostile
foreign regime while assuring Americans that was acting in the nation’s best interests.

2.4.14 Getting America out of Debt (2012-04-28 15:03)

Since the Warren G. Harding took office in 1921, and possibly earlier, almost every president
has faced the question of what to do about the national debt. Some, like FDR, answered that
question by viewing the debt as not problematic, and calmly increasing it. Others saw the debt
as problematic, but found no easy way to address it or reduce it.
President Reagan took office in January of 1981, and William F. Buckley recalls:

Reagan, arrived in Washington, was determined to do something in the direction of
balancing the budget. His predecessor, Mr. Carter, had piloted the country into the
highlands of stagflation. This meant that, simultaneously, the country was suffering
from price inflation - the cost living rising - and from unemployment. It was a part
of the capitalist catechism that the two phenomena would not coexist. If there was
a plethora of goods, exceeding the money supply, then the regular, reliable engines
of competition would ease the upward pressures, bringing prices down. A reduction
in the supply of goods would signal to the market a need to increase the supply: exit
unemployment. During Carter’s last year in office, the "Misery Index" (inflation plus
unemployment) was over 20 percent.

What had caused the economy to lurch into this disastrous condition? As tempting as it is
to place all of the blame on Jimmy Carter, part of the responsibility must also be placed on
Congress, which was solidly under the control of the Democrats during the four years of the
Carter administration. In any case, stagflation was produced by distortions in the natural forces
of the market: economies, left to their own devices, will occasionally lurch into period of unem-
ployment and find their way out, and will occasionally lurch into periods of inflation and find
their way out. Indeed, natural economies cycle through such things regularly, depending on
their self-correcting mechanisms to draw them back toward equilibrium. But to encounter in-
flation and unemployment simultaneously, artificial forces must be introduced into the market.
What could be done to improve the economy? The classic prescription of deregulation, reduced
taxes, reduced federal spending, reduced deficit, and reducing debt would make sense in the
case of inflation, or in the case of unemployment. But would it work in the case of both occur-
ring at the same time? The nation would never know. Reagan may have occupied the White
House, but the Democrats had control of Congress, and would not contemplate any modera-
tion of taxes or spending. David Stockman, who worked on the budget, realized that as long
as Congress failed to address the fraud and waste which were the Social Security program, the
Medicare and Medicaid programs, and the Department of Education, there could be no chance
of a balanced budget or any reduction in debt. Reagan
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had talked about cutting "fraud and waste" in the federal government to get the
deficit under control. But Stockman was right in realizing that the problem was far
more entrenched.

The Reagan administration was faced with an unpleasant dilemma. The only effective prescrip-
tion was politically not viable. Either continue recommending an effective course of action,
which Congress would refuse to enact, or take those ineffective steps which Congress allowed.
The realities of the Democrat party in the House of Representatives meant that Reagan could
not reduce the debt or the deficit.

It took Stockman a very long time before he discovered that the Reagan adminis-
tration, for instance, simply stopped thinking about Social Security as a malleable
budget feature. If he had known that, he says, he would not have engaged in the
struggle to begin with, for the very simple reason that the struggle was not winnable
... Unless Social Security is made to correspond to contributions to Social Security,
you are left with an imbalance that mocks at

an form of fiscal responsibility, and at any expectation for a rational future to the nation’s
budget.

2.4.15 Nixon’s Attitude Problem (2012-04-29 21:21)

Whatever crimes Richard Nixon may have committed, his actual departure from the White
House may have been due more to his attitude than to his technical legal guilt. Long before
the Watergate scandal was uncovered, Nixon was known for having an "imperial presidency" -
an distant attitude which did not play well with some segments of the electorate. This perceived
elitism, in turn, made the public unwilling to "cut him some slack" when the Watergate scandal
became known.
(Quick reference: the Watergate scandal arose from workers in Nixon’s reelection campaign
breaking into the offices of the Democrat National Committee, and from the subsequent effort
to conceal this crime.)
Nixon committed crimes, and was made to pay the full price. By contrast, other presidents
committed crimes equally serious, and perhaps more serious, and were able to escape the
consequences. Why? Because Nixon failed to create the illusion of personal relationship with
the American public - he failed to create the feeling, in the heart of the voters, that he was a
"regular person" who was friendly and approachable. Such an impression - regardless of the
reality - is important to the career of an elected politician, and the lack of this calming illusions
left Nixon unprotected and left him facing the consequences of his actions.
By contrast, President Clinton was found guilty of perjury, and the government permanently
removed his license to practice law - two stunning blows to a sitting president. But he remained
in office. Why? His ability to project the image of a friendly, approachable "ordinary guy."
The contrast between Nixon - guilty of crimes and facing the consequences for them - and
Clinton - guilty of arguable greater crimes, but given a "pass" by the public and largely shielded
from the consequences of his actions - is great. Historian Barry Werth describes the "imperial"
personality which ultimately cost Nixon his job:
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On his last morning in power, President Richard Nixon arose in the predawn darkness
after just a few hours of sleep. He ordered his favorite breakfast of poached eggs and
corned-beef hash served to him, alone, in the Lincoln sitting room, the same room
where twenty-two months earlier he had retreated by himself to watch on TV as he
and Vice President Spiro Agnew were reelected in one of the greatest landslides in
American history. The most inward, solitary, and reclusive of presidents - who para-
doxically was determined to ensure that every word he spoke, and that was spoken
to him, was recorded for history - Nixon to a rare degree determined exactly what
he hoped to do and say in public beforehand, by himself, by filling yellow legal pads
with notes, arguments, talking points, and exhortations to himself. In a few hours he
would say good-bye to the people whom he most depended upon, and whom he’d
most let down, betrayed, disappointed, and infuriated - his top administration, who’d
served and defended him through the agonies of Watergate and Vietnam.

Nixon’s last breakfast as president was on Friday, August 9, 1974. He would resign from office
later that day.
It is possible to paint a sympathetic picture of Nixon - the shy introvert who had accidentally
hired some unethical leaders in his campaign. Whether or not such a picture is accurate -
whether or not Nixon was the criminal we understand him to be - didn’t really matter in the
end. What mattered was Nixon’s failure to charm the American people when he needed it
most - a failure due, in part or in whole, to newspaper and television coverage motivated by
his political enemies - by the Democrat party eager for Nixon’s political demise. They got it.

2.5 May

2.5.1 Deciding to Pardon Nixon (2012-05-04 09:38)

One of the most controversial political decision in American history was made in 1974, when
President Gerald Ford pardoned Richard Nixon. At the time, most ordinary citizens and most of
those in power criticized the action: some felt it cost Ford and the Republican Party too much
public support; others thought that Ford’s motives may have been dishonest. A few decades
later, most scholars and most political scientists praise the wisdom of President Ford’s gesture,
saying that it was the best way to create closure for the Watergate scandal; most ordinary
people now remember Ford as one of our most honest and trustworthy presidents. Historian
Barry Werth writes about how Ford made that decision on Sunday, August 11, 1974:

Following a three-minute motorcade to church, the Fords prayed for courage and
guidance. "We go to Immanuel-on-the-Hill in Alexandria," Betty wrote in a diary,
"where we’ve been going for twenty-some years. There aren’t going to be any more
private services in the East Room for a select few." As always during a crisis, the
president included among his prayers a favorite verse from Proverbs: Trust in the Lord
with all thine heart and lean not into thine own understanding. Ford, an Episcopalian,
in times of stress also consulted Reverend Billy Zeoli.

Ford had a personal stability and inner calm which didn’t begin when he became president: for
many years, he had developed his spirituality. Time magazine writes:
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Ford did have a private source of spiritual sustenance, which was in every way differ-
ent from Nixon’s public displays of piety. For years Ford faithfully attended a weekly
late-morning prayer session with several friends in the House: John Rhodes of Ari-
zona, Mel Laird of Wisconsin and Al Quie of Minnesota. The sessions, which began in
1967 and continued off and on through 1975, were "very quiet," totally off the record,
Ford said.

The final decision to issue a pardon to former President Nixon was still approximately a month
away, but it was very present in Ford’s mind. A similar topic was some type of pardon or
amnesty for those who’d dodged the draft. The link between the two was the concept of
forgiveness, a concept central to Ford’s faith. Time continues:

It’s easier to understand the pardon when you reckon with the prayers. The question
of what to do about Nixon landed hard on Ford from moment he was sworn in. Apart
from everything else, Nixon was a longtime friend. Ford worried about what putting
the disgraced President in prison would do to him, as well as to a country so shaken
by the betrayals of those years. Mercy and healing were very much on Ford’s mind
on Saturday, Aug. 31, when he spent the morning discussing an amnesty plan for
Vietnam draft evaders. When themeeting was over, Ford went back to the Oval Office
and called evangelist Billy Graham to talk about their mutual friend. "There are many
angles to it," Ford said of Nixon’s fate. "I’m certainly giving it a lot of thought and
prayer." Graham, who was arguing for a pardon, told Ford he was praying for him and,
before the two men finished their conversation, Graham recalled, "we had a prayer
over the telephone."

Occasionally Ford attended a different church. On the day he announced the pardon, he hadn’t
gone to the church in Alexandria. The Time article continues:

A week later, on Sunday, Sept. 8, Ford went to St. John’s Episcopal Church, directly
across Lafayette Square from the White House. He took Communion with some of
the 50 other worshipers and knelt in prayer. There was no sermon that morning — at
least until Ford delivered one of his own. He went back to the Oval Office, practiced
his speech aloud twice, moved to a smaller adjoining office and alerted congressional
leaders of his plans. At 11:05, Ford told the nation he was pardoning Nixon in a
statement that invoked God’s name six times. "The Constitution is the supreme law
of our land and it governs our actions as citizens," he said. "Only the laws of God,
who governs our consciences, are superior to it. He invited the congregation to think
of the Nixon family: "Theirs is an American tragedy," he said. "It could go on and on
and on, or someone must write ’The End’ to it... Only I can do that. And if I can, I
must."

Although Ford’s decision to pardon Nixon has been seen as civic wisdom, for President Ford,
the matter was less one of politics, and more one of faith. Ford’s choice to forgive was not
motivated by his party’s electoral chances, but rather by his trust in God.

2.5.2 Ford Prepares (2012-05-04 14:28)

President Gerald Ford made momentous decisions which set the course for last quarter of the
twentieth century. Always a reflective and spiritual man, he moved the nation in the direction
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of forgiveness when he issued a presidential pardon to Richard Nixon. A very unpopular move
at the time, it proved to be the step which eventually allowed the country to recover from the
pangs of the Watergate scandal. Historian Barry Werth writes about the morning of Sunday,
September 8, 1974:

Ford awoke early and took 8 A.M. Holy Communion at St. John’s Episcopal Church,
the "Church of the Presidents" across Lafayette Square from the White House. He
prayed alone, asking, he said, for "guidance and understanding," in pew 54, where
every president since James Madison had worshipped. As he was leaving, reporters
asked what he was doing for the rest of the day. "You’ll find out soon enough," Ford
said.

President Ford’s pardoning of Nixon proved not only to be unpopular, but to be politically dev-
astating, both to Ford and to his party. It essentially assured Ford’s loss in the 1976 election to
an unqualified and unknown candidate - Carter didn’t win that election; Ford lost it. The Ford
administration never quite recovered its momentum or political capital with the nation or with
Congress. But in the long run, after Ford left the White House, the wisdom and benefits of his
action became clear:

Beginning in 1996, notable critics who’d condemned Ford’s decision to pardon Nixon
started to revise their views. Richard Reeves, who in 1975wrote a scathing biography
in which he claimed "it is fair to say that Ford is slow. He is also unimaginative and
not very articulate," now lauded Ford for his courage in an American Heritage article
entitled "I’m Sorry, Mr. President." The Post’s Bob Woodward, after interviewing Ford
in 1998, concluded: "If Ford mishandled some of the details and disclosures, he
got the overall absolutely right - the pardon was necessary for the nation." During
that interview, Ford said about his August 1 meeting with Haig that, "yes, on paper,
without action it was a deal, but it never became a deal because I never accepted."
When Woodward questions Ford why he hadn’t made more of the moral and legal
point that accepting a pardon was tantamount to admitting guilt, Ford reached into
his pocket for his wallet and, after searching around, produced a folded, dog-eared
piece of paper - a portion of the 1915 Supreme Court ruling in Burdick. "I’ve got it in
my wallet here because any time anybody challenges me I pull it out," he said.

As Ford’s work was re-evaluated, and it became clear that his decision had been the best way
to move the nation forward, out of the malaise of Watergate, and open a way into the future,
even his enemies, those convicted of crimes, and those guilty of ethical violations - even they
acknowledged that President Ford had done the right thing in pardoning Nixon:
In 2001, Ford received the Profile in Courage Award at the John F. Kennedy Library and Museum
in Boston. Senator Ted Kennedy and liberal representative Barney Frank were among those
who praised the award.
One of the qualities which Ford possessed, and which brought even these criminals to honor
him, was humility. Ford cast aside many of the trappings which Nixon had orchestrated around
himself, trappings which caused some to speak of Nixon’s "imperial presidency." Both in lack
of ceremony and lack of presumption, Ford made it clear that he was a citizen like any other,
who simply happened to live in the White House. Ironically, decades after Ford left the White
House, the humility which President Ford brought to the presidency was replaced by another
wave of royal presumption. President Obama has called forth these same two words as the
public notes
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the reemergence of the Imperial Presidency - a phrase last used to describe Nixon’s
presumption of being above the law.

The decency, honesty, and humility of Ford remain the best manner in which to carry out the
duties of the president. History shows this repeatedly.

2.5.3 Ford Restructures the White House - Twice (2012-05-21 08:31)

Upon becoming president in 1974, Gerald Ford knew that it would be important to make some
changes, both substantively and symbolically. In substance, because part of Nixon’s downfall
grew out of his subordinates and out of the power structure of the White House staff. Sym-
bolically, because President Ford needed to be visibly different than Nixon. Ford reviewed the
previous organizational charts which had shaped the White House in previous presidencies.
Historian Barry Werth writes:

Ford knew what he had to have to take over the presidency and it wasn’t a Halde-
man or Adams, tireless, abrasive guardians who had caused his predecessors so
much trouble. Sherman Adams, the bantam former timber executive and New Hamp-
shire governor who could reach decisions and "move papers" faster than anyone in
Washington, and who got priestly satisfaction from slaving like a dragon to serve his
country, was a force of nature ruling over the operations of the Eisenhower White
House - a virtual "co-president" until, after admitting to taking gifts from shady New
England businessmen, he was attacked by conservative Republicans and dropped by
Eisenhower, who sent Nixon to tell Adams the president would welcome his resigna-
tion. Bob Haldeman, who famously said that he was "Nixon’s SOB," looked and acted
like a marine drill sergeant. Time called him "spikey and glaring ... the ’zero-defects
man’" and like nearly everyone in Washington, Ford regarded the former California
ad executive as an overcompensating outsider with a fetish for order.

Ford saw the dangers in having one individual, a chief of staff, working that closely with the
president. This person could filter who did, and who did not, get to visit or influence the presi-
dent. This person could end up wielding unintended amounts of power. Ford wanted a different
system for his White House.

Ford wanted to see as many people as possible, hear a lot of opinions, he told Haig.

As an antidote to Nixon’s imperial presidency, Ford wanted an open door. But he perhaps under-
estimated the volume of people, paper, and information that would come his way. Alexander
Haig, who had been Nixon’s chief of staff, and who had effectively carried out many presi-
dential duties as Nixon became increasingly paralyzed by the Watergate scandal, understood
that Ford would soon be buried under an avalanche of work if he did not have some type of
executive assistant.

Haig - "with some amusement," he recalled - replied that he’d be happy to usher in
as many visitors as Ford wanted. He thought Ford’s opposition to a strong chief of
staff "seemed to be more important to him than his own needs."
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Haig’s future was uncertain at this point. Having been chief of staff under Nixon, he remained
at the White House initially to help with the transition. Ford wanted either no chief of staff at
all, or who wanted one with a very limited role.

Seated at the Wilson desk, already buried under paperwork, Ford announced that he
would be his own chief of staff, with a half dozen or so coequal advisors each meeting
with him at different times during the day to report to him on separate areas of
authority. He likened this office model to the spokes on a wheel. He would meet with
Marsh to direct legislative affairs, Hartmann to talk about communications, Seidman
to discuss the economy, and Kissinger for foreign policy. Haig’s area of competence
would be administering the White House.

John Marsh was a former Virginia Congressman who would later be Secretary of the Army.
Robert Hartmann was a speechwriter and White House Counsellor. Lewis William Seidman was
Ford’s economic advisor. Henry Kissinger was the Secretary of State.

Haig rejected the spokes-on-the-wheel system as clueless, naive. "Only a supreme
optimist," he wrote, "could have believed that such an arrangement would work in
a town in which ambition is mother’s milk and every symbol of power from job title
to parking space is the subject of fierce intrigue." He also thought Ford’s resistance
to a powerful chief of staff concerned Hartmann, who’d commandeered the small
anteroom to the Oval Office where Rosemary Woods, Nixon’s faithful secretary, had
been stationed until the day before. Ford depended too heavily on Hartmann, owed
him too much, and was too loyal to get rid of him, yet no strong chief of staff could
tolerate having him bivouacked next to the president, popping his head in whenever
he wanted.

Whether or not one embraces Haig’s skepticism about Hartmann, it was telling that at this
early date - Saturday, August 10 - Hartmann had already occupied a key office space in the
White House. In any case, Haig would soon depart, declining Ford’s offer to be chief of staff,
because Haig would only take the job if it had clear and significant authority. Ford was still bent
on essentially being his own chief of staff, and the office would exist to help the president with
those duties, rather than to do those duties for him. Haig stayed on for the transition, and was
officially re-assigned from chief of staff to NATO commander around Wednesday, September
4. He would be replaced by Donald Rumsfeld, who was also skeptical of Ford’s organizational
vision. Barry Werth writes:

A half hour after Haig left the Oval Office, Ford met alone with Rumsfeld, back briefly
from Brussels, to tell him that Haig would be leaving. Ford needed Rumsfeld to
smooth Haig’s appointment with the NATO countries, but his real interest was in hav-
ing him replace Haig in the West Wing, not as omnipotent chief of staff but as some-
one to coordinate White House operations and organize Ford’s schedule. Rumsfeld,
who could see that the sniping and disarray had only worsened in the two weeks
since he’d left, bluntly resisted. "I didn’t want to do it," he said later. "I’d just left
Washington. I’d been here ten years. I was disappointed that the recommendations
of the transition team weren’t followed. The administration was having trouble just
staying current. I knew what a meat grinder it was. I knew it was programmed to
fail."
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Like Haig, Rumsfeld saw Ford entering a swamp of office politics, as well as simply more work
than one man could do. Rumsfeld writes:

Ford did want to distance himself from what was seen as the imperial presidency of
Richard Nixon, but instead of changing personnel, he attempted to change the White
House’s management structure. Ford attributed the misjudgments in Watergate to
having everything filtered to the President through his chief of staff, Bob Haldeman.
My view was different. I believed the problems that plagued Nixon’s administration
were not caused by how decisions were made but by the decisions themselves. The
chief of staff system was reasonably efficient and had been developed in the Eisen-
hower administration, which did not come to the same unfortunate end as Nixon’s.
To change the perception of an insular White House and a rigid "Berlin Wall," Ford
settled on what he called the "spokes-of-the-wheel" approach. To this day, I shudder
at the phrase. The idea was that a large number of his staff and cabinet - the spokes
- would report directly to him - the hub - instead of having a chief of staff coordinate
the process.

Rumsfeld was in the White House to see and experience the inevitable logjam which Haig had
predicted.

However laudable the intent, the spokes-of-the-wheel approach was an unworkable
way of managing the modern White House. Ford enjoyed interaction and give-and-
take with a wide and varied group of people, and that was helpful, but this organiza-
tion approach essentially allowed any senior staff or cabinet official to walk into the
Oval Office at any time to discuss any subject. Many would end up leaving such a
meeting with what they sincerely believed to be presidential authorization but with-
out the necessary coordination with other White House staff or cabinet members
who had responsibilities in the matters discussed with the President. An open door
policy could work for a member of Congress, or even for a vice president whose staff
is small, but a president has too many demands on his time to listen to every staff
member’s suggestions, wade through every disagreement, and then ensure that the
relevant personnel are involved, or at least informed.

One casualty of the White House reorganization was the first attempt at economic policy. Infla-
tion was becoming a serious problem - though not yet as bad as it would be under the Carter
administration - and Ford knew that he had to take action. Under the slogan "Whip Inflation
Now," a series of voluntary initiatives was assembled, and label pins and buttons with the
"W.I.N." motif distributed to the public. President Ford gave a major national speech on the
plan. Sadly, the effort went nowhere. Rumsfeld recalls:

The response to the speech was not what Ford hoped. Wearing a pin to defeat infla-
tion became a national punch line. Ford was disappointed by the negative reaction
to his speech both in Congress and in the country. I felt sorry for him, but it was a
self-inflicted wound and still another sign that the spokes-of-the-wheel approach the
President had selected at the outset was not working.

President Ford realized that change was in order. Rather than cling stubbornly to his original
idea, he was willing to see that there could be a better solution.
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The President now conceded that his spoke-of-the-wheel approach was not working
and would not work. The Hartmann faction was unfriendly with the Haig faction,
and others in the White House seemed caught in between. Only a few weeks after
informing the country that Nixon’s White House chief of staff, Al Haig, would stay on
indefinitely, Ford would have to do something he never liked to do - change his mind.

One of the reasons behind Ford’s move to abandon the chief of staff system was to distance
himself from Nixon’s image. If Ford were to move toward a chief of staff system, he’d have to
do it in a way which still signaled that he was different than Nixon. Rumsfeld writes:

The President said that while he could not be seen as abandoning outright his very
public decision to reject the Nixon-Haldeman staffing system in favor of his spokes-
of-the-wheel approach, he agreed that he would move toward a proper staff system
gradually. His solution was, at the outset, to call whoever replaced Haig the "chief
coordinator." I was not impressed with that idea, because it would signal to others
in the White House that the new chief of staff was not actually in charge of the staff.
But I understood Ford’s reasoning.

Rumsfeld became chief of staff - even if the actual job title was varied - and began nudging
Ford’s system back toward the Eisenhower model. Rumsfeld’s assistant chief of staff was Dick
Cheney, who recalls that

one obstacle to bringing order to the White House in the early months was President
Ford’s preferred model of White House organization, a design he described as the
"spokes of the wheel" model, which was based on the way he had structured his
congressional and committee staffs. The ideas was to have eight or nine senior
advisors each reporting directly to him, without any one having authority over the
rest. It was a collegial style of doing business that had served him sell for twenty-five
years on the Hill as a representative from Michigan, and he assumed it would work
in the White House. There was also a widespread belief that Watergate had been
caused in part by Bob Haldeman’s domination of the White House staff, and Ford
saw "spokes of the wheel" as a healthy break from the past. The problem was that
it soon became clear it didn’t work. It took a while, but the president finally agreed
that he needed someone on the staff who could wield real authority, a conclusion
that all his successors have ratified.

The wisdom of Eisenhower’s system became clear. This organizational pattern, with a chief
of staff, was the best way to run the White House. According to historian Barry Werth, this
organizational structure had a history prior to the White House:

Eisenhower had employed it as supreme allied commander in Europe during World
War II and first brought it to the White House in 1953. Having a single, dominant aide
used to acting in the president’s name enabled Ike to play golf in the afternoon, and
Nixon, his marginalized, oft-maligned vice president, had admired its effectiveness.
("Nixon was world errand boy," Chief of Staff Sherman Adams explained. "I worked
in the kitchen.")
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Although Ike may have excelled at delegation, the chief of staff system could also work for a
more "hands-on" president like Ford. President Ford found that he could reshape his organiza-
tional chart away from "the spokes of the wheel" and toward the chief of staff model without
having to distance himself from important daily White House operations. Dick Cheney took
over as chief of staff when Rumsfeld left that post to be Ford’s Secretary of Defense. Cheney
writes:

In the last days of the Ford administration, among the gifts given me by my staff
was a bicycle wheel with all the spokes destroyed except one, and it came with a
plaque: "The ’spokes of the wheel,’ a rare form of management artistry as devised
by Gerald Ford and modified by Dick Cheney." When the Carter people came in, I
passed it along to my successor, Hamilton Jordan.

During Ford’s short but crucial presidency, the question of how best to organize the White
House was explored thoroughly, and the definitive answer was found - no president since, of
either party, has tampered with the system.

2.5.4 Working with the Saudis (2012-05-29 07:08)

On Thursday, August 29, 1974, President Gerald Ford met with a Saudi diplomat. Also present
at the meeting were Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and National Security Advisor Brent
Scowcroft. On the agenda were all the usual items which have always ensured that the Mid-East
is a place of permanent instability: oil prices, wars between Arab states, and wars between Arab
states and non-Arab states. (There are other factors, too, which have created the structural
impossibility of peace in that region.) Historian Barry Werth writes:

Joined by Kissinger and Scowcroft, Ford met in the late afternoon with Saudi Arabian
foreign minister Omar Saqqaf. They exchanged vague pleasantries through an inter-
preter and posed for the press. Saqqaf - a function who during diplomatic meetings
with King Faisal "sat so far down down along the hierarchy of other advisors that he
would have to shout to get the king’s attention," Kissinger recalled - above all hoped
to deflect American anger over the energy crisis away from his desert monarchy.

At the beginning of the 1970’s, the American economy had troubles with inflation. The oil crisis
only made the situation worse. Although most of the oil coming out of the Middle East went to
Europe, and not to America, its price still affected the world price, and therefore impacted the
business climate in the United States.

Locked in Cold War calculations, gun-shy after Vietnam, and with a "surrogate strat-
egy" for securing Persian Gulf oil supplies that amounted to arming to the hilt repres-
sive local regimes in Iran and Saudi Arabia, the United States could scarcely have
been less prepared for the oil shock now playing havoc with the world economy. A
little more than a week after Ford’s swearing-in, Kissinger had briefed him on the
struggle to regroup. "We have to find a way to break the cartel," Kissinger warned.
"We can’t do it with the cooperation of the other consumers. It is intolerable that
countries of 40 million can blackmail 800 million people in the industrial world." As
Kissinger outlined the joint program being discussed with the Europeans - consumer
solidarity, including emergency sharing of reserves; conservation; development of
alternative energy sources; and creation of a financial safety net - Ford immediately
had signed on. "I’m not interested in issues," he said, "but in results."
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In fact, the government in Iran was starting to loosen its hold on human rights. For the next
several years, increasing civil freedoms would define that nation’s path. But in August of 1974,
that didn’t change the economic factors which had President Ford’s attention.

Now, as with the rest of the Middle East cauldron, Ford left the handling of the Saudis
to his secretary of state, who sought assurances from Saqqaf that Faisal would not
take a hard line by opposing separate negotiations between Israel and Egypt, and
would help negotiate lowering the cost of Arab-produced oil. Kissinger warned that
Western patience with the Saudis, who since the end of World War II had looked to
the United States to defend them against stronger, often hostile neighbors, had worn
thin.

There can be little doubt that the impressive foreign policy achievements of the Ford Adminis-
tration were due largely to the work of Henry Kissinger.

2.6 June

2.6.1 How Businesses Fix a Broken Economy (2012-06-13 15:44)

By the end of the 1960’s, the U.S. economy was beginning to experience difficulties. By the
early 1970’s, there was serious problem. Cengage’s history textbook describes it:

Lyndon Johnson, determined to stave off defeat in Indochina without cutting Great
Society programs or raising taxes, had concealed the true costs of the war, even from
his own economic advisers. Nixon inherited a deteriorating (although still favorable)
balance of trade and rising rate of inflation. Between 1960 and 1965, consumer
prices grew an average of only about 1 percent per year; by 1968, this figure ex-
ceeded 4 percent.

The problems had more than one cause. First, total government spending had increased annu-
ally. Second, entitlement spending and social welfare spending had increased both absolutely
and as a percentage of the increasing federal budget (Great Society programs). Third, although
LBJ had worked to avoid major tax increases (minor revenue increases did sneak in), there had
been no significant tax cut since 1964. Finally, there was a private sector cause as well: the
failure of some industries to implement the full efficiency of technology.

Although most of the damage to the economy came from the government, the private sector
causes warranted attention as well, because they were perhaps more quickly and easily fixable.
As technology had entered into various sectors, decreasing the need to for labor, industries had
failed to respond with tighter staffing. Thus, as David Brooks writes about the situation in 1972:

Forty years ago, corporate America was bloated, sluggish and losing ground to com-
petitors in Japan and beyond. But then something astonishing happened. Financiers,
private equity firms and bare-knuckled corporate executives initiated a series of re-
forms and transformations.
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While the economic history of the 1970’s is alternately dominated by damage done by the
federal government and attempts by the federal government to correct its mistakes, the non-
governmental side gets less attention in history books. Cengage tells us that, on the govern-
ment side, harm was done when

domestic programs favored by most congressional Democrats contributed to this
economic distress. Increasing the minimum wage and vigorously enforcing safety
and antipollution regulations

stifled economic growth, raised prices to consumers, sapped resources out of business, and
discouraged any creativity in the private sector. Eventually, even Democrat President Jimmy
Carter

cut spending for some social programs, sought to reduce capital-gains taxes to en-
courage investment, and began deregulating various industries, beginning with the
financial and transportation sectors.

In these actions, Carter agreed substantially with his predecessor President Ford, and with his
successor President Reagan. Tax cuts, spending cuts, and deregulation were the common-
sense measures to help the economy. To this would be added a reduction in debt and deficit
as concern grew about fiscal responsibility.
Thus far the standard economic history. What has not always been made so clear, however,
is the role played by business in finally getting American out of the economic doldrums. The
time had arrived to fully implement the cost-saving aspects of technology, as David Brooks
explains:

The process was brutal and involved streamlining and layoffs. But, at the end of it,
American businesses emerged leaner, quicker and more efficient.

Business could either turn themselves around, or in some cases be taken over by new owner-
ship and management which would help them become efficient:

Over the past several decades, these firms have scoured America looking for under-
performing companies. Then they acquire them and try to force them to get better.

Economic principles often make use of inequalities, and of the changes produced when inequal-
ities are brought toward equilibrium levels:

in any industry there is an astonishing difference in the productivity levels of leading
companies and the lagging companies.

One cure is to give the management of a lagging company an incentive to work toward better
productivity. New owners can

acquire bad companies and often replace management, compel executives to own
more stock in their own company and reform company operations.
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This was the key to turning around certain sectors and getting them out of the rut of the 1970’s.
Even if the government does its part - cutting taxes, spending, regulations, debts, and deficits -
the private sector must also do its part, maximizing efficiency and productivity. Individuals and
companies which specialize in "turning around" unprofitable businesses are often the catalyst
to improving productivity.

Most of the time they succeed. Research from around the world clearly confirms that
companies that have been acquired by private equity firms are more productive than
comparable firms.

Sometimes this process is painful. Companies which have supported offices long after tech-
nology has made them superfluous - imagine keeping a typewriter repairman on the payroll -
must face the reality that they cannot afford to pay for unneeded services.

This process involves a great deal of churn and creative destruction. It does not, on
net, lead to fewer jobs. A giant study by economists from the University of Chicago,
Harvard, the University of Maryland and the Census Bureau found that when private
equity firms acquire a company, jobs are lost in old operations. Jobs are created in
new, promising operations. The overall effect on employment is modest.

Turnaround specialists often form what are called ’private equity firms’ - companies formed by
groups of investors who hope to make money by improving the efficiency of lagging companies.
Once productivity - and thereby profitability - have been improved, these companies can be
sold by the private equity firm to other investors.

Nor is it true that private equity firms generally pile up companies with debt, loot
them and then send them to the graveyard. This does happen occasionally (the tax
code encourages debt), but banks would not be lending money to private equity-
owned companies, decade after decade, if those companies weren’t generally pros-
perous and creditworthy.

The majority of companies bought by turnaround specialists are able to reenter the market-
place in a profitable and competitive condition. Any private equity firm which did not succeed
in reviving lagging companies would soon cease to be funded. Turnaround specialists and pri-
vate equity firms are sometimes mocked in the popular press as "vultures" because instilling
efficiency requires self-discipline and hard work. Lagging companies often employ underuti-
lized or excess numbers of workers, who simply don’t have enough to keep them busy.

Private equity firms are not lovable, but they forced a renaissance that revived Amer-
ican capitalism.

When large sectors of the economy were headed for destruction in the 1970’s, it was - in part
- the turnaround specialists who saved them. The process was sometimes painful, but the
alternative was the annihilation of selected industry groups, a blow from which the country
could not have recovered.
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2.6.2 Ending the Cold War (2012-06-14 12:16)

Before Western Europe and the United States could win the Cold War, they had to first believe
and imagine that they could win it. For many years, the Iron Curtain had divided the free world
from the communist world, and many people had come to see that situation as permanent.
But it wasn’t. Somebody had to wake them up. Somebody had to get people to see that things
could be better, that we didn’t have to accept communist tyranny over half of Europe. The
Wall Street Journal reports that

on June 12, 1987, Ronald Reagan delivered a speech in Berlin. Standing in front of
the Berlin Wall, with the Brandenburg Gate, the historic ceremonial entrance to the
city, rising behind him, the president of the United States issued a challenge to the
leader of the Soviet Union, Mikhail Gorbachev.

Although Reagan’s speech posed the question rhetorically to Gorbachev, its effect was also to
wake up Europeans, Americans, and others to the notion that the world did not have to endure
Cold War misery indefinitely. We could end the Cold War, and even better, we could win it.
Before Reagan’s speech, says Yuri Yarim-Agaev, a former Soviet dissident interviewed by the
Journal,

even the West accepted the division of Europe. "Imagine how hard this made our
struggle. We almost had to admit that it was hopeless. Then Reagan says, ’Break
the wall!’ Why break this wall if these borders are valid? To us, it was more than
a question of Berlin or even of Germany. It was a question of the legitimacy of the
Soviet empire. Reagan challenged the empire. To us, that meant everything. After
that speech, everything was in play."

It is a powerful thing to open people’s minds to a new possibility - the possibility that they
did not have to accept the Soviet Union as a communist bully threatening free people - the
possibility that freedom could be brought back to those suffering under communist tyranny. A
wake up call - getting people to see that a new thing is possible:

To come to, to snap out of it, to awaken. Ronald Reagan was hardly alone, of course.
John Paul II, Margaret Thatcher, Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel called for an end to
the division of Europe. Yet when the president of the United States demanded the
destruction of the Berlin Wall, Dieter and Yuri enabled me to see, he issued a sum-
mons of such power and clarity that many who heard him felt as if they had suddenly
regained consciousness. The Berlin Wall address represented a call to awaken.

Ronald Reagn was not alone - a number of heroes not only bravely opposed communism, but
awoke their fellow citizens to the possibility that Western Europe and America together could
win the Cold War, which we did!

2.6.3 What Happened to Habeas Corpus? (2012-06-26 00:20)

On December 31, 2011, a historic and controversial peace of legislation was signed into law by
President Obama. His administration had fine-tuned the wording of bill, which was primarily to
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fund the military. But one provision in the bill had nothing to do with sustaining our defense
efforts. (This is a common maneuver: attaching unrelated riders to major bills, knowing that
Congress will be so eager to pass them that they will overlook the distasteful amendments.)
Historian Michael Savage writes that

Barack Obama signed into law legislation that spelled out his power as president of
the United States to detain any U.S. citizen indefinitely on the grounds that he or
she might be a "terrorist." The National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), which the
president had earlier promised to veto, represents the single most egregious rollback
of American civil liberties in our nation’s history. Obama made the move under cover
of America’s New Year’s Eve Party, while most Americans were more concerned with
having a good time than with losing their freedom.

No other president in U.S. history has sought or had such power. Note that this law does not
merely apply to people in general, but to citizens. The legal tradition of habeas corpus demands
that citizens cannot be jailed without being told which specific charges are being leveled against
them; this tradition also implies the notion of a "speedy trial" and not "indefinite" detainment.

Obama insisted that the reason he signed the bill was to guarantee funding for the
military, to support our troops. In the process, he deprived U.S. citizens of the very
freedom for which our military is fighting. In fact, despite his insistence to the con-
trary, it was the president himself who had fought for the right of the Commander-in-
Chief to detain American citizens. Obama was outed by radial leftist legislator Carl
Levin, who explained what the president was up to on the floor of the Senate. Levin
made it clear that the White House had pushed for the law to be applied indiscrimi-
nately to American citizens.

The president had directed his administration to insert these directives into the bill, and then
explained that he was reluctantly signing them into law because they had been attached to an
important piece of legislation: a sophisticated move indeed. How has the Obama administra-
tion interpreted the law since its passage?

The White House and the Justice Department have fought against bringing any cases
involving indefinite detention of American citizens to trial for fear that the courts
would overturn their right to abrogate citizens’ constitutional guarantees of freedom
from arbitrary arrest. In addition, the administration fought tooth and nail to insure
that language barring the law from being applied to Americans was not included.

President Obama would prefer that this piece of legislation not be given much attention at all:
it makes things easier for him if it is not well-known, or if the public doesn’t think about it much.
If any attention is given to it, he would certainly hope that it is perceived as a necessary, if
regrettable, tool for national security. In fact, however, its wording is broad enough that it can
justify any detentions ordered by the executive branch. It is less about national defense and
more about increasing the discretionary power of the president.
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2.7 July

2.7.1 The Right Type of Immigration (2012-07-08 10:43)

Immigration has been one of America’s greatest strengths, and also one of its biggest problems.
Legal immigrants bring creativity, energy, and a vision for the future. Illegal immigrants fail
to pay their fair share of taxes, represent a drain on public services, and create a second
underground economy which undermines the legal economy. The Wall Street Journal writes:

No country on earth is in the same league as the U.S. when it comes to the quan-
tity of immigrants who have come here and the quality of their contributions. But
lately, in our generally sour mood, Americans have been questioning the benefits of
immigration. Many worry that today’s immigrants differ from those of the past: less
ambitious, less skilled, less willing and able to assimilate.

The negative stereotype is derived mainly from illegal immigrants. It is important to remember
that the legal entrants into this country bring with them a desire to work and succeed within
the nation; illegals desire to work around the system.

The conventional picture is of an unstoppable wave of unskilled, mostly Spanish-
speaking workers — many illegal — coming across the Mexican border. People who
see immigration this way fear that, instead of America assimilating the immigrants,
the immigrants will assimilate us. But this picture is both out of date and factually
wrong.

The problem is that we use the same word - ’immigrant’ - to describe both the legal newcomers
as well as those who have deliberately broken the law to enter the country. These two groups
could hardly be more different, and yet are confused in popular culture. Legal immigrants
actually help our economy, while illegal immigrants hurt it.

A report released this month by the Pew Research Center shows just how much the
face of immigration has changed in the past few years. Since 2008, more newcomers
to the U.S. have been Asian than Hispanic (in 2010, it was 36 % of the total, versus
31 %). Today’s typical immigrant is not only more likely to speak English and have
a college education, but also to have come to the U.S. legally, with a job already in
place.

Immigrants have historically brought important skill sets to this nation. In areas like engineer-
ing and medicine, many of our economic successes have been initiated by legal immigrants.

A great deal of mythology has grown up around American immigration. Images of
Irish and Italians forced by starvation to emigrate, Jews fleeing Russian persecution
— this was all real, but just part of the story. Waves of educated and professional
middle-class people also arrived — men like Albert Gallatin fleeing the radicalism of
the French Revolution, disappointed liberals abandoning Europe after the failure of
the revolutions of 1848, and of course the generations of educated exiles from the
terrible totalitarianisms of the 20th century.
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In particular, immigrants from Asia enter this country with a good education, with a strong
work ethic, and with a desire to assimilate and support American culture and the American
way of life. Legal immigrants from Asia are models for how legal immigration can work well
and benefit the nation.

Immigration from Asia wasn’t always this smooth, and for many years the federal
government, often prodded by politicians from the West Coast, tried to keep Asians
out. By 1870, Chinese workers accounted for 20 % of California’s labor force; the
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 cut Chinese immigration from 39,500 that year to just
10 people in 1887.
With the Chinese excluded, thousands of Japanese, Koreans and Indians replaced
them as cheap labor, but public opinion soon turned against these immigrants as well.
In 1906 the San Francisco school board ordered the segregation of Japanese students
in its public schools. The news sparked riots in Japan, and President Theodore Roo-
sevelt scrambled to make what was called the "Gentleman’s Agreement" by which
the Japanese government agreed to stop immigration to the U.S. In 1917 India was
added to the "Pacific-Barred Zone" from which no immigrants to the U.S. were al-
lowed, and from 1924 until 1965 Asian immigration into the United States was es-
sentially banned.
The ensuing 37 years of legal immigration are making an impact. In 1965, Asian-
Americans accounted for less than 1 % of the population; today they are almost at
6 % and growing, with the biggest numbers from China, the Philippines and India,
followed by Vietnam, Korea and Japan. (Almost one out of four Asian-Americans has
roots in either mainland China or Taiwan.)

While illegal immigration represents a harm to the economy and to society, a healthy program
of legal immigration is a benefit to the nation and to the economy.

The honor roll of American immigration is long. Names like Alexander Hamilton, Al-
bert Einstein, Andrew Carnegie, Madeleine Albright and Sergey Brin speak for them-
selves.

To that list we can add names like Wernher von Braun, Henry Kissinger, and ESPN announcer
Michael Ballack. It is clear that legal immigrants have done much to promote the United States.
Illegal immigrants, however, ultimately represent an economic drain.

2.8 August

2.8.1 Carter Deregulates! (2012-08-28 08:47)

Despite the perception that presidents from the two different political parties approach things
in opposite ways, there are instances of agreement. In a surprisingly consistent pattern, four
Republican presidents and two Democrat presidents (Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush, Clinton, and
Bush) embraced the idea of deregulation. To be sure, they were not always uniform in applying
this idea, sometimes deregulating one sector of the economy while adding new regulations
to a different sector. But a steady trend of rhetoric and executive orders demonstrates that
deregulation is part of the Zeitgeist - the spirit of the times.
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In the case of Carter and Clinton, this shows that it is an oversimplification to assert that
Democrats always restrain the freedom of the market and favor government intervention in
the economy. Historians Karen O’Connor and Larry Sabato write that, after it became clear that
excessive regulations - including wage and price controls under LBJ and Nixon - were harmful
to the economy, enthusiasm for deregulation grew:

For some time, there were no changes in economic regulation despite these criti-
cisms. In the mid-1970s, however, President Gerald R. Ford, seeing regulations as
one cause of the high inflation that existed at the time, decided to make deregula-
tion a major objective of his administration. Deregulation was also a high priority
for Ford’s successor, President Jimmy Carter, and legislation that deregulated air-
lines, railroads, motor carriers, and financial institutions was enacted during Carter’s
term as president. All successive presidents have maintained an active deregulatory
agenda,

until the election of President Obama in 2008. The Obama administration marked a return to
the approaches of Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon. LBJ’s wage and price controls were cast
as guidelines, and not as mandatory. Nixon’s were cast as actual executive orders. In both
cases, the controls failed doubly: first, they were difficult to enforce - LBJ’s guidelines were
toothless, and Nixon’s were filled with loopholes which lawyers and accountants soon discov-
ered; second, in those cases in which they were consistently applied, inflation only became
worse.

To be sure, while deregulation almost always leads to an immediate drop in prices, it often
has a transitional effect of temporarily creating chaos as various businesses adjust to find a
new equilibrium point - a few consolidations, bankruptcies, and restructurings - before the full
benefit of deregulation is enjoyed. Thus it is important to council patience, and not to promise
that the complete advantage of deregulation will be felt soon. O’Connor and Sabato note that,
long-term, deregulation wins the day,

though the effects of deregulation have been mixed, as illustrated by the airline,
communication, and agricultural sectors.

American consumers noted a significant price decrease in air travel and telecommunications
when those sectors were deregulated. The transitional effects, as noted, involved a shuffling of
the companies in those industries. Old airlines weremerged with others, or went bankrupt; new
airlines emerged. The courts had to wade through the details of national telephone companies.
But lower prices were the end result in both cases - so much so, that years later, when price
increases took place, the "new, higher" prices were still lower than the original prices before
deregulation, and only "higher" than the prices immediately after deregulation.

The occasional inconsistencies in the pattern of deregulation - a political necessity, even if an
economic sin - led to certain ill effects. Carter and Clinton, while deregulating other sectors,
burdened the financial sector with rules forcing lenders to write loans to customers whose
ability to repay was suspect. By requiring the financial institutions to grant loans to substandard
customers, Carter and Clinton paved the way for the real estate meltdown of 2008, when the
economy had to absorb numerous defaults.

Standing at the historical source of the deregulation trend, President Ford wrote:
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A third priority on my agenda for the first six months of 1975 was regulatory reform.
And was that reform needed! Rules and regulations churned out by federal agencies
were having a damaging effect on almost every aspect of American life. They were
costing taxpayers an estimated $62.9 billion per year, an average of $300 per citizen.
They were increasing the cost of doing business - a cost that’s always passed along
to consumers - and thus contributing to inflation. They were perpetuating huge bu-
reaucracies - more than 60,000 people were employed by the federal government
for the sole purpose of writing, reviewing, and enforcing regulations - to sift through
pyramids of paperwork. (In 1974, Congress passed 404 new laws. They federal bu-
reaucracy, however, produced 7,496 new rules and regulations, which accounted for
some 45,000 pages of fine print in the Federal Register.) They were stifling American
productivity, promoting inefficiency, eliminating competition and even invading per-
sonal privacy. Red tape surrounded and almost smothered us; we as a nation were
about to suffocate.

The contrast between President Gerald Ford and President Nixon was great - from wage and
price controls to deregulation. Ford began to liberate American productivity from endless rules,
a trend which would continue, despite occasional relapses into the regulatory mentality, for
over thirty years.

2.9 September

2.9.1 When Financing a Campaign is More Important Than the Candidate’s
Ideas (2012-09-11 20:34)

Critics from both ends of the political spectrum have noted the increasingly important role
of fundraising in modern elections. Several legislative attempts at reform have been made,
but still enormous focus and energy is devoted to finding sponsors who will contribute money
to fund a candidate’s campaign. When a prospective elected official spends that much time
looking for donors, saying what he must in order to persuade them to contribute, the question
arises - is the democratic process being sidelined, if the candidate has less time to study issues,
less time to speak directly to voters, and the temptation to listen more to donors than to voters?
Because the electoral process is currently driven by a candidate’s ability to raise funds, modern
politicians have become experts at raising money. One of the best is Barack Obama. Gathering
donors prior to his 2008 election to the presidency, and his 2012 reelection bid, he showed
himself adept at finding ways to persuade them to give. One example is the LightSquared
company, a business owned by the Harbinger Capital investment group.
Knowing that LightSquared and its owners were inclined to support him, Obama needed to find
a way to direct funding to the company. The owners would take their share of the company’s
sales as their profit, and would donate a percentage of that profit to Obama’s 2012 reelection
campaign. So LightSquared needed to make some big sales prior to the 2012 campaign season.
Obama arranged for government contracts to be handed to LightSquared.
This is a pattern: use the government budget to buy services and products from companies
whose owners will use their income - their share of the profit from sales ot the government - to
fund Obama’s campaigns. This tactic has been highly successful. Historian David Limbaugh
writes:
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Four-star general William Shelton testified at a classified congressional hearing that
the White House pressured him into changing a political briefing to reflect support for
a wireless project by Virginia satellite broadband company LightSquared, a Democrat-
backed firm, despite the Pentagon’s concerns that the project could interfere with
GPS. LightSquared is owned by Harbinger Capital hedge fund, which is led by billion-
aire investor Phil Falcone. According to the National Legal and Policy Center, after
Falcone visited the White House and made large donations to the Democratic Sena-
torial Campaign Committee, the FCC granted LightSquared "a highly unusual waiver
that allows the company to build out a national 4G wireless network on the cheap."

This pattern would be quite successful as Obama directed federal contracts - and millions of
taxpayer dollars - to companies whose owners would donate to his campaigns. The Solyndra af-
fair would follow a similar pattern. Obama demonstrated himself as quite skilled in the modern
art of campaign finance.

2.9.2 Underfunded and Micromanaged (2012-09-14 09:08)

In hindsight, the U.S. government’s handling of the KoreanWar – a “police action” – was perhaps
in some ways negligent, inasmuch as funding for the military was not directed toward ensuring
that the war effort was maximized. Historian Russell Weigley writes that “government and
military leaders generally agreed that the growing funds available for national security must be
used to seek a larger security beyond the immediate demands of the war,” and that “therefore
they early proposed to use much of the enlarged defense budget to make better preparation
for the all-out Soviet aggression they still thought likely.” On a policy level, this may or may
not have made sense, but to the individual soldier in a foxhole in Korea, had he known, this
might have seemed like lack of support.
Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski report that the Truman

administration eventually spent 60 percent of the FY 1951 – 1953 defense budgets on
general military programs and 40 on waging the war. In fiscal terms defense outlays
became two-thirds of all federal spending. Supplemental appropriations brought FY
1951 defense expenditures to $22.4 billion, followed in the next two fiscal years by
outlays of $43.9 and $50.3 billion. Although budgets fell short of Department of
Defense requests, the administration approached a "holiday" on defense spending
in its relations with Congress that approximated the halcyon days of World War II.

There was plenty of defense spending, but not much of it was going toward the effort in Korea.
William Donnelly analyzes the effect of this under-funding on the concrete details of combat.
Because both civilian and military leaders saw the Korean conflict as draining resources away
from the main mission – a strong defensive force in Europe – the most visible effect of under-
funding the Korean conflict was a lack of manpower. The Eighth Army – the main U.S. force on
the ground in Korea – found that the “cohesion of combat units” in its forces was “at a lower
level than” in the Seventh Army, which was in Europe at the time. This was because the De-
partment of the Army “churned a unit’s personnel at a faster rate.” To attempt to make up for
the manpower shortage, the army scaled-back the resources it devoted to two other missions:
continental air defense over the U.S., and building a strategic reserve. Despite diverting en-
ergy from these two missions, the manpower shortage remained significant, demoralized the
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troops and eroded the quality of leadership as less-experienced men were promoted to higher
ranks. Many of the men had not volunteered – the draft – and it was clear that the political
leadership was looking for an armistice, not a victory; the effect of these circumstances was
“corrosive.”
President Truman had given four missions to the Army as mentioned above: European de-
fense, Korean police action, American air defense, and the creation of a strategic reserve. Yet
Congress did not give the Army the men and the money it needed for these tasks. One might
inquire whether Congress or Truman is more to blame, but the results were dispiriting in any
case.
The manpower shortage was seen in the rotation of troops between Korea, Europe, and “the
Zone of the Interior” – the “ZI” was the military’s name for the forty-eight continental states.
Men were normally stationed in the ZI for several months of training before being sent into
combat – in this case, to Korea. But shortages dictated that both men and officers spent a
shorter time in the ZI before shipping out to Korea; this meant that they arrived in the combat
zone with less training and less organizational experience. Experienced officers were drawn
from the ZI for combat leadership roles in Korea, which meant in turn that the officers in charge
of training in the ZI had less experience, and training suffered accordingly. As morale fell, reen-
listment rates did also. Infantrymen lost motivation as they saw that their “actions appeared to
have no effect on the course of the war.” To counteract this demoralization, the Army offered
combat pay for ground troops, enjoyable ‘rest and relaxation’ leaves in Japan, and an appeal
to live up to the glorious history of the unit. The threat of punishment for soldiers who did not
fight well lurked in the background, but was not often implemented. There were instances of
‘mass combat refusal’ – mutiny.
The secondary effects of themanpower shortage led to an ‘erosion of trust’ – lower level officers
were not trusted by their men because they had too little experience; higher level officers
were not trusted by the men or by the junior officers because they tended to remain out of
the Main Line of Resistance (MLR) as the front was known. Senior officers, with little work
to do once the front had stagnated, antagonized the men by means of “oversupervision” –
too much paperwork and red tape. There were too many inspections, and any type of plan
had to be approved by an increasing number of officers. The Eighth Army was turning into a
bureaucracy.
Given that the Eighth Army’s objective – to “hold the line” until an armistice could be negotiated
– was one which could demoralize men in even the best circumstances, it was even more
dispiriting to face that objective with grudging draftees, inexperienced officers, longer tours in
the combat zone, and a lack of unit cohesion as manpower shortages caused more individual
rotations.

2.9.3 A Cautious Victory - Desert Storm (2012-09-24 16:24)

Whether wars in the second half of the twentieth century have been more politicized than ear-
lier conflicts depends, in part, which earlier conflicts one chooses for a comparison basis. In any
case, the pattern established by the Korean and Vietnam wars – the pattern in which civilian
leaders in Congress and in the White House made significant strategic and tactical decisions –
was continued by the brief 1991 “Gulf War” which liberated Kuwait. Historians Lawrence Freed-
man and Efraim Karsh tell us that the Bush administration, leading an international coalition,
was “obliged to follow a version of graduated response in order to develop a domestic and
international consensus supporting direct military action.” Despite a self-conscious effort to
avoid ‘another Vietnam’ – LBJ’s failure in the 1960’s
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could be attributed to in part to the policy of graduated response, understood as a
strategy of incremental pressure, with a series of restrictions on targets that were
imposed by the politicians. At each stage, the opponent was to face a choice between
compliance and further pressure until eventually its breaking point was reached. The
critique of this strategy argues that these small steps merely provide the opponent
with time to adjust and develop forms of counter-pressure.

Developing a command structure in which civilians had only enough information to gauge
policy, but not enough to affect strategy, was part of avoiding ‘another Vietnam’ – in this
structure,

to avoid charges ofmicro-management, civilian officials avoided amending the target
list for the air campaign (which practice had been judged to be a particular fault of the
Johnson administration), although the commanders were expected to show political
sensitivity. It was reported that Bush was not informed of the detailed target set.

The noble intentions about keeping civilians out of the planning was compromised at certain
points in time, however: “the commanders were expected to show political sensitivity” in se-
lecting targets, and at one point, Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney ordered the chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, to review target lists, and remove soft targets
which “might have contained large numbers of civilians.” Thus, despite a deliberate effort
to avoid civilian political entanglements which could lead to ‘another Vietnam,’ precisely that
type of influence entered military planning. Happily, although it could have caused ‘another
Vietnam,’ it did not do so.
Looking at the war from the other side, Saddam’s goals in the war made Iraqi resistance to
coalition forces less effective. Saddam’s goals skewed the range of tactical options available
to Iraqi commanders: his foremost goal was his own political survival; other goals included
damaging, vandalizing, and booby-trapping Kuwaiti oil fields, murdering Kuwaiti citizens, and
possibly striking Israeli nuclear facilities. While Saddam’s politicization of war goals may have
constrained Iraqi commanders, one issue which did not – surprisingly – cause their defeat was
technology. Despite media coverage of the U.S.’s high-tech weaponry, e.g. guided missiles
hitting targets within centimeters after hundreds of miles of flight, Freedman and Karsh con-
tend that the Iraqi defeat “was mainly the outcome of more ‘traditional’ factors, such as poor
combat performance along with incompetent politico-military leadership and war strategy.” It
was, then, “Saddam’s personality” which was, in the final analysis, the cause of Iraq’s defeat.
General Norman Schwarzkopf noted that Saddam was neither a strategist nor a soldier. Sad-
dam may have been lulled into expecting an easy victory against Bush’s coalition because it
had experienced victories over the Iranian army. But the Iranian army was “poorly-equipped
and ill-trained,” and not a good comparison basis for the international coalition. Finally, the
Iraqi army faced large-scale desertions during the brief war. War is never easy, but the Bush’s
coalition attained a victory very quickly, and with “extraordinarily light” casualties.
Saddam Hussein’s strategy leading up to the war was first to prevent actual war – a form of
extreme brinksmanship – and second, if actual hostilities began, to end them as quickly as
possible. Such a strategy made sense, given a realistic assessment of Iraq’s military capabil-
ities. In fact, the reason for which he invaded Kuwait was to try “to shore up his regime in
the face of dire economic straits created by the Iran-Iraq War.” His economy and his army
were not strong. Saddam made, however, two strategic mistakes which cost him dearly: first,
he released hostages, hoping to buy goodwill, but instead merely giving Bush’s coalition the
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knowledge that it was no longer vulnerable in that way; second, he failed “to preempt by at-
tacking coalition forces in Saudi Arabia,” a move which would have given him the operational
initiative and possibly caught coalition forces by surprise. In anticipating a ground war, Saddam
relied “on his defenses around Kuwait and the cost that could be imposed on coalition forces if
they could be drawn into killing zones.” The enemy was to be drawn into these killing zones by
forcing General Schwarzkopf to direct his forces according to “extensive fortifications along the
Saudi-Kuwait border” which the Iraqis had constructed. This strategy failed, however, because
the “fortifications could be outflanked by a desert attack through Iraq, so suffering the same
fate as the Maginot Line.” Saddam’s forces were stretched thin, because they were deployed
for “the protection of Iraq as a whole and not just the new Kuwaiti acquisition, and the threats
involved did not come simply from the United States. Significant forces had to remain deployed
along Iraq’s borders with its Iranian, Turkish, and Syrian neighbors.” The Iraqis simply did not
have “enough forces for a wide front.” Saddam’s best troops, “the Republican Guards were
kept back as, at best, a strategic armored reserve,” and were so not ready to be effective at the
actual point of contact when fighting started. Another weakness in the Iraqi military “was the
lack of air support.” Although, on paper, “Iraq’s air force was substantial,” it was ineffective
because Saddam was reluctant to risk his air force, and he was timid to have it engage the
enemy.
Saddam underestimated the coalition’s “precision-guided munitions,” smart bombs, and other
high-tech munitions. He saw, however, his own “missiles as his most reliable means” of dam-
aging the coalition’s forces. He hoped to direct them against Israel and against facilities in
Saudi Arabia. Saddam hoped that his missile attacks on Israel would exacerbate “the prospec-
tive war’s stresses and strains on the political cohesion of the coalition” by inflaming tensions
between Israel and the various Arab states. In general, Iraq’s strategy relied “on deterring and
if necessary rebuffing the central thrust of the enemy campaign, by” such political tensions.
Saddam’s strategy was, therefore, as much political as military. He assumed that the U.S. had
an “extreme sensitivity to casualties,” and would flinch in the face of actual land battles.
President Bush, meanwhile, continued his determination “not to repeat the mistake of the
1960s,” which meant “not to get trapped in an un-winnable war,” and “not allow civilians to
impose artificial restrictions” on tactics and strategy. Bush kept the coalition focused on the
“primary objective,” which “was to liberate Kuwait.” By maintaining focus on this goal, the U.S.
could avoid ‘another Vietnam’ by avoiding the wrong goals, e.g., nation-building (‘Vietnamiza-
tion’): “it would be extremely unwise to be seen to try to change the regime in Baghdad,”
because it would arouse the suspicion of the Arab states and it would commit the U.S. to a
long-term occupational force in the area.
Another “presumed lesson of Vietnam was that the public would be intolerant of high casual-
ties.” Whether this assumption was true – and if true, to what extent – remained to be seen.
Saddam hoped that the public would turn against the war, seeing even a small number of ca-
sualties. Coalition planners, therefore, worked cautiously and conservatively, to keep coalition
casualties to a minimum. Working with a range of assumptions, planning for everything from
best-case to worst-case scenarios, it turned out “extremely optimistic assumptions” would “in
fact approximate the actual state of affairs.” Some planners wanted to “avoid a ground war” al-
together, and thereby avoid casualties, and rely solely on air power. Among those who favored
the air-only option, there were different scenarios about how such a war would go. But in the
end, although the early phases of the war were primarily reliant on air power, it would not be
an exclusively air war, and there would be major infantry and armored involvement. Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, gave three reasons for rejecting the air-only
option: first, it would give the Iraqis the operational initiative for any ground action; second,
Powell saw this option as indecisive, in light of the fact that Saddam would sacrifice numerous
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Iraqi lives to absorb coalition bombing, and Powell probably saw it as not focused clearly on
the coalition’s stated objective; third, by adding a ground element, Powell could force Saddam
to fight a two-front war: air and land.
Powell rejected, however, any frontal assault or over-the-top type of ground attack. Ground
action would follow extensive aerial bombardment, and more sophisticated ground strategies
would minimize casualties.
Bush’s international coalition had several strategic advantages: access to ports, petroleum,
and airfields; lack of harassment by Iraqi troops as Saddam held off in his strategy of waiting;
time to prepare and organize as Saddam refused to begin the fight; and shortages of critical
war material in Iraq during the embargo. The coalition faced two unknowns: although they
knew that Iraq had not yet developed nuclear weapons, it was known that they had chemical
weapons; would they use them? A second unknown whether Saddam’s missile force was as
well-developed as he claimed. In sum, the coalition’s “priorities would be to achieve air supe-
riority, eliminate missiles and Iraq’s small fleet of fast patrol boats, interdict supply lines, and
then engage in a fast and mobile desert campaign based on maneuver rather than attrition,”
and to utilize “flanking maneuvers rather than direct assaults on Iraqi fortifications.”
The war began on January 17, 1991, with massive aerial bombardment by the coalition, and
little reaction from Iraq – only a small amount of relatively ineffective anti-aircraft fire. Elec-
tronic countermeasures reduced Iraqi anti-aircraft fire further. The main tactical question at
this time was targeting: “The dividing line between civilian and military targets was a thin one.
There were clear rules on avoiding religious and cultural sites.” But the distinction was not
always clear-cut, especially in Saddam’s fascist or totalitarian state. Bad weather, and Iraqi
missile strikes against Israel and Saudi Arabia, stretched the planned air campaign from thirty
to thirty-nine days. Iraq took a pounding, with little retaliation.
“To salvage his strategy Saddam would have had to draw the coalition into a premature ground
offensive in Kuwait to bring the war into a quick end, even at the cost of many Iraqi lives,”
but he did not orchestrate any provocative ground action. He did initiate one small raid, on
the Saudi town of Khafji, which had already been evacuated. His raiding party was decisively
defeated, but as Freedman and Karsh report, the coalition did not take the bait and “play into
Saddam’s hands” by prematurely beginning a major ground offensive.
In the air war, there were few civilian casualties. Paradoxically, because there were so few
civilian deaths, these fatalities received all the more media attention. An attack on Amiriya
left a number of civilians dead in a command bunker, but the distinction between civilian and
non-civilian was again blurry, inasmuch as these were employed in a military command station.
The air war having been so successful, the ground war which followed it lasted one hundred
hours!
In sum, the coalition leaders – Powell, Schwarzkopf, and Bush – planned cautiously, while Sad-
dam Hussein was rather unrealistic. The victory of Iraq was amazingly swift and decisive.

2.9.4 Letters from Westmoreland (2012-09-25 09:23)

Two memoranda from the office of General William Westmoreland have gained the attention
of historians. Both memos were written by Westmoreland’s senior staff, one sent out with
Westmoreland’s signature, and the other with his approval: this pair of documents sheds light
on a decisive moment in the war.
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In late 1964 or early 1965, Westmoreland was one of the architects of “Rolling Thunder” and
saw how LBJ had weakened the bombing program, reducing its effectiveness. Historians Allan
Millett and Peter Maslowski report that, as Rolling Thunder failed to produce a decisive result,
Westmoreland in mid-1965 advised, from his vantage point in Vietnam, that LBJ quickly com-
mit large numbers of ground troops. Johnson gave Westmoreland almost as many troops as he
requested, but placed strict rules of engagement on them, and refused to mobilize the home
front either in terms of calling up reserves or in terms of the economy, a sign that he wanted
“the military to fight a real war without appearing to do so.” Despite LBJ’s lack of support-
iveness, Westmoreland managed some early victories by developing a “search and destroy”
strategy, using the tactic of helicopter-driven mobility. Given “the superb performance of the
first Marine and Army battalions,” the U.S. “threw the NVA on the defensive and sent it scurry-
ing.” The war’s three sectors – northern provinces, central provinces, and the area northwest
of Saigon – grew to four sectors as Westmoreland began operations in the Mekong Delta south
of Saigon. As the war grew, so did the need for troops, but LBJ continued to understaff the
Army. Westmoreland made use of troops from The Army of the Republic of Vietnam; “ARVN
units could show as much ferocity as their Communist brethren,” although Westmoreland saw
to it that they were always supervised by U.S. units. Again, Westmoreland did well despite LBJ:
he “had thrown the NVA on the defensive, but” was continually hampered by the lack of troops.
In early 1968, the so-called “Tet Offensive” did not catch Westmoreland by surprise: Army in-
telligence had caused him to place units on alert. It did, however, surprise the ARVN. The Tet
Offensive ended when “the Communists suffered a catastrophic battlefield defeat.” LBJ still
refused to send the needed troops, and managed to snatch “defeat from the jaws of victory.”
Westmoreland was re-assigned stateside in the same year, and drawn-out denouement began.
Historian Russell Weigley offers a similar synopsis of Westmoreland’s career. By early 1965,
Westmoreland, on the ground, saw that South Vietnam would probably not survive without
quick significant amounts of American intervention. Weigley’s account is similar to the one
offered by Millett and Maslowski: Westmoreland never got enough soldiers from LBJ, wanted
to seize the initiative and offensive, and was hindered by LBJ’s rules of engagement.
The two documents, unearthed by historian John Carland, give an inside view of the narrative
summarized above. Written in September and December of 1965, they highlight Westmore-
land’s insights into the situation. Carland explains:

Despite its misleading title, the first document — “Tactics and Techniques for Em-
ployment of US Forces in the Republic of Vietnam” — contains a vigorously written,
well-crafted, full-fledged theory of victory. Dated 17 September 1965, it laid out the
necessary conditions for achieving victory and provided to senior American comman-
ders and units practical steps and guidance, presented in a methodical and logical
way, to achieve the necessary tactical, operational, and strategic objectives to defeat
their Communist adversaries. Moreover, it made clear that when military victories
were won, their significance lay in the degree to which they advanced and supported
South Vietnam’s pacification/nationbuilding effort. Westmoreland and his senior sub-
ordinates knew that if they failed to integrate the “fighting” war with the “other” (i.e.,
pacification) war, they would not succeed — their efforts and sacrifices would be for
naught.

Westmoreland understood that he needed to do more than “fight a war” – that this conflict
would include a political effort which would ultimately be as important, or more so, than the
military effort. If the population of South Vietnam embraced the view that it had a trustworthy
government, a trustworthy ally in the U.S., a very real chance of winning, and an enthusiasm
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for its own democratic development, they could win the war. But if the people in the south fell
to communist propaganda, to pessimism about U.S. support, and to defeatism about its own
cause, defeat was likely or certain. Ten years before the fall of Saigon, Westmoreland grasped
the larger situation well. The September document states that “the mission” of the U.S. “to
defeat” the Communists, but equally to “facilitate effective governmental control,” and that
the war “is a political as well as a military war.”

The second document, issued on 10 December 1965, followed logically on the first.
Titled “Tactical Employment of US Forces and Defensive Action,” it represented a
critique of American ground forces’ operations and combat to date. Westmoreland
concluded that despite considerable accomplishments in the war without fronts, “we
are not engaging the VC with sufficient frequency or effectiveness to win the war
in Vietnam.” The U.S. troops had shown themselves to be superb soldiers, adept
at carrying out attacks against base areas and mounting sustained operations in
populated areas. Yet, the operational initiative — decisions to engage and disengage
— continued to be with the enemy. Through intelligence developed in operations and
from other sources, American commanders had to find better ways to take the fight
to the enemy. Only by doing so could U.S. forces make the best use of America’s
twin advantages of firepower and mobility.

In more military terms, Westmoreland knew that this would be “a war without fronts,” requir-
ing the “search and destroy missions” by U.S. forces, but also requiring U.S. forces to defend
against guerilla war. The September document notes that “the conduct of U.S. troops must
be carefully controlled at all times,” in order “to minimize battle casualties among those non-
combatants who must be brought back into the fold.” The December document, alerting com-
manders to the needs of all servicemen – quartermasters and cooks, Air Force and Navy per-
sonnel – to defend their bases and installations, and reviewing U.S. performance in the field,
offers the belief that “the average American has amply demonstrated that he is instinctively
an effective fighter with small arms.”

Reading fifty years after the fact, Westmoreland appears to be caught in a Kafkaesque tragedy.
Although responsible historians should not dabble in counterfactual speculations (“what would
have happened if ...”), yet one cannot help but hypothesize that the U.S. really could have won
the war if Congress and LBJ had done a few things differently.

Many readers now living had family members and friends who served in Vietnam, were eligible
for the draft, or were only a few years to young to be of age during the war. Unlike Korea and
WWII, Vietnam is near enough in time that it carries experiential and emotional impact; many
readers recall watching Walter Cronkite and video clips of the war. Some were too young then
to understand the complex tangle of political maneuverings which informed LBJ’s policies, but
looking back, they can understand why Donald Rumsfeld, a member of the House of Represen-
tatives, sponsored the Freedom of Information Act as a tool for Republican Congressmen to get
LBJ to give them solid data about Vietnam.

In any case, John Carland has given us two important primary text documents which shed light
on a capable military leader who was never given the chance to implement his plans.
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2.10.1 A Black Man’s Courage (2012-10-03 09:05)

Clarence Thomas was born in 1948 into a African-American family in Pin Point, Georgia. Like his
life, his hometown in many ways encapsulates the Black experience in America: the town was
founded by ex-slaves at the end of the Civil War, was an example of communal interdependence
and diligent self-reliance, and was bitterly poor, with no paved roads or sewage system.
The life of Clarence Thomas is a microcosm of the African-American experience: sent by his
parents to live with his grandparents after the family home burned to the ground; inspired by
his grandfather’s diligence and inventiveness as a small business founder; enrolled as the only
Black student in his high school.
Learning from the role models of creative independence and communal mutual support,
Thomas saw that African-Americans were being harmed by the "Great Society" programsmeant
to help them. Although well-intentioned, these entitlements and public assistance programs
dampened exactly that spirit of creative independence which inspires inventiveness and inge-
nuity in economics, business, and engineering: young Black men were informed that, rather
than try to excel in a profession or technical field, they could rely on the "system" to support
them. Clarence Thomas saw that these programs also starved the communal spirit of the
African-Americans, who, instead of helping each other by means of the local neighborhood or
town, were taught to turn to a social worker or government office.
Determined to return autonomy and dignity to Black communities, Clarence Thomas, after
graduating from Yale law school, served as Assistant Attorney General of Missouri. In this role,
he writes,

as a criminal-appeals attorney, I would have to argue in favor of keeping blacks in
jail. I still thought of most imprisoned blacks as political prisoners. I had no facts
to back up this opinion, a reflex response left over from my radical days, and didn’t
need any: I knew that anything "the man" did to black people was oppression, pure
and simple. What changed my mind was the case of black man convicted of raping
and sodomizing a black woman in Kansas City after holding a sharp can opener at
the throat of her small son. Perhaps he and the woman he’d brutalized had both
been the victim of racism, but if that were so, then she’d been victimized twice, first
by "the man" and then by the thug. This case, I later learned, was far from unusual:
it turned out that blacks were responsible for almost 80 percent of violent crimes
committed against blacks, and killed over 90 percent of black murder victims. This
was a bitter pill to swallow. Until then I’d ignored the obvious implications of black-
on-black crime rates. After I worked on that case, I knew better than to assume that
whites were responsible for all the woes of blacks, and stopped throwing around the
word "oppression" so carelessly. I also grew more wary of unsupported generaliza-
tions and conspiracy theories, both of which had become indispensable features of
radical argument.

Redesigning his legal thought, Clarence Thomas discovered that African-Americans, deprived
of the dignity of responsibility, deprived by the dependency culture generated by the welfare
state, were being turned into thugs by the LBJ-era "Great Society" programs which were sup-
posed to ennoble them. Putting this discovery into action meant, for Clarence Thomas, that
when he happened to be relocating to a new state, he was also realigning his political views.
98 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



2.10. OCTOBER BlogBook

This came at a high price: the Democrat Party views Black voters as its property. Anger -
and sometimes violence - is directed at any African-American who is skeptical of the Demo-
crat Party. Clarence Thomas recalls summoning his courage to defy the white leaders of the
Democrat Party who assumed that should always vote for their candidates:

In the fall of 1980, I changed my voter registration from Missouri to Maryland - and
registered as a Republican. I had decided to vote for Ronald Reagan. It was a giant
step for a black man, but I believed it to be a logical one. I saw no good coming from
an every-larger government that meddled, with incompetence if not mendacity, in
the lives of its citizens, and I was particularly distressed by the Democrat Party’s
ceaseless promises to legislate the problems of blacks out of existence. Their mis-
guided efforts had already done great harm tomy people, and I felt sure that anything
else they did would compound the damage. Reagan, by contrast, was promising to
get government off our backs and out of our lives, putting an end to the indiscrimi-
nate social engineering of the sixties and seventies. I thought that blacks would be
better off if they were left alone instead of being used as guinea pigs for the foolish
schemes of dream-killing politicians and their ideological acolytes. How could I not
vote for a man who felt the same way?

Years later, as a Supreme Court Justice, Clarence Thomas would take steps to curb the gov-
ernment’s tendency to interfere in the lives of its citizens. His rulings and opinions support
the individual’s rights to freedom of religion, to freedom of speech, and to freedom from gov-
ernment intervention in economic activities. Thomas has also shielded the political processes
inside each state from federal interference.

2.10.2 The Formation of Clarence Thomas (2012-10-08 16:14)

How does a Supreme Court Justice arrive at his mature legal views? Like every other human
being, he absorbs a variety of experiences and influences, and processes them with his own
rational categories. Some of this is in the setting of formal legal education, and some of it is
through life experiences. Clarence Thomas grew up in the home of his grandparents - he called
his grandfather "Daddy" - and assimilated the worldview of the African-Americans in the deep
south. He recalls:

I had come to feel that virtually every discussion of race in America was fundamen-
tally dishonest. The continuing controversy over busing was a prime example. Many
whites were crying foul about school busing, saying that they wanted "neighborhood"
schools for their children. This, of course, was nothing more than what blacks had
wanted during segregation - the chance to attend good schools near their homes
instead of being carted across town to all-black schools. Why, then, should they now
wish to be carted across town to all-white schools? Daddy and I were at loggerheads
about most things, but we found ourselves in full agreement when it came to busing.
Even in a segregated world, education was our sole road to true independence, and
what mattered most was the quality of the education that black children received,
not the color of the students sitting next to them. "Nobody ever learned anything
on a bus," Daddy said. Nor did either of us believe that busing would somehow help
ease white racism. What made anyone think that white people who didn’t want to
eat with us were going to like our children any better? We both saw busing as a

©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 99



BlogBook 2.10. OCTOBER

tragic digression from the quest for real equality: the ostensible means of achieving
a desirable end had become the end itself.

Justice Thomas captured not only the Black understanding of the situation, but also the social
structures which prevented Blacks from expressing that understanding openly. There was a
cultural mechanism which inhibited African-Americans from speaking on the issue:

I felt sure that Daddy and I weren’t the only blacks in America who doubted the value
of bussing, but only black nationalists and separatists, it seemed, were allowed to
say so in public. The rest of us, we were told, didn’t speak for blacks, thus making
us irrelevant. Those who dared to speak out anyway were written off as sellouts or
Uncle Toms. Why, I asked myself, did the advocates of busing answer all objections
to their views not with reasoned arguments but contemptuous ad hominem attacks
- and what made the media so willing to go along with them? I couldn’t see what
made these people so sure of themselves, yet whenever I shared my doubts with
a supporter of bussing and pressed him to explain why I was wrong, I was fobbed
off with the non-argument that no black person had a right to think the way I did.
The popular political answers of the day, I saw, had hardened into dogma, making
anyone who questioned them a heretic.

Later, in Washington, these same insights would make themselves felt in a different setting.
Clarence Thomas was witness to a meeting between Coretta Scott King and Senator Jack Dan-
forth. Danforth had been a longtime supporter of Morehouse College, sitting on its board of
trustees, and helped to create the Martin Luther King Foundation. Clarence Thomas noticed
that Coretta Scott King took it as obvious that, despite his valuable service to the Black commu-
nity, many African-American voters did not support him, and voted for his opponents, merely
because he was a Republican.

It didn’t surprise me, for I, too, had reflexively disliked most Republicans (John Bolton
had been an exception) prior to going to work for Senator Danforth in Jefferson City.
Still, I found it hard to accept. "Black is a state of mind," one black Democratic staffer
told me, by which I assumed he meant being a liberal Democrat. That king of all-us-
black-folks-think-alike nonsense wasn’t part of my upbringing, and I saw it as nothing
more than another way to herd blacks into a political camp. But some of the black
staffers I met on Capitol Hill were so sensitive to criticism that they found it necessary
in conversation to elaborately disavow the positions of the Republican congressmen
or senators for whom they worked, and I liked that even less. If I hadn’t felt at ease
with Senator Danforth’s political views, I would have found myself another job.

Frustrated by the lockstep mentality which dictated that all Blacks owed allegiance to the
Democrat Party - even when it harbored unrepentant segregationists - and by the imposition
upon Blacks that they dare not vote for Republicans - even though GOP legislators passed the
Civil Rights Acts over Democrat opposition - Clarence Thomas began to forge his own political
path, and to the meet other African-Americans who were willing to defy the leadership of the
Democrat Party and think for themselves.

I saw a memorable demonstration of this kind of hypocrisy when Thomas Sowell
met with a group of black Capitol Hill staffers in 1980. By that time I’d read most
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of his books and many of his articles, and I wasn’t surprised to hear him express in
no uncertain terms his opposition to school bussing, racial quotas, and increasing
the minimum wage, all of which he believed to be bad for blacks. His bluntness
ruffled more than a few feathers; in the eighties these were all hot-button issues
for black politicians and community leaders. What bothered me was that some of
the questions from the Republican staffers were both hostile and embarrassingly
uninformed. That didn’t fluster Sowell. (As I was to learn, nothing flusters him.) He
defended his positions with cool, clearheaded logic, and though his questioners grew
emotional, none of them was able to refute his arguments.

On the bench, Justice Thomas continued to think for himself, not being prey to political pres-
sure groups or the organized intellectual thuggery of the Democrat Party. Breaking ranks with
the leftist dogma that the federal government should grow in power, and that state and local
governments should yield ever increasing amounts of that authority to the national govern-
ment, he voted to allow more flexibility for states to shape their own sentencing guidelines.
Understanding that "states’ rights" is not a synonym for racism, he wrote in Kansas vs. Marsh
(2006) that

decades of back-and-forth between legislative experiment and judicial review have
made it plain that the constitutional demand for rationality goes beyond the minimal
requirement to replace unbounded discretion with a sentencing structure; a State
has much leeway in devising such a structure and in selecting the terms for mea-
suring relative culpability, but a system must meet an ultimate test of constitutional
reliability.

Likewise seeing that phrase ’under God’ in the Pledge of Allegiance does not constitute any
binding religious creed, he wrote in a 2004 opinion about school recitation of the pledge that

Through the Pledge policy, the State has not created or maintained any religious es-
tablishment, and neither has it granted government authority to an existing religion.
The Pledge policy does not expose anyone to the legal coercion associated with an
established religion. Further, no other free-exercise rights are at issue. It follows that
religious liberty rights are not in question and that the Pledge policy fully comports
with the Constitution.

Justice Thomas sees the ’under God’ phrase as innocuous and benign, and in no way presenting
cause for a civil suit under the first amendment. The life of Clarence Thomas has been one of
refusing to submit to pressure in his academic career, in his legal career, and in his spiritual
life. He explores the breadth of the definition of the word ’independence.’

2.10.3 "Teddy" Kennedy - Why He Endured (2012-10-22 11:21)

Senator Edward Moore Kennedy - known as "Ted" or "Teddy" - occupied a seat in the United
States Senate from 1962 to 2009. His nearly fifty years in office prompted his campaigners
to market his as "the lion of the Senate" in his reelection bids. Such longevity is all the more
noteworthy when one takes into consideration his alcoholism, womanizing, and most seriously
his implication in the death of Mary Jo Kopechne.
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Born February 22, 1932, in Boston, Massachusetts, Ted Kennedy was brought into the U.S. Sen-
ate on the coattails of his brothers: Robert Francis Kennedy and John Fitzgerald Kennedy, who
were respectively, at the time, Attorney General and President of the United States. Along with
his brothers, two other forces pulled him into the Senate: his father, Joseph Patrick Kennedy, a
million in the 1920’s and 1930’s who smuggled liquor as part of an organized crime ring; and
the Democrat party, which understood the Kennedy family to be a sort of dynasty.
Ted Kennedy’s main interests were sports (he played tennis and hockey, but focused mainly
on football), women, and liquor. After being placed into the Senate, the most significant event
in his career was the death of Mary Jo Kopechne, and the coverup of that death. Historian Ann
Coulter writes:

In 1969, married U.S. senator Ted Kennedy killed Mary Jo Kopechne when he drove his
car off the Cahppaquiddick bridge following a party on Martha’s Vineyard. Kennedy
escaped the car and left Mary Jo behind, where she was trapped in the car and
drowned. He then returned to his hotel to engage in ostentatious behavior to cre-
ate an alibi for the time of the accident. Since no one else would take responsibility
for his accident, Kennedy was eventually forced to admit he was the driver of the car
that plunged Mary Jo Kopechne to her death. Luckily for him, the Kennedy

family has especially strong political influence in Massachusetts; the Democrat Party used its
influence on his behalf, that party also being powerful

in Massachusetts, so he only pled guilty to a minor infraction and never served a day
in jail.

Historians will note the parallels to the case of Tarquin the Proud: Ted Kennedy would cor-
respond to Sextus Tarquinius, and Mary Jo to Lucretia. Teddy and Sextus were protected by
political machines which kept them from facing the consequences for the crimes committed
against Lucretia and Mary Jo. Yet Kennedy’s guilt lingered in many minds:

In 1980 - just a little more than ten years after he killed Kopechne - Teddy Kennedy ran
for President. After running in the 1960 presidential election, Richard Nixon went on
an eight-year hiatus just for losing an election. The Chappaquiddick incident seems
to have colored the morals of the entire Democratic Party. The party has become
practiced at defending the indefensible. One imagines Bill Clinton thinking

that if Kennedy survived the Chappaquiddick event, Clinton could surely stonewall his way out
of the Monica Lewinsky affair. Similarly, Obama didn’t let his documented chronic marijuana
habit stand in the way of a presidential campaign (reported by the press as "the choom gang").
Kennedy’s criminal behavior tainted seemingly unrelated aspected of his party’s platform. Con-
cerning those Democrats who worked to create a moderate image of their party, Ann Coulter
asked,

if the Democrats want to stay in the middle of the road, why do they keep sticking
with Teddy Kennedy? Didn’t he have some trouble staying in the middle of the road?

The cynicism with which the party continually embraced Kennedy, despite the public’s knowl-
edge of his guilt, and the insincerity of the party’s praise of Kennedy’s ethics, left the party
open to criticism by means of irony. Hailing Kennedy as a moral hero while knowing of his
criminality exposed the Democratic Party to sarcastic assessments:
102 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



2.11. NOVEMBER BlogBook

Teddy Kennedy crawls out of Boston Harbor with a quart of Scotch in one pocket and
a pair of pantyhose in the other, and Democrats hail him as their party’s spiritual
leader.

Light was continually directed toward Kennedy’s misdeeds, exposing him, and by association,
the Democratic Party, because he steadily maintained a transparently false air of innocence,
surrounded by vague and evasive language, and because he avoided any legal or significant
consequences for his misdeeds:

It’s not as if Democrats can say: Okay, okay! The man paid a price! Let it go! He
didn’t pay a price. The Kopechne family paid a price. Kennedy weaved away scot-
free.

After causing the death of an innocent young woman, Ted Kennedy spent thirty-nine years
in the Senate, plagued by alcohol problems and by credibility problems. His party’s attempt
to use him as an icon in struggle to claim "moral high ground" in its ideological battles - an
attempt motivated in part by the memory of his brothers - was doomed to fail because of the
raging internal contradictions involved in viewing Ted Kennedy as some type of ethical leader.

2.11 November

2.11.1 The Postwar World - a New Mindset (2012-11-06 16:46)

By 1945, not only the United States, but the entire world, had been through three decades of
horrifying and amazing events. The First World War had shocked the planet by displaying the
full terror of mechanized and industrialized warfare, killing humans on a massive scale never
before seen, and fueled by a variety of ideologies which had grown in the soil of a Europe which
had abandoned its own spirituality in favor of competing socialist and nationalist drives.
The postwar malaise was expressed in artworks which had their seeds in prewar visionaries like
Franz Kafka, Arnold Schönberg, and Georg Trakl. Kafka published as early as 1908; Schönberg
in the 1890’s, and Trakl in 1912, with During the war, this sense of meaninglessness gave rise
to Dadaism, and after the war, grew in a number of different stylistic directions. The hoped-for
ideals proposed by progressivist movements were seen as unreachable utopias.
Pounding metaphorical nails into the coffin of a society perfected by technocrats and ratio-
nalists, the Great Depression demonstrated that humans could not manage their way out of
painful realities.
When the horrors of WWI reappeared in WWII, amplified further by technological advances
and by even harsher versions of industrialism, nationalism, and communism - versions which
stepped in to fill a spiritual vacuum produced by Europe’s failure to embrace and digest its sa-
cred heritage, the stage was set for an intellectual reexamination. Rejecting the naive optimism
of rationalist progressivism, postwar thinkers needed a framework which would acknowledge
man’s inclination toward evil, and yet offer hope for society. A sober realism which would claim
that, humans being what they in fact are, a perfect world is impossible, but a better world is
within reach.
Describing this "shift in the intellectual climate," historian Ross Douthat considers the example
of poet W.H. Auden and other mid-twentieth century artists, noting
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that the same feelings that had impelled Auden back to Christianity were at work
in society as a whole. After the death camps and the gulag, it was harder to credit
the naive progressive belief that the modern age represented a long march toward
ever-greater enlightenment and peace, or that humanity was capable of relying for
salvation on its own capacities alone. Instead, there was a sudden demand for writers
who could revise the story that modernity told about itself - explaining what had gone
wrong, and why, with reference to ideas and traditions that an earlier generation’s
intelligentsia had dismissed as irrelevant and out-of-date.

Auden left England and settled permanently in America, being himself a microcosm of the era’s
intellectual development: leaving behind his Wilsonian leftism, embracing a more reverent
approach to the Judeo-Christian heritage and a less idealized view of human nature. The world
was following a similar trajectory, stinging from revelations about Hitler’s butchery and Stalin’s
willingness to kill millions in the gulag. A new mindset for the postwar world was required.

A host of thinkers answered this call. Not all of them were explicitly religious; their
commitments ranged from the idiosyncratic European traditionalism of Eric Voegelin
to the antitotalitarian liberalism of Hannah Arendt, from the continental socialism of
Theodor Adorno to the very American conservatism of Richard Weaver and Russell
Kirk. But they all contributed to a mood of historical and philosophical reassessment,
in which the Christian past was mined for insights into the present situation, and the
religious vision of a fallen world was suddenly more intellectually respectable than it
had been for decades.

America, from the end of World War Two to social upheavals of the mid-1960’s, was shaped by
this intellectual reassessment. Kafka, Trakl, Dadaism, and Schönberg had cleared away the de-
bris of a sadly failed Wilsonian utopianism, and culture was again being constructed during the
presidencies of Truman and Eisenhower. Progressivists, stung by their failures, accused the era
of superficiality. A view of life as based on norms simultaneously transcendent and immanent
- eternal yet concrete - was, however, being constructed: a view which had enough resilience
to survive the tumult of the 1960’s and later decades, and to provide again a foundation for
the reconstruction of civilization after the raging of destructive worldviews.

2.11.2 Obama’s Personal Physician (2012-11-23 15:33)

Every person who comes into contact with a famous person becomes a source of historical
data - classmates or teachers from school, neighbors and family members, coworkers, even
barbers. Thus historian Edward Klein interviewed David Scheiner, and reports that

Scheiner was Obama’s personal physician for twenty-two years - from themid-1980’s,
whenObamawas a community organizer, until he was elected president of the United
States.

In addition to caring for Barack Obama’s physical health, Dr. Scheiner had some informal
contact with Obama on policy matters. Scheiner belongs to an

organization that lobbies for single-payer national health insurance - or, in Dr.
Scheiner’s own words, "socialized medicine." He had great hopes for Obama in the
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White House, because when Obama was his patient he made no secret of the fact
that he favored the kind of socialized medicine that is practiced in Canada and West-
ern Europe.

Like many who supported Obama, David Scheiner had high hopes for Obama as president. But
by 2012, Scheiner had a different view. Given Scheiner’s political views, Klein

expected him to be a champion of his former patient. To my surprise, however, he
turned out to be one of Obama’s most severe and unforgiving critics.

One of Obama’s challenges has been trying to keep his base happy and fulfill the agenda of his
handlers. His base - the left wing of the Democrat Party and others who voted for him - hoped
that his first four years in office would constitute a quicker move toward socialism than he has
in fact produced. His handlers - the people who discovered him at a young age, recognized
his telegenic potential, obtained degrees and credentials for him, and moved him through a
career path designed to make him nationally-viable candidate - hoped that he would be able
to inflict even greater damage on America’s economy and global diplomat stature than he has
in fact been able to wreak. Thus a longtime supporter like his personal physician is vocal:

"I look at his healthcare program and I can’t see how it can work," Scheiner said. "He
has no cost control. There would be no effective cost control in his program. The
[Congressional Budget Office] said it’s going to be incredibly expensive ... and the
thing that I really am worried about is, if it is the failure that I think it would be, then
health reform will be set back a long, long time.

In some mysterious political harmony, disaffected elements within Obama’s base agree, at
least on this one point, with elements of his opposition: his healthcare plans focus of who’s
paying for healthcare, but fail to address ways in which the price of healthcare might be re-
duced.

"When Barack Obama planned this health program, he didn’t include on his health-
care team anyone who actually practiced medicine in the trenches the way I do," Dr.
Scheiner continued. "I’m an old-fashioned doctor. I still make house calls. I still use
the first black bag that I got out of medical school. My patients have my home phone
number. It’s true that Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel, the brother of Rahm Emanuel, was on
the healthcare team, but Ezekiel is a medical oncologist, not a general physician."

The mention of Rahm Emanuel - an expert at political corruption, bribery, extortion, and orga-
nized crime, to name only a few of his skills - highlights another question about Obama: was
Obama’s health program the sadly mistaken and incompetent product of a genuine goodwill -
a naive progressivism yielding the failed social experiments usually produced by such progres-
sivism? Or was Obama’s healthcare program the result of a cynical calculation to direct power
and funding to those who manage him, and to fulfill their desire to weaken the United States?
There are substantive arguments on both side of this question.

"My main objection to Barack Obama is that he is a great speaker and a lousy com-
municator," Dr. Scheiner said. "He isn’t getting his message across to people. He
isn’t showing that he really cares. To this day he hasn’t communicated with members
of Congress."
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Obama can give stirring vocal performances. But lacking a rehearsed script to present, he lacks
substance. His lack of press conferences - he gives fewer than the average modern president
- and his granting of interviews only to those reporters who toss "softball" questions to him -
indicate that the real thought is taking place behind the scenes, and Obama is functioning as
the mouthpiece for the group which has financed and managed him for many years now.

"He’s got academic University of Chicago-type people around him who don’t care.
Where is our Surgeon General, the obese Dr. Regina Benjamin? Why hasn’t she said
anything during this healthcare debate? Ronald Reagan had C. Everett Koop as his
surgeon general. Believe me, Regina Benjamin is no Everett Koop. In fact, Obama’s
whole cabinet has been a disappointment. Health and Human Services Secretary
Kathleen Sebelius is a joke."

Obama’s advisors are often pulled from academia, but are sadly not the professors and re-
searchers who made breakthroughs there. Rather, they were administrators, political hacks
who got adjunct faculty positions as payoffs for political favors, future candidates being
groomed for campaign by spending a semester or two lecturing, or remnants from the hippy
days of the 1960’s and 1970’s. In short, these advisors and appointees have lots of academic-
sounding credentials on their resumes, but are not scholars.
So it is Michele Obama, not the Surgeon General, who scolds and nags the American public
about eating properly. The nation’s comedians would doubtless be delighted with the plethora
of material which would result if Regina Benjamin would make public statements on the topic.
But more substantively, why was she essentially out of the loop in the formation of the Oba-
macare program, and largely silent during the public debate about it? Apparently, she either
had nothing to say on the matter - revealing that she was a purely political appointment lack-
ing competence - or her comments were not welcomed by Obama’s handlers, meaning that
they prefer to keep the decision-making and power-wielding behind the scenes, and allow the
official cabinet-level appointees exist merely as figureheads.
Obama can project a personality in a speech, but whether he in fact has one is a different
matter. He would not be the first; there have been many people who made good candidates
but incapable leaders. David Scheiner muses on Obama the man:

"I can really relate to people, but I never really related to him. I never had the close-
ness with him that I had with other patients. It was purely a professional relationship.
He was always gracious and polite. But I never really connected with him. He was
distant. When I think of why he’s had problems in the White House, I think there is
too much of the University of Chicago in him. By which I mean he’s academic, lacks
passion and feeling, and doesn’t have the sense of humanity that I expected."

Having been parked in university by his handlers - ostensibly as adjunct faculty, but the record
shows that he devoted minimal effort to teaching, and even less to research - Obama adopted
the airs of academia. He learned to appear professorial without being an actual scholar. He
learned to appropriate the tone of a lecturer without having devoted himself to textual research.
The chameleon-like ease with which Obama can wear a persona - modulating quickly from the
lecture-hall docent to the street-corner community organizer - points to a deeper lack of self.
Being in very real ways a damaged person - abandoned by his biological father, impacted by a
string of short-term father-figures during his childhood, steered by his mother into an identity
of her choosing - Obama perhaps never developed a sense of self incubated in the stable,
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secure environment of unconditional love and of a solid family culture. Abandoned by various
adult men who might have been step-parents, and enrolled by his mother into a variety of
educational institutions which carefully avoided the common public school, he became able
to conform to various environments, but unable to reliably identify himself. Unable to clarify
himself to himself, he was and is unable to clarify himself to others.

"Obama has an academic detachment," he continued. "I treat many patient from
the University of Chicago faculty, and I’ve been able to crack through their academic
detachment. Not Obama. We never got to the point where we’d discuss intimate
things. For instance I never heard anything about his family life. Other patients
invited me to dinner and their homes, but Obama never did. Obama invited his
barber to his inauguration - his barber! But I wasn’t invited. Believe me, that hurt."

Although revealing his own Obama-esque egocentrism, David Scheiner identifies a troubling
pattern in Obama’s symbolic gestures. Scheiner is not an African-American, and Obama failed
to invite him to the inauguration. Obama’s barber, an African-American, was invited. This is
not an isolated incident; it’s a consistent pattern. The Obama administration has orchestrated
quite a few purely symbolic gestures around African-American citizens. In doing so, they have
reduced many situations to over-simplified racial equations. They have also spent enormous
amounts of taxpayer dollars (Obama’s Chicago barber is flown to Washington regularly, where
he stays in a hotel - all at taxpayer expense). To which extent Obama is part of these decisions
- he probably requested the barber because of the personal relationship, but other gestures
which were less personal were probably arranged for him by his handlers - is not clear, given
that he seems to make only a few administrative decisions personally.
In sum, what Obama’s former personal physician thinks about his healthcare policy isn’t that
significant. But in examining that opinion, we begin to see the deeper weaknesses in Obama
and his administration. David Scheiner’s personal sour grapes are merely that, but the trou-
bling indicators that the damaged individual who is Barack Obama is being surreptitiously
managed by shadowy figures gives us an insight into the Obama administration.

2.11.3 Pretending to Be a Professor (2012-11-23 19:57)

A number of significant political leaders in the history of the United States have been academics:
President Garfield was a professor, as were Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Secretary
of State Henry Kissinger, to name just a few. But others have found ways to attach themselves
to universities or colleges without actually pursuing scholarship; among these would be Barack
Obama.
Douglas Baird, who has held the posts of both Dean and Professor at the University of Chicago’s
Law School, can reasonably be understood as a an academic, having passed up opportunities
to make more money in private-sector law practices, or wield more power in government posts.
Historian Edward Klein reports Baird’s first encounter with Barack Obama:

"I made a cold call to the Harvard Law Review and spoke to Barack," recalled Baird,
who is no longer the dean of the Chicago Law School but is still a member of its
faculty. "I asked him, ’Do you have an interest in teaching law?’ and he said, ’No. My
plan is to write a book on voting rights.’ And I said, ’Why don’t you write that book
here at the University of Chicago. I can give you an office and a word processor and
make you a Visiting Law and Government Fellow.’
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Merely because he was the first African-American president of the Harvard Law Review, he was
offered a cushy position at the University of Chicago (were unions involved, the term would be
’feather-bedding’). To compound the superficiality, he was not the first person of color to be
president of the Harvard Law Review; Edward Klein that this

distinction belongs to Raj Marphatia, who was born and raised in Bombay (now known
as Mumbai), India, and who had become the Review’s president four years earlier.
But while Marphatia’s presidency went largely unnoticed, Obama’s attracted a great
deal of attention.

The distinction between Marphatia and Obama merits consideration: while Marphatia faced
at least some obstacles, and so his narrative contains at least some element of overcoming,
Obama was essentially transported into the Harvard Law Review. To be sure, Marphatia was
not a barefoot and starving villager in India, but nonetheless, his appearance at the Review
in the 1980’s was still something of an overcoming. By contrast, Obama had already been
identified as a telegenic young man who might be groomed into a political figure; his handlers
and funders had begun directing his path. They had grander visions for the young Barack than
he could have had for himself - given his damaged psyche and an identity as a child abandoned
by a variety of father-figures.
Aside from Obama’s personal formation, however, Douglas Baird might have thought that
someone who’d taken the job of president of the Harvard Law Review had some interest in
legal scholarship. But Obama, despite holding a job as head of an academic publication, had
no desire to do research or teach. He did, however, take the job at the University of Chicago:

"He accepted," Baird continued, "and several months after he arrived, he came to
my office and said, ’Boss’ - he called me boss - ’that book I told you about - well, it’s
taken a slightly different direction. It’s my autobiography.’ I was astonished. He was
all of thirty years old and he was writing his autobiography!"

Even if we imagine for a moment that a twenty-nine year old had both cause and substance
to write his memoirs - a huge assumption - the fact soon become very clear that Obama had
no interest in being part of the university. On the contrary, he had an interest in projecting the
image that he was part of the university:

For the next twelve years, Obama taught at the Law School - first as a Lecturer, then
as a Senior Lecturer. He earned about $60,000 a year and was given an office, a
secretary, and health benefits. He was, by all accounts, a ghostly presence on the
faculty - rarely seen and virtually never heard from.

Obama was happy to absorb a salary and benefits from the university, and happy to wear the
title ’lecturer’ - but not to engage in the life of a scholar.

"You just never saw him at a lunch or at a workshop," said Richard Epstein, who was
made interim dean of the Law School in 2001, while Obama was still there. "I did not
see any signs of intellectual curiosity or power. He did not have a way of listening
to you that drew you in. But it was rarely the case that you could figure out what
he thought. An inaccurate story was published that claimed Obama was given a
tenured offer to join the faculty. But it never came to the faculty for approval. How
could make a tenured offer to a man who had never written a scholarly article?"
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To be a faculty member of a major university and never write a scholarly article - to never be
published in peer-reviewed professional journal - is either career suicide, or it is an indication
that one has no interest in an academic career. The latter is clearly the case with Obama. But
despite his lack of interest in an academic career, he - or his handlers - wanted him to have
the trappings of an academic career. To have the University of Chicago on his resume, and
to have the ability to mimic the professorial tone, would be assets in a political campaign. To
which extent Obama wanted the University of Chicago on his resume, and to which extent he
was talked into it against his will, we may never know.

"At the time," Epstein continued, "Obama saw himself as a serious intellectual, which
he definitely was not. His course was very popular and he was an engaging teacher,
but not one with a serious academic set of interests. The members of the faculty
reserved a round table for ten in the Quadrangle Club, where we had lunch and
engaged in an intense intellectual exchange. We had a no-sports and no-politics rule
and a single-topic rule. Everybody bashed everybody. You put yourself once more
into the breach and prepared to have the guillotine come down on your head."

Part of the academic life is debate. Scholars love debate. Intellectual disagreement does
not entail personal animosity. Often harsh intellectual combatants enjoy personal friendships.
Obama, however, was not interested in ideas. Richard Epstein recalls:

"But Barack Obama never attended these lunches. I firmly believe that his systematic
withdrawal from engagement with other members of the faculty stemmed from his
not wanted to put himself at intellectual risk. He was always a political actor with
many irons in the fire."

Obama’s engagement with the University of Chicago Law School was purely mercenary. Fol-
lowing the ideas of his mentors, Saul Alinsky and Frank Marshall Davis, Obama - or his handlers
- decided that wearing the university label would be helpful to his eventual campaign. Devot-
ing any effort to university work would be a waste of time, and committing any ideas to paper
would leave evidence that could later resurface to be used against him.
Douglas Baird concurs that Obama was AWOL as a faculty member:

"I should also say that, like Richard, I’d have liked it if Barack had been more in-
volved," Baird said. "But that wasn’t what he was about."

To be sure, Obama was somewhat popular as an instructor - students were thankful to have
a lecturer who was fun, who easily gave good grades, and who didn’t take the whole thing
too seriously. Having an occasional interesting classroom discussion does not equal serious
legal scholarship; students may find the class enjoyable, and learn to mimic the instructor’s
convictions, but they have not been challenged to engage in higher-level critical thinking. On
the contrary, they have learned, like their instructor, to imitate the verbiage of those who think
critically.

"Of course, I grant you that it’s one thing to be a charismatic figure and walk into
a room and excite students, and quite another thing to be a leader - to hire people,
motivate people, and manage decision-making. That’s not something Barack expe-
rienced or learned at the Chicago Law School. I know people in the White House,

©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 109



BlogBook 2.11. NOVEMBER

and I don’t get a sense from my conversations with them that there’s anything in
Barack’s experience as a law professor that prepared him for the leadership part of
the presidential job."

In sum, although Obama has been ceaselessly marketed as an ’intellectual’ by his campaign
staffs, he made no measurable impact on the academic community among either students or
fellow faculty members.

2.11.4 The Misery Index (2012-11-24 12:57)

Economists use a large number of statistical measures to gauge the economic health of a
nation. The ’misery index’ is among these, and attention paid to this index from the 1960’s
through the 1980’s was responsible for a shift by policy-makers in Washington - a shift from an
emphasis on fiscal policy to an emphasis on monetary policy. Fiscal policy concerns how, and
how much, the government taxes and spends the people’s money. Monetary policy concerns
how much money is in circulation in the economy.
Starting roughly with FDR, influenced by John Maynard Keynes, fiscal policy was seen as the
best way for the central government to help the economy. That would change, in part because
of ideas advanced by economist Milton Friedman. Phillip VanFossen writes:

The use of monetary policy to stabilize the economy was put to the test in the late
1970s. Early in that decade, the economy received a shock when the Organization
of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) imposed an oil embargo on the United
States and other oil-importing countries. Supplies of oil dwindled, driving up the
price of gas. The inflation rate, which had already reached worrying levels, soared
into double digits. As the economy struggled with rising prices, business activity
slowed, and the unemployment rate climbed. The result was an unhappy economic
situation known as stagflation.

Such situations often tempt leaders to violate the simple principle of free markets. Rather
than reducing regulation and allowing the economy to organically work its way back toward
equilibrium levels, governments often hope to intervene and nudge the economy quickly back
to health. But by violating the free action of the market, things are made worse by these
well-intentioned regulations.

President Nixon tried to curb inflation by imposing temporary controls on wages and
prices. As soon as the controls were lifted, however, prices shot up again. In 1974,
President Gerald Ford launched an anti-inflation crusade called Whip Inflation Now,
or WIN, but inflation remained a problem. While running for president in 1976, Jimmy
Carter scolded Ford for letting the "misery index" rise to more than 13 percent. The
misery index is the sum of the inflation and unemployment rates. But after taking
office, Carter watched helplessly as the index climbed to more than 20 percent.

Nixon’s wage and price controls failed to make things better, and succeeded at making things
worse. Ford, although criticized by Carter, actually succeeded in nudging the "misery index"
lower by the end of his brief time in office. Carter’s actions, in retrospect, seem confused and
erratic. Carter encouraged Americans to use less energy and simply adopt "lower expectations"
- the voters were unimpressed, and refused to give Carter a second term in office.
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In contrast to Carter’s attempt to simply persuade the American public to get used to a lower
standard of living, get used to using less energy, and get used to having less wealth, Ronald
Reagan was chosen by the voters in the 1980’s. Seeking economic solutions, Reagan worked
with

Paul Volcker as chair of the Federal Reserve Board to bring inflation under control.
Influenced by Friedman’s writings on monetary policy, Volcker set out to slow the
growth of the money supply. The result of his slow-growth policy was a far faster re-
duction in the inflation rate thanmost economists thought possible. Inflation dropped
from 13.6 percent in 1980 to 3.2 percent in 1983.

Reagan orchestrated a shift from fiscal policy to monetary policy. The result was an era of
prosperity for the nation. Volcker’s work used a short-term contraction in the money supply
- or at least in the growth of the money supply - to lead to long-term growth in the economy.
The 1980’s were an era of rising incomes for all Americans and a rising standard of living for
all demographic groups. By creating wealth, the Reagan economy created more employment
at higher wages.
Politicians, more than economists, fall prey to fallacy of the "zero-sum game" view of wealth. In
calculating and projecting the possible impacts of various policy options, one must remember
that the total amount of wealth can, and should, increase. The objective of policy should
be to create an environment - by reducing regulations - which allows for maximum wealth
creation. An economy can grow the most wealth by getting the government out of the way -
and maximizing the market’s freedom.
To be sure, neither fiscal policy or monetary policy is a panacea; neither is the perfect solution to
cure all economic woes. Reagan’s prosperity, while enriching Americans at all income levels,
took longer to come into effect. At first, under Volcker’s contraction of the money supply,
interest rates rose, business activity stalled, and unemployment actually increased. After this
transitional effect, however, inflation fell, unemployment fell, and business activity created
rising wages.
Policy makers and economists continue to ponder the mix of fiscal policy and monetary policy.
The ideal mix is to reduce government intervention in both areas and let the economy find its
own organic equilibrium. But political realities often trump economic common sense.

2.12 December

2.12.1 Kennedy vs. Obama (2012-12-03 20:10)

The word ’dynasty’ has been often used to refer to the Kennedy family. In American politics,
given the lack of a royal house, the Roosevelts, the Clintons, the Bushes, and the Adams have
made a collective impact on our political system, but few families have made more headlines
than the Kennedys.
Yet the Kennedy family is not always monolithic. During the 2008 primary season, patriarch
Ted and his niece Caroline supported Obama, while his nephew Bobby supported Hillary Clinton.
Once Obama obtained the party’s nomination, there was little to do but calculate the role the
Kennedys would play during Obama’s first term.
Have prominently supported Obama during the campaign, Caroline, according to historian Ed-
ward Klein,
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wanted to secure a position as an adviser on education to the new administration.
With that in mind, she sent the White House a long memo on education funding
reform, which was based on her first-hand experience with the New York City Board of
Education. She ended thememo by saying that she hoped to meet with the president
to discuss her ideas.

Obama’s relation to the Kennedy clan is complex. They cannot directly lay claim to having given
Obama his position. That was done by a different set of people - those who handle and manage
Obama. But there is no denying that Caroline’s support was very helpful to Obama, both in
getting the party’s nomination, and in winning the general election. And it is also clear that
a united effort by the Kennedys to keep Obama out of the White House would probably have
succeeded. So, while the Kennedys did not, and do not, manage Obama directly, they are still
powerful inside the party, and one might think that it would behoove Obama to acknowledge
them. But

she never got a response. Not even an acknowledgement that he had received the
memo.

The death of Teddy Kennedy may have given Obama the feeling that he no longer needed to
calculate the political dynamic of the Kennedy family.

Then, in the summer of 2011, Caroline asked Maurice Templesman, her mother’s
longtime companion and a major player in the Democratic Party, to arrange a meet-
ing with the president and his political advisers on Templesman’s 70-foot yacht the
Relemar, which was docked on Martha’s Vineyard, where the president was vacation-
ing. It was Caroline’s hope that such a meeting would further her late uncle Teddy’s
dream of forming a close bond between the Kennedys and the Obamas.

If Obama is interested in forming his own dynasty, he’s not interested in doing so by merging
with the Kennedys. It is clear that Obama wants to break with major threads within the Demo-
cratic Party tradition. He is perhaps akin to those who stormed the 1968 Democrat convention
in Chicago, eager to dismantle the machine in favor of an approach modeled after Saul Alinsky.

Once again, the White House spurned Caroline’s overture. The president didn’t even
make an effort to see Caroline, whose home on Martha’s Vineyard, Red Gate Farm,
was not far from the house the president was renting. A presidential snub had turned
into an insult.

It is not clear what Obama’s agenda is in this case; on the one hand, he seems to want to
fit into the mold of the patriarchs of the Democrat Party - vacationing on Martha’s Vineyard,
displaying his Ivy League credentials - but on the other hand, he seems not to want to take a
place in the pantheon of Democrat Party Aristocrats, but wishes rather to play the role of the
iconoclast - raging against the machine. It’s as if the radicals who rioted at the ’68 Democrat
convention in Chicago also wanted memberships in the country clubs where leaders of the
Democrat party play golf - and golf is another air which Obama happily wears, while casting
himself as the antithesis of golfing politicos.
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The White House meted out similar treatment to Ethel Kennedy, the matriarch of the
family. During the presidential primaries and general election, Ethel was so gung-ho
for Obama that she stopped talking to her son Bobby, because he was an Obama
critic. After Obama won the election, Ethel invited the new president to stop by her
house in the Kennedy Compound. Her request was met with stony silence.

Having absorbed the political support of Teddy, Caroline, Ethel, and other members of the
Kennedy family, Obama was content to ignore them after entering office. This may yet earn
him the united ire of the Kennedys. Anonymously interviewed by Klein, one member of the
family said that

our family has spies all over the Obama administration. There are a lot of Kennedy
loyalists from Ted’s old office and his connections throughout Washington who are
in high positions in the White House agencies. People like Melody Barnes, the direct
of the Domestic Policy Council; Kenneth Feinberg, the special master of the Septem-
ber 11th Victim Compensation Fund; James Steinberg, a former deputy secretary
of state; and Greg Craig, the former White House counsel under Obama. Through
these and other people, Caroline heard back that there was a lot of nasty shit being
said about the Kennedys by the president and Michelle. There were catty remarks
about how badly the Kennedy women dressed, and how their houses were shabby
and threadbare. Caroline got the impression that most of this negativity was coming
from Michelle, who didn’t want the Kennedys to be part of the administration for fear
that they would have too much influence over the president. Gradually, Caroline
began to change her tune and side with Bobby and Kathleen [Kennedy Townsend]
against the Obamas. Unlike Jackie, who was completely apolitical, Caroline is a lib-
eral with a capital L. When Obama didn’t raise taxes to balance the budget, Caroline
marked him down. In her eyes, he’s a mess because he doesn’t follow the liberal
bible on politics. More important, Caroline discovered that the Obamas didn’t give a
damn about her or her support. For instance, she was not invited to the state dinners
at the White House hosted by the Obamas, or to the president’s forty-ninth birthday
celebration in Chicago. It really annoyed Caroline when comparisons were made by
the media between Michelle and Jackie. Caroline had a word for such comparisons;
she called them ’odious.’ She really got annoyed. And when she began to fall out
of love with the Obamas, love was replaced by outright scorn. Now she says things
about Obama like, ’I can’t stand to hear his voice any more. He’s a liar and worse.’

Perhaps the only thing worse than being snubbed or ignored by the Obamas is being invited
by them - when it is clear that the invitation is purely for form’s sake, and utterly insincere.

On Halloween, 2011, Caroline Kennedy received an invitation to attend a reception
celebrating the fiftieth anniversary of the White House Historical Society. She could
hardly have been ignored in this case because it was her mother, Jacqueline Bouvier
Kennedy, who had restoredmany parts of the White House and established theWhite
House Historical Association in 1961.

The meeting between Michelle Obama and Caroline Kennedy was orchestrated to be under-
stated and downplayed.
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The reception was closed to the press. Michelle Obama posed for a photo with Caro-
line, which was released later. But that was it. There was no invitation to the Family
Quarters, where Caroline had lived and played as a child. After the photo, Michelle
spun on her heels and left.

A Kennedy family adviser reports Caroline’s experience:

Caroline said that shaking hands with Michelle was like shaking hands with a cold
fish. Caroline had the feeling she wasn’t really wanted there. Michelle gave the
distinct impression that she doesn’t like her. Caroline can be pretty standoffish her-
self, but she was surprised at how cold Michelle was to her. The only thing personal
about the meeting was when Michelle turned to Caroline and said, ’the president is
going to put the Keystone Pipeline project on hold and wouldn’t Bobby like that?’ In
response, Caroline said, ’Bobby would like to meet with the president about the Key-
stone Pipeline being not only delayed, but being aggressively attacked and killed.’
Michelle looked stricken. She said, ’Bobby should call the White House,’ meaning
that he would have to go through channels like everybody else. Caroline’s attitude
about the 2012 election is that, as a loyal Democrat, she has nowhere to go, no one
else to possibly support except Obama. What really pisses her off is that the Obamas
know that she has nowhere else to go, so they see no point in being nice to her.

Obama wants to establish himself and his regime as something apart from the heritage of the
Democrat Party. He’s willing to use the Kennedys or the Clintons when they are useful, but he
will do so in way which holds them at arm’s length, and when they’ve ceased being useful, he’ll
drop them. Part of this is ideological: he’s not looking to establish a Kennedy-esque Camelot
of traditional American liberalism; he’s looking to decisively undermine and weaken the United
States, both politically and economically. Part of this is personal: as someone damaged when
abandoned both by his father and by a string of father-figures who temporarily paired up with
this mother, confused about his identity as his mother directed him through a serious of educa-
tional institutions which kept him largely outside of the Black community and the mainstream
of the African-American experience, his own self-concept is incomplete, lacking a core identity
which is especially necessary in the pressure-cooker of presidential politics, and therefore lack-
ing the ability to form certain types of relationships. He’s insecure, and not quite sure how he
would relate to the Kennedys, and so simply chooses not to do so.

2.12.2 Obama and the Politics of Race (2012-12-18 20:36)

Every American president - George Washington included - has had to address questions of race.
Barack H. Obama is no exception. For all of these men, the question includes political, moral,
and personal considerations. For Obama, the personal dimension of this question is obvious
yet unclear. It is more than obvious, inasmuch as he is the first American president to have
half of his heritage - his bloodline, his family tree - from Africa, and half from Europe: the first
biracial president. It is unclear, inasmuch as Obama’s relationship to his biracial lineage is
somewhat uncomfortable.
The son of a white woman and a black man, Obama was raised in social circles which were
conspicuously free of African influences. Abandoned by his father as an infant, he was raised
largely by his mother and her parents: his mother’s mother was the vice president of a bank
and able to fund a nice lifestyle and private schools for young Barack. Of the other men who
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would temporarily function as father-figures for Obama, none were of African descent, and all
would casually leave Barack and his mother, moving on, and further destabilizing Obama’s
self-image.
Ann Dunham, Obama’s mother, carefully managed his career and early childhood. Much of
his childhood was spent outside the United State, primarily in Indonesia. When he was on
United States soil, she arranged for him to attend private schools. Thus he did not attend an
American public school - the very institution which he encourages for all American children.
This was one factor in a larger dynamic in which Ann Dunham kept Barack largely apart from
African-Americans. Attending schools in Indonesia, he was surrounded largely by Asians, and
by a few ex-patriots of European descent, but not by students of African heritage.
Randall Kennedy, an African-American scholar and law professor at Harvard, notes that

Early on in his presidency, Obama was pressed by some activists and politicians
to offer race-specific policies to address the disproportionately high rates of unem-
ployment that have long plagued black and other racial-minority communities. He
steadfastly refused to do so.

Responding to requests from black voters, Obama said,

"I can’t pass laws that say I’m just helping black folks," he responded when asked
about Congressional Black Caucus (CBC) criticism of his employment policy. "I’m the
president of the United States. What I can do is make sure that I am passing laws
that help all people, particularly those that are most vulnerable and most in need.
That in turn is going to help lift up the African American community."

While alienating himself from black voters - fewer of whom would vote for him 2012 than in
2008 - Obama also revealed a procedural muddle: as president, he has little to do with "passing
laws," because that is primarily Congress’s task.

"Here Obama was engaging in the old trick of creating a straw man to knock down,"
Kennedy continued. "The CBC was not requesting policy aimed at ’just helping black
folks.’ It was requesting policy that would be intended to assist Americans as a whole
but ’particulary those who are most vulnerable’ in economic downturns."

Like Professor Kennedy, many black voters who supported Obama in 2008 were disappointed
after the president was inaugurated. Historian Edward Klein writes:

Despite Obama’s failed economic policies, grievances between black leaders and
the black president were kept under wraps for quite some time. White Americans
were hardly aware of the family squabble. But those grievances finally surfaced in a
dramatic way in the summer of 2010, when Shirley Sherrod, the black Georgia state
director of rural development for the United States Department of Agriculture, was
forced to resign under orders from the Obama White House.

In a large-scale example of the urban legend phenomenon, the media and the public nurtured
the belief that Sherrod had discriminated against white farmers and directed federal aid to-
ward black farmers. The Obama administration ordered Sherrod fired, without examining the
strength of the accusations against her, and before evidence emerged suggesting that she
might not have given preferential treatment to black farmers.
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By firing Sherrod without looking into the matter more carefully, Obama once again
revealed himself to be politically inept. Unknowingly, he had picked a fight with the
wrong black person, for not only was Shirley Sherrod falsely maligned by the White
House, but it turned out that her husband, Charles Sherrod, had played a significant
role in the 1960s civil rights movement. Charles Sherrod had been a Freedom Rider
along with John Lewis, a prominent member of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee and a longtime Georgia Congressman.

The disconnect between Obama and the African-American community is not only a question
of political ineptness, but also of a fragmented personal identity in Obama’s psyche. Although
his campaign for the presidency was based upon the fact that he is an African-American, his
administration has demonstrated a lack of perceptiveness toward black concerns.

As might be expected, the African-American political elite quickly came to the de-
fense of the Sherrods. "I’ve known these two individuals - the husband for more
than fifty years and wife for at least thirty-five, forty - and there’s not a racist hair on
their heads or anyplace else on their bodies," Congressman Lewis said.

One may well imagine that the blacks who voted for Obama in 2008 did not imagine that they
would be defending their fellow African-Americans against Obama’s unjust treatment: unfair
and racially-motivated treatment. In Obama’s mind, formed as it was by his mother’s planning,
the blacks in America are "them" - not "us" - Obama does not view himself as part of their
community: and perhaps rightfully so, having attended white private schools, paid for by his
grandmother’s large salary from the bank at which she was vice president. Obama may have
African-American genes, but he is not the product of the American black experience.

"I don’t think a single black person was consulted before Shirley Sherrod was fired - I
mean, c’mon," said Congressman James Clyburn of South Carolina, who had ditched
Hillary Clinton to support Obama in the 2008 Democratic primary campaign. "The
president is getting hurt real bad. He needs some black people around him."

But Obama isn’t comfortable with some black people around him. That situation wasn’t a part
of his formative years - not as a child, an undergraduate, or a graduate student. Congressman
Clyburn continued by saying that

"some people over there [in the White House] are not sensitive at all about race.
They really feel that the extent to which he allows himself to talk about race would
tend to pigeonhole him or cost him support, when a lot of people saw his election as
a way to get the issue behind us. I don’t think people elected him to disengage on
race. Just the opposite."

The CBC has many voices agreeing in this assessment of Obama:

Eleanor Holmes Norton, the representative from the District of Columbia, concurred:
"The president needs some advisers or friends who have a greater sense of the pulse
of the African-American community, or who at least have been around the mulberry
bush."
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Only when the farce threatened to hit the national media, and threatened to erode Obama’s
reelection bid, did he clumsily move to repair the damage.

Never one to graciously admit his mistakes, Obama finally phoned Shirley Sherrod
and spoke to her for a grudging seven minutes. Obama said that he felt that the
incident had been blown up way out of proportion, and he refused to apologize per-
sonally for the national humiliation Sherrod had suffered. When he offered Sherrod
another job in the Agriculture Department, she politely declined.

The telling fact is that in 2012, fewer blacks voted for Obama than in 2008. Why? The pre-
election polls did not guarantee Obama an easy victory; so they didn’t stay home because of
confidence in his certain reelection. Clearly, many African-Americans are less than enthusiastic
about him than they were in 2008, and not satisfied with his performance in office.

2.12.3 Obama: African-American, But Not Black? (2012-12-20 10:06)

One might have expected that America’s first biracial president would have been a master at
race relations. One might have expected that, being the son of a white mother and a black
father, he would have been perceptively attuned to issues of race. But Barack Obama has
found the African-Americans to be one of his most challenging constituencies.
There are many reasons why it might be difficult for Obama to connect intuitively with the
African-American community. Some arise from his childhood, much of which was spent in
Indonesia, where he was surrounded by many Asians and a few ex-patriot Europeans, but not
by people of African heritage. The few Africans he might have seen there would not have been
African-American, but rather properly African, and therefore not part of the American black
experience.
During those few childhood years he spent in the U.S., mainly in Hawaii, his grandmother’s
wealth - she was the vice president of a bank - ensured that he was sent to exclusive private
schools, away from ordinary black people, and away from ordinary public schools.
This childhood did not equip Obama to relate to the culture and experience of African-
Americans, whether rural or urban. This inability to connect to black voters gave rise to diffi-
culties in the Obama administration. Maureen Dowd, a newspaper columnist whose ideas are
generally similar to Obama’s, wrote:

The Obama White House is too white. It has Barack Obama, raised in the Hawaiian
hood and Indonesia, and Valerie Jarrett, who spent her early years in Iran. But unlike
Bill Clinton, who never needed help fathoming Southern black culture, Obama lacks
advisers who are descended from the central African-American experience, ones who
understand "the slave thing," as a top black Democrat dryly puts it.

The firing of Shirley Sherrod revealed how badly Obama’s administration could bungle race
relations. She was fired from the Department of Agriculture based on media reports, on public
perceptions, and on urban legend. The administration did no fact-checking. Not only was she
fired based on what turned out to be a false narrative, but the White House was not aware
of her status as a leader in the African-American community. Dowd write that Obama’s staff
wasn’t
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familiar enough with civil rights history to recognize the name Sherrod. And they
didn’t return the calls and e-mail of prominent blacks who tried to alert them that
something was wrong. Charles Sherrod, Shirley’s husband, was a Freedom Rider who,
along with the civil rights hero John Lewis, was a key member of the Student Nonvi-
olent Coordinating Committee of the ‘60s. As Lewis, the longtime Georgia congress-
man, told The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, he knew immediately that something was
amiss with the distorted

narrative percolating through the media. Obama and his staff were utterly out of touch with
the intuitive reaction of the larger African-American community. Historian Edward Klein wrote
that Dowd’s "blistering rebuke of Obama" was a logical consequence of

how badly America’s first black president had bungled his relations with black Amer-
ica.

Although the Sherrod incident was indicative of Obama’s inability to understand black Ameri-
can, it was not an isolated occurrence:

The Sherrod Case was a turning point in relations between Obama and the black
leadership. No longer were blacks willing to bite their tongues when speaking about
the black president. By the summer of 2011, the Congressional Black Caucus was
openly warning Obama that black voters were frustrated by his administration’s un-
willingness to address black joblessness, which was more than double the national
average, and which rose as high as 40 percent in urban centers like Chicago and
Detroit. The message was clear: although Obama would probably still get more than
90 percent of the African-American vote in 2012, he couldn’t count on the kind of
black turnout he had generated in 2008.

The numbers in 2012 confirmed this: although Obama’s 2008 election had been primarily the
result of white voters, his 2012 reelection was even more so. A precipitous decline in black
voter turnout revealed that the African-American community was no longer enthusiastic about
Obama.

"I’m frustrated with the president, I’m frustrated with the Senate, I’m frustrated with
the House," Representative Emanuel Cleaver II, a Missouri Democrat and chairman
of the Congressional Black Caucus, said in an interview with the Wall Street Journal.
"The president and his White House team [are] trying to minimize the discussion of
race as it relates to job creation."

Although his 2008 campaign and election were based primarily on the fact that he was biracial,
Obama continued to be tone-deaf to the views expressed by black leaders.

Emanuel Cleaver’s complaint was echoed by Maxine Waters, a former chairman of
the caucus. "The worry should be that are [black] people going to be enthusiastic
about getting to the polls, or are they not going to be as enthusiastic."
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African-American leaders were frustrated with Obama; he in turn was frustrated with them.
This mutual annoyance arose from a cultural divide. Ann Dunham, Barack Obama’s mother,
had raised Obama in the company of wealthy white businesspeople: oil executives, bankers,
professors. The non-whites in Obama’s early life, Asians and a very few blacks, were from the
comfortable and educated classes. Whatever vague notion of blackness the young Obama had,
it was removed socially, culturally, and economically from the African-American experience.

Obama compounded his problem with African-Americans in August 2011, when he
set off on a three-day bus tour through the Midwest to talk about his push to create
jobs. With his approval ratings at an all-time low of 39 percent, Obama campaigned
before all-white audiences in Minnesota, Iowa, and Illinois. This set off a chorus of
criticism from black leaders, who wanted to know why the president had avoided
African-American communities.

Obama may have been comfortable with individuals of African heritage - people with dark skin
- but many of the one’s he’d actually known were not from the United States and not part of
America’s black culture.

Stung by all this criticism, Obama appeared before the Congressional Black Caucus
in September 2011 and gave a no-holds-barred speech chastising his critics. He
told the attendees at the gathering to "take off your bedroom slippers, put on your
marching shoes" and "stop complaining, stop grumbling, stop crying."
In response, Maxine Waters deftly put the president in his place. "I’ve never owned
a pair of bedroom slippers," she said.

Many African-American leaders came either from the rural south or the urban industrialized
north. Obama grew up among wealthy people in Hawaii and Indonesia. More than one black
leader noted that Bill Clinton was more able to understand their concerns than Barack Obama.
Edward Klein recalls his interviews with various black leaders:

If relations between Obama and black politicians were touchy, they were downright
contentious with black businessmen. I spoke with Harry C. Alford, the president and
CEO of the National Black Chamber of Commerce, which represents the nearly two
million black businesses in the United States.
"When Obama became president, we were all happy about the symbolism — Amer-
ica’s first black president," Alford told me. "We didn’t really care about his position
or views on anything. We just wanted a black president no matter what. We should
have been more careful, as his views on small business, especially black business,
are counter to ours.
"His view of business is that it should be a few major corporations which are to-
tally unionized and working with the government, which should also be massive and
reaching every level of American society,” Alford continued. "Thus, his first Executive
Order was the reinstatement of Project Labor Agreements in government contracting.
PLAs give labor unions an exclusive [option] in construction jobs — all participating
firms must use union labor or, at least, pay union wages and abide by union rules.
This activity, in effect, discriminates against blacks, Hispanics, and women per se,
as trade unions deliberately under-employ them."
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Obama is quite comfortable with the leadership of the Democratic Party - a largely white group
of individuals. He’s also comfortable with the leadership of unions - again, a group the majority
of which is white. His experiences in school - all the way through graduate school - were in
environments populated mainly by white people. Obama is simply not comfortable around
black people.

2.12.4 Black Leaders Criticize Obama (2012-12-20 12:18)

America’s first biracial president, Barack H. Obama, has not met with the enthusiastic response
he expected from the nation’s black community. Having based his campaign on, and having
been elected because of, his race, many people assumed that he would enjoy the full cooper-
ation of the African-American leaders in the United States. But this is not the case.
For example, Harry Alford, president and CEO of the National Black Chamber of Commerce, took
issue with Obama’s handling of Project Labor Agreements. These deals direct government con-
tracts to labor unions. The problem? African-Americans are underrepresented among union
workers. President Bush had eliminated these PLAs; Obama reinstated them. Alford com-
mented:

President George W. Bush eliminated PLAs from federal contracting and his main
reason was ‘unions discriminate against small business, women, and minorities.’ So
here we were with the first black president who deliberately discriminates against
small business, women, and minorities. How ironic!

Harry Alford was not the only black leader expressing doubts about Obama. The White House
knew that it would need to do fix the situation if Obama was to be reelected. Historian Edward
Klein writes:

As he headed into his fourth year in office and began to gear up for his reelection
campaign, Obama was forced to face an uncomfortable fact: he was profoundly un-
popular with black leaders, who found him cold and distant, an inauthentic “brother.”
If he hoped to generate a large black voter turnout in 2012, something had to be done
to counter this growing disenchantment. He had to rally his base.

Obama’s problem was that he was at ease with an oil executive - like one of the many father
figures who destabilized young Barack’s childhood by casually drifting in and out of it - or with
the vice president of a bank - like his grandmother - or with a room full of white university
professors - like his college experiences - or with the people from an exclusive private school -
like those which he attended instead of ordinary public schools. He was more comfortable with
elite white people than with a gathering of ordinary African-Americans.
This feature of Obama’s personality made itself known among the leaders of America’s black
community. He would need to repair his image among the nation’s African-Americans in order
to be reelected. Edward Klein reports:

Suddenly, I started hearing from prominent blacks, whose phone calls and emails to
the White House had gone unanswered for three years.
"I wanted you to know that I finally got an invitation to the White House — I was
asked to attend the White House Christmas party," one of Obama’s severest black
critics told me. Others confirmed that the White House had undertaken a full-court
press to win black approval.
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But it was too little and too late. As it turned out, Obama would be reelected in 2012, but
by white voters. The black vote for Obama declined precipitously from 2008 to 2012. The
African-Americans were not impressed with Obama.

2.12.5 Obama’s Style (2012-12-20 12:56)

The amount of excitement generated by the election of America’s first biracial president fo-
cused attention on his first few days in office. How would he govern? Historian Edward Klein
notes that, early in his administration,

Obama indicated that he had a preference for a corporatist political system in which
the economy would be collectively managed by big employers, big unions, and gov-
ernment officials through a formal mechanism at the national level. Also known as
state capitalism, it is a system in which the government picks winners and promotes
economic growth.

Barack Obama expressed a preference for what is commonly called "crony capitalism," which
is very different than free market capitalism. In a free market, all the players take risks: they
all have the same chances to win or lose. In Obama’s "crony capitalism," the government
intervenes in the market to favor one company over another.
Edward Klein interviewed a guest who had attended a dinner at the White House - the guest
spoke on the condition of anonymity - who said that

Since the beginning of his administration, Obama hasn’t been able to capture the
public’s imagination and inspire people to follow him. Vision isn’t enough in a pres-
ident. Great presidents not only have to enunciate their vision; they must lead by
example and inspiration. Franklin Roosevelt spoke to the individual. He and Ronald
Reagan had the ability to make each American feel that the president cared deeply
and personally about them.
That quality has been lacking in Obama. People don’t feel that he’s on their side.
The irony is that he was supposed to be such a brilliant orator, but in fact he’s turned
out to be a failure as a communicator. And his failure to connect with people has
had nothing to do with the choice of his words or how well he nothing to do with the
choice of his words or how well he delivers his speeches. It’s something much more
fundamental than that.
The American people have come to realize that, in Barack Obama, they elected a
man as president who does not know how to lead. He lacks an executive sense. He
doesn’t know how to run things. He’s not a manager. He hasn’t been able to bring
together the best and brightest talents. Not to put too fine a point on it, he’s in over
his head.

Experienced leaders share this view of Obama. Secretary of State James Baker, seeing the
chaos in the White House as different advisers and appointees strove to keep themselves in-
formed, noted that

All this comes from the fact that, before he became president, Obama never had the
responsibility for running anything. He’s a policy wonk; he’s very smart, very knowl-
edgeable. But he was a community organizer, and a community organizer doesn’t
have the lines of authority that you have when you’re running an organization.
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Voters had been fascinated by the fact that Obama would be the nation’s first biracial president.
After he took office, the public saw his policies gradually take shape, and his management skills
put to the test. Edward Klein writes:

Obama’s handling of the 2009 fiscal crisis showed an alarming lack of experience and
a complete ignorance of howWashington works. For instance, during the presidential
race, Obama campaigned against earmarks— the notorious legislative gimmick used
by congressmen and senators to allocate funds for favorite projects in their home
districts. Yet, when House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Harry
Reid sent an omnibus spending bill with $8 billion worth of earmarks to the White
House, Obama naïvely believed Pelosi and Reid, who told him that that was the only
way he could get his $800 billion stimulus bill passed. Obama signed the omnibus
spending bill with all the earmarks intact, signaling that the barons of Capitol Hill
could roll the amateurish president.

Whether his comments during the campaign were made out of idealism or out of calculation,
when Obama was in office, the public gained a more accurate perception, both of his ideals
and of his skills.
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3.1.1 The Mysteries of Solyndra (2013-01-20 08:02)

Political scandals usually involve increasing levels of complexity, which eventually leave read-
ers either surrendering to confusion with shrugged shoulders, or surrendering to oversimplified
narratives. Teddy Kennedy’s motor vehicle accident at Chappaquiddick, an extra-marital affair
between Senator Wilbur Mills and Fanne Foxe, and President Bill Clinton’s escapades with Mon-
ica Lewinsky in the Oval Office titillate the reading public with sexual overtones.
More often, however, political scandals center not around sex, but money. In the "travelgate"
case, friends of President Bill Clinton stood to gain millions by managing his White House travel
arrangements. In the "Whitewater" case, President Clinton was implicated in illegal real estate
loans. Other scandals surrounded Clinton’s Secretary of Commerce, Ron Brown, who sold seats
on official travel delegations to those who would contribute financially to the campaign of
various Democratic candidates; Nolanda Hill, Brown’s subordinate, took the legal hit for the
scandal and was found guilty. Likewise, Bruce Babbitt was found guilty of accepting bribes
to deny permits to Native American tribes seeking to start businesses; Babbitt was Clinton’s
Secretary of the Interior.
Although the above-mentioned scenarios are simply described, they were quite complex to
the investigators who assembled the evidence. Weighing conflicting testimonies and sifting
through mountains of evidence is neither easy nor simple, especially when one must assume
that dissemblance is in play.
These principle hold true also in the Solyndra scandal: first, that money is the chief motif;
second, that the matters are quite complex. Happily, however, the first principle proves to be
the key to the second: although the matters are complex, investigators have long ago learned
the truth of the "follow the money" proverb. Patiently tracing funds, and discovering who paid
them, why they were paid, and to whom they were paid, will eventually bring to light the
essential nature of the matter.
In the Solyndra scandal, the affair began when Barack Obama was inaugurated as the nation’s
44th president on January 20, 2009. One of his first priorities was to begin fundraising for his
reelection campaign. Running for office in the United States is a very expensive proposition,
and even Obama’s millions - his net worth is such that he has funds kept in Cayman Islands
bank accounts to avoid taxes (from his days as a member of the Illinois state legislature) -
aren’t nearly enough to run a national campaign.
In order to find donors for his reelection campaign, Obama had to first enrich those donors
so that they would have wealth to donate. As president, he could direct a variety of financial
transactions: he could offer loans, loan guarantees, subsidies, grants, and contracts to various
companies. His task was to find the companies whose officers and owners would donate to his
campaign.
There was no need to for these businesses to show that they could ever repay the loans, or
reach profitability, or produce any usable product. Obamamerely had to find businesses whose
managers and directors would take a large share of the money - taxpayer dollars directed to
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them by Obama - and use that wealth to fund various Democratic campaigns. The leaders
of these companies paid themselves generous salaries, and once that money became their
personal property, they were free to donate it to political causes, i.e., to Obama’s cause.
By October 2011, the National Review could summarize the matter in print:

The first round of the Solyndra scandal was bad enough: The Obama administra-
tion, in contravention of standard practice, shoveled a half-billion dollars’ worth of
loan guarantees to a wobbly solar-energy firm, backed by Democratic donors, which
then went on a spending spree before declaring bankruptcy and wiping out 1,100
jobs. Now, a report from the nonpartisan Congressional Research Service suggest
that there were deep problems with Solyndra that should have been apparent from
the beginning, and might have been caught if the review process had not been short-
circuited by politics: Solyndra’s product was unsuitable for residential uses and large-
scale solar facilities, it was more expensive than that of its competitors, it was facing
new and more intense competition. Rather than helping the firm, the politically expe-
dient injection of public funds may have hastened its demise: "After we got the loan
guarantee, there were just spending money left and right," former Solyndra engineer
Lindsey Eastburn told the Washington Post. "Because of that infusion of money, it
made people sloppy." While the firm spent $340 million on a new factory, it spend
some $660 million on things such as a flashy new conference center and high-dollar
lobbyists to keep the public funds flowing. The firm is now under investigation both
by Congress and by the Justice Department, and its executives have made a specta-
cle of themselves by pleading the Fifth. In the hands of the Obama administration,
"clean" energy is anything but.

Whether Solyndra was a failure or a success depends on one’s perspective: using Obama’s cri-
teria, and his administration’s definition of ’success,’ Solyndra was quite successful. Taxpayer
dollars left the government, circulated through a business owned and operated by Obama sup-
porters - a business which never had, nor seriously sought, commercial success - and found
their way into contributions to Obama’s reelection campaign, into other Democratic campaigns,
and into the paychecks of leftist lobbyists. Solyndra perhaps even exceeded its designer’s
hopes: massive amounts of money were taken from taxpayers, under the pretexts of energy
policy, and funneled into political advertising. As historian Michael Savage wrote:

Obama turned stimulus money into a slush fund for his political fundraisers and cor-
porate cronies, pushing "green energy" projects like Solyndra that line the pockets
of his crony capitalist contributors at the expense of American taxpayers.

The distinction at work here is the one between "crony capitalism" and "free market capitalism"
- in free market capitalism, businesses compete with each other on a level playing field; the
ones which provide the best products to consumers at the lowest prices win, while the other
must either improve themselves or gradually be absorbed by more successful enterprises. In
Obama’s "crony capitalism," by contrast, the government intervenes in the market place, to
ensure not that the best companies succeed, but that the companies owned by the political
friends of government officials succeed. That is the principle behind

the Solyndra scandal, the one in which Obama gave money to his benefactors who
had invested in a green energy scam that never intended to be successful.
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The exact amount of money which disappeared into Solyndra, and reappeared in the coffers
of the Democratic Party, is difficult to determine, given the deliberately ambiguous record-
keeping of the Obama administration. Certainly, the total is over one billion dollars:

First, there was the $535 million taxpayer-guaranteed load to political cronies at the
failed solar shell corporation Solyndra, followed by a $737 million loan to another
phony solar company - this one with direct ties to Solyndra and to Nancy Pelosi - only
two weeks after the FBI had raided Solyndra.

Not only did Obama direct federal funds to Solyndra, both directly and through various money-
laundering schemes, after Solyndra’s inauthenticity was so widely recognized that the FBI
raided it, but also after it was clear that Solyndra was unsound, both scientifically and finan-
cially. Commercially, Solyndra’s business model, or what passed for a business model, never
had a chance. In terms of technology, only inflated "junk science" made Solyndra’s proposals
seem anywhere near worthwhile. The Obama administration found a way to

combine political payback with a green energy initiative based on phony science and
the investment of billions of taxpayer dollars in companies the government knew
were about to fail,

creating one of the biggest scandals in Obama’s already questionable administration. The
scandal began almost as soon as Obama took office; his eyes were already on raising funds for
his reelection campaign. So, shortly after inauguration,

in 2009, the federal government guaranteed a loan of $535 million to a green energy
company that had absolutely no prospects for success. Like much of the legislation
this administration has produced, Obama rammed through the loan without the nec-
essary due diligence and against the advice of the Office of Management and Budget.

To be fair, not all of this can be blamed on Obama. He is responsible for his own actions, and
the actions of his appointees. Obama cannot be held responsible for action, or inaction, of
Congress. During 2009 and 2010, both houses of Congress to under the control of the Demo-
cratic Party, which did nothing to oversee Obama’s schemes. A Congressional investigation
might have saved millions for the taxpayers.

The company was the poster child for the president’s corrupt green energy initiative.
Obama visited it in May 2010 - well after his advisors were aware that the company
was in trouble - promoting it as a company that would create green energy jobs.
The White House went so far as to produce a video explaining how "companies like
Solyndra are leading the way toward a brighter, more prosperous future."

By 2011, a new Congress had been elected, and began to ask questions about the millions sent
by Obama to Solyndra. The Associated Press reported, in August 2012, that representatives in
Congress

investigating the government’s investment in a bankrupt solar panel manufacturer
have concluded that the Obama administration ignored numerous red flags about
the company’s financial viability, leaving taxpayers on the hook for more than $500
million.
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The voters had figured out that they were been abused by the Obama administration. As
Congress caught up to the voters and began to investigate the matter, concern about the
Solyndra scam arose even inside the core of White House supporters. Michael Savage notes
that among the big-money donors who fund Obama,

there were some dissenters. In May 2010, one Obama fund-raiser wrote to Obama
advisor Valerie Jarrett, "A number of us are concerned that the president is visiting
Solyndra. Many of us believe the company’s cost structure will make it difficult for
them to survive long term. ... I just want to help protect the president from anything
that could result in negative or unfair press."

In fact, concerns about press coverage were justified. Although a number of major news outlets
promoted Obama’s 2008 campaign, and worked to keep Obama’s gaffes out of their coverage,
they could no longer ignore the Solyndra matter. The Associated Press, reporting on Congress’s
investigation into massive spending by the Obama administration, wrote that the White House
was aware of the factors which made Solyndra’s success either unlikely or impossible:

The Energy and Commerce investigation lasted 18months and included the review of
more than 300,000 pages of documents. Backers of the loan have said competition
from Chinese solar-panel manufacturers was a major factor in Solyndra’s failure. The
report said White House Office of Management and Budget staff was aware that
China’s effort to penetrate the U.S. market could hurt Solyndra.

As early as 2009, shortly after inauguration and the beginning of Obama’s political paybacks
to the donors who funded him, concerns were being raised inside the White House.

An email from an OMB reviewer in August 2009 said pricing pressures from China
"raise concerns about how strong Solyndra’s position will be in the face of rising
competition."

The administration knew from the beginning that Solyndra would be an economic and tech-
nological failure. But it was a political success. No clear answer has ever been given to the
question of how many millions were of dollars, taken from taxpayers and sent to Solyndra,
wound up in the coffers of Obama’s reelection campaign and in the coffers of other Demo-
cratic candidates and causes. One individual in the administration apparently tried to put the
brakes on the cash going to Solyndra, but with no success:

The reviewer had requested to his supervisor that the Solyndra loan be postponed,
the report said.

Despite internal voices speaking up about the inevitable demise of Solyndra, the administration
continued to publicly promote the program. Michael Savage notes that

by the fall of 2010, the administration knew that Solyndra was in trouble. Even
though they continued to promote Solyndra as one of the success stories of the pres-
ident’s green energy strategy, the Department of Energy pushed hard for Solyndra
to hold off announcing pending layoffs until November 3, 2010. E-mails reveal that
one investor wrote this: "they did push very hard for us to hold our announcement
of the consolidation of employees and vendors to Nov. 3rd - oddly they didn’t give a
reason for that date."
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This was not the first or the last time that the Obama administration would time the release of
information so that it would keep voters in the dark.

The investor, Argonaut Private Equity, couldn’t possibly have been that naive, not
with the midterm elections being held on November 2, the day before the date ap-
proved for a negative announcement.

Some of the decisions about the Solyndra affair were made at the very top, by Obama and his
handlers who fund and direct him. Details of the financing were made by lower-level officials
in the administration, but it was at the highest levels that the decision was made to move
forward with Solyndra funding even after it became clear that it would never hold any value
for citizens. It did, however, hold a twofold value for Obama: first, it was a payback to those
who had funded his 2008 campaign; second, it ensured that they would have cash to fund his
2012 campaign.

In promoting Solyndra, Obama was ignoring warning signs that had been surfacing
for more than a year. A PricewaterhouseCoopers audit of the company two months
earlier said that Solyndra "has suffered recurring losses from operations, negative
cash flows since inception and has a net stockholders’ deficit that, among other
factors, raises substantial doubt about its ability to continue as a going concern."

The Associated Press likewise noted, echoing the Congressional report, that the administration
acted contrary to every bit of economic and financial information it had:

The committee said federal workers also identified risks when the Energy Depart-
ment and OMB reviewed a restructuring of the loan in late 2010 and early 2011, but
the agencies allowed it to move forward anyway.

Obama’s White House overruled the assessment of the Department of Energy. Despite the
administration’s alleged interest in science and technology, it ignored the best scientific as-
sessments available. Michael Savage reports that

the Energy Department’s credit committee, which decides who gets federal energy
money and who doesn’t, had reached the conclusion that Solyndra’s application for
funds was "premature" in January 2009, just before Obama took office.

A few principles organize and explain Obama’s actions. In awarding federal dollars - subsidies,
grants, loans, loan guarantees, and contracts - to "green" companies, Obama had no interest
in whether or not there was any scientific basis for what was proposed, no interest in whether
the proposal in any way helped the environment, and no interest in whether the business was
financially viable. The White House was looking to fund proposals that would seem good in the
press - even if those projects were as viable as attempts to turn lead into gold by chanting. The
White House was looking for proposals that seemed green, even if there was no measurable
benefit to the planet’s environment. The White House was looking for green businesses, even
if they were companies whose business plans guaranteed that they could never make a profit.
The government’s own assessment of the projects is the same:
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Inspector General Gregory Friedman, who was appointed to oversee the distribution
of stimulus funds, said that the green energy projects being funded were so far di-
vorced from the reality in the industry that it was like "attaching a lawn mower to a
fire hydrant."

Obama had a strong desire to support projects that seemed green, even if they weren’t. There
were two clear categories of proposals which would receive funding: on the one hand, compa-
nies whose owners and executives had funded Obama’s 2008 campaign; on the other hand,
those who would fund his 2012 campaign. Obama had no environmental concern at all; but en-
vironmental concerns on the part of some voters gave Obama the opportunity to justify sending
federal cash to his supporters - cash which they would, in turn, send back to his campaigns.

After Obama was inaugurated, Solyndra funding was fast-tracked.
The reason?
His financial backers stood to lose big money.
Billionaire George Kaiser, a major Obama fund-raiser, was one of the early investors
in Solyndra. With the company struggling, Kaiser and others ponied up an additional
$75 million in financing early in 2011. In return, they received priority over other
creditors - including the taxpayers guaranteeing the loan - to be repaid.

In taking money from ordinary working citizens and directing it into a company which never
could or would make either a product or a profit, Obama was both rewarding his past supporters
by protecting their personal fortunes and ensuring that they would be his future supporters in
funding his reelection campaign. Millions of working-class Americans were taxed to protect the
personal wealth of billionaires.
Obama’s work paid off. He was able to protect his friends from the consequences of their own
bad decisions - decisions like investing in Solyndra. He protected them by using the money
of ordinary working-class citizens. When Solyndra crashed, Obama’s billionaire friends walked
away with no major losses, but the taxpayers were stuck paying the bill, as the Associated
Press reports:

Solyndra filed for bankruptcy protection in September 2011. Lawmakers estimated
that the government could have saved hundreds of millions of dollars if officials had
decided to cut the government’s losses rather than to restructure the loan.

Rather than cut the government’s losses when Solyndra’s demise became inevitable and ap-
parent, Obama continued funding the dying enterprise. Even people appointed by Obama had
begun to voice concerns, but the funding continued.

"Solyndra was a mistake that would have been much smaller if, in fact, career pro-
fessionals had not been overruled," said Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., the chairman of
the House Oversight and Investigations Committee, which had held hearings on the
Solyndra case.

As Congress began to uncover the nature of Obama’s use of stimulus funds, which would even-
tually help neither the economy nor the environment, questions arose about individual per-
sonalities in the administration and their respective roles in the Solyndra scandal. Quick to
surface was the name of Rahm Emanuel, a Chicago thug brought by Obama to Washington.
The Washington Examiner reported that
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A House report on the Solyndra bankruptcy showed that Emanuel was a driving figure
behind President Obama’s appearance at the Solyndra factory — he was “super hot”
to do the event, according to White House aide Ron Klain — because he believed that
“[j]obs and high tech and Recovery Act is a winning combination.”

Rahm Emanuel, a small-time hooligan, understood the essential ingredients in a package for
the media: the appearance that the stimulus money was saving both jobs and the environment.
In reality, it was doing neither. But Emanuel succeeded in creating the image that would sell.

The report also indicates that Emanuel’s interest played a role in the White House
supporting the loan guarantee, based in part on a 2009 email that Heather Zichal,
Deputy Assistant to the President for Energy and Climate Change Policy, wrote to
another White House staffer.

Knowing, but not caring, that Solyndra would be a dismal failure - both in a business sense and
in an environmental sense - Emanuel advocated more Solyndra funding. He saw it as a double
bonus: first, Obama would deceive the voters into thinking that the White House was saving
both the economy and the environment; second, it was a payback for campaign contributions
past and future. Emails between White House staffers provided the "smoking gun" evidence:

“In addition, Ms. Zichal stated that ‘folks in the financing community’ had also raised
concerns about the Solyndra loan guarantee, ‘[b]ut if Rahm wants it, we’ll make it
happen,”’ the report says of the email.

Another player in the Solyndra scandal was the Secretary of Energy. Privy to information which
showed the Solyndra was both financially unsound and technologically unsound, he worked to
dump more government money into the failing business. In August of 2012, The Wall Street
Journal revealed more emails between administration officials:

Secretary of Energy Steven Chu fought back opposition from some of President
Barack Obama’s top economic advisers at a White House meeting last summer to
ensure government backing of a $1.4 billion project slated to use solar panels made
by now bankrupt Solyndra LLC, according to newly released emails.

Also in the Department of Energy, another official generously offered to remove himself from
any Solyndra-related work, because of a conflict of interest. However, he made this offer only
after ensuring that the administration was already committed to losing millions of taxpayer
dollars in the hopeless scheme. Michael Savage writes:

Another Obama fund-raiser, Steve Spinner, is a "top official" in the Energy Depart-
ment charged with monitoring how guaranteed loans are made. He ostensibly wasn’t
involved in the Solyndra decision, but not because there might have been any con-
flict of interest on his part: His wife’s law firm had represented the company, so he
stepped aside.

Given that Solyndra never had a chance at either making money or building a useable product,
its management didn’t feel constrained to do anything in particular with the money, taken from
average Americans and handed to Solyndra executives by Obama.
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Once it had secured the federally guaranteed loan, Solyndra went on a lavish spend-
ing spree. The company doled out $344 million on a new corporate headquarters
building with a state-of-the-art conference room whose glass windows smoked over
at the touch of a switch in order to conceal who was in the room. Just down the road,
at the company’s manufacturing facility, unsold solar panels piled up.

The vast majority of the stimulus money did not go to build factories or laboratories, in which
workers might be employed and practical products designed. Solyndra was a facade - a scheme
to launder money. Perhaps some honest scientist or technician had, once, an actual idea about
creating a new product: but once Obama’s cronies invested in the company and had influence
in management’s decisions, the business became a shell, into which Obama could dump the
money he’d taken from honest and helpless taxpayers, and out of which his handlers could take
themoney for his campaigns. Behind closed doors, the administration knewwhat Solyndra was.
But to keep the pretense going, it asked Solyndra to send cheerful reports to the White House:

Solyndra executives lied to the White House in May 2011, saying "we have good
market momentum, the factory is ramping and our plan puts [us] at cash positive
later this year," and two months later followed up with "We can assure you we have
a path to profitability." In a move that was a sign they knew Solyndra was in trouble,
the Energy Department hired the investment bank Lazard Ltd. in mid-August for $1.1
million to give advice on how the company could restructure its finances "both in and
out of bankruptcy," according to records.

As the company prepared to crash, with the full knowledge of the White House, key executives
prepared their personal escape plans, while Obama pretended that he didn’t know that the
inevitable bankruptcy was about to happen:

On April 15, 2011, and again on July 8, more than a dozen Solyndra senior executives
gave themselves big cash bonuses that ranged from $37,000 to $60,000 apiece.

Naturally, from both their regular salaries and from these bonuses, the managers would make
substantial contributions to Obama’s reelection campaign. That’s not only how the system
worked, that was the reason for the system in the first place: all of Obama’s environmental
policies, all of his economic policies, his energy policies, etc., existed only as cover to create
a funding route so that federal expenditures - tax dollars forced out of citizens and channeled
through grants, subsidies, loans, loan guarantees, and contracts - wound up going into the
pockets of those who regularly contribute to the campaigns of Democratic candidates.

One of the big shots at the foundering company, Karen Alter, Solyndra’s senior mar-
keting vice president, took home two $55,000 bonus checks. Alter had contributed
$6,300 to Barack Obama and two other Democratic candidates. Ben Bierman, ex-
ecutive vice president of operations, was another big Democratic contributor. He
gave Obama $2,300 and several other Democrats a total of $7,400. Both of these
scammers received salaries of at least $250,000 in addition to their bonuses.

FromObama’s perspective, Solyndra was successful. It did everything he wanted and expected
it to do. It took money from taxpayers and routed it, through enough hands that the matter
was ambiguous, into his reelection campaign.
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But those weren’t the worst offences. On July 1, 2011, Chris Gronet, one of the
Solyndra founders, was "transitioned to the role of adviser and consultant" from his
job as CEO, shortly before the company declared bankruptcy. His reward for running
Solyndra into the ground? A severance package worth nearly half a billion dollars!

Obama, having gotten exactly what he planned to get from Solyndra, needed to tidy up a few
details afterward. If Solyndra executives were forced to testify before Congress, they might tell
the truth, and reveal Obama’s scheme. Obama did not want to let the voters know that the
stimulus plan, allegedly for job creation, was merely a way to reward his supporters. Rather
than let the voters know that they’d been scammed, Obama found a way to shield Solyndra
executives from having to testify to Congress. The fifth amendment allows people to avoid
testifying only if they are the targets of a criminal investigation. But the Solyndra managers
weren’t suspects in any such investigation: the White House staffers, not the Solyndra execs,
were the true criminals in this case. But if the Solyndra managers could be made to appear as
suspects, they could withhold testimony under the fifth amendment.

In late August, less than a month after the CEO jumped ship, Solyndra laid off 90
percent of its workforce.
Less than two weeks after that, the company declared Chapter 11 bankruptcy.
Within days, Eric Holder’s FBI agents raided Solyndra headquarters and seized com-
pany documents and computers.
A criminal investigation into Solyndra is underway and company executives might
face criminal charges.
The company’s AWOL CEO and its CFO were called before the House Energy and
Commerce Committee to testify on September 23, 2011. Their response was to take
the Fifth.
Because they’re the targets of a criminal investigation, they can invoke their Fifth
Amendment constitutional right to avoid self-incrimination. The fact that Holder had
initiated a criminal investigation gave them the cover they needed to clam up.

In a brilliant use of the technicalities of Constitutional law, hoodlum Eric Holder made a virtue
out of a vice: it’s wonderful to be the target of a criminal investigation, because then you don’t
have to testify! And when the people conducting the investigation are your friends, you can
be sure that they’ll make the investigation last as long you need to be silent; then, when the
investigation ends, your chances of being charged with any wrongdoing are miniscule!

If Holder hadn’t acted as he did, Solyndra execs couldn’t have taken the Fifth and
would have had to reveal what they knew about the scam or risk being in contempt
of Congress.
Holder’s actions may well have been taken in order to prevent them from having to
testify before Congress.
They might keep the White House from having to testify as well. E-mails indicate that
the West Wing was monitoring the situation from the start and knew the risks it faced
but went ahead anyway in order to protect Kaiser and other politically connected
investors. That’s illegal, and should result in criminal indictments against anyone in
the White House who was involved, including the president.

The more, the merrier! The more people investigated about potentially criminal wrongdoing,
the more people who can take the Fifth, and the fewer people who can actually testify so that
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the Congress and the voters could know the truth. All these silent people will, however, still
get their cash from the taxpayers:

The scandal is compounded by the fact that the Obama administration rigged the
process so that investors in Solyndra - who were also big Obama donors - would get
paid back before the taxpayers who guaranteed the loan.
According to the Energy Policy Act of 2005, a 551-page legislative behemoth, feder-
ally guaranteed loans "have an assured revenue stream that covers project capital
and operating costs (including servicing all debt obligations covered by the guar-
antee) that is approved by the Secretary and the relevant State public utility com-
mission." In addition, guaranteed loans "shall be subject to the condition that the
obligation is not subordinate to other financing." In other words, taxpayers are the
first to get paid back in the event the loan goes bad.

At least, that’s the way it’s supposed to be. If the federal government takes the extraordinary
step of guaranteeing loans to privately-held businesses, then taxpayer dollars which go into
that enterprise need to be the first ones to come out of it: those dollars belong to the citizens,
and are held in trust by the government, and therefore, repaying them is of the highest priority.
Unless the privately-held company belongs to friends of Obama.

There’s no question that the Department of Energy broke the lawwhen it restructured
the loan agreement in order to give private investors precedence over taxpayers in
the case of the company’s collapse - which collapse the DOE knew was a certainty at
the time the loan was approved. That didn’t stop the government from doing what it
did to taxpayers in the GM/Chrysler bailouts. Susan Richardson, chief counsel of the
DOE loans program, decided differently. She explained that paying back taxpayers
first was not "a continuing obligation or restriction" but applied only to the initial
issuance of the loan.

In essence, to justify a clear breach of the regulation, she developed an interpretation of the
regulation which can in no way be found in the text of the act as passed by Congress. It would
be an understatement to say that her interpretation is a stretch. In any case, the loan went
forward. To divert attention from the fact that he was handing money to his political supporters,
Obama alluded to China’s energy program and claimed he was mimicking a successful pattern.

Obama justifies throwing money away on high-risk, guaranteed-to-fail green energy
companies on the grounds that China is doing it. That’s his rationale for giving a
company with revenues of less than $100 million annually more than half a billion
taxpayer dollars.
In fact, of the $20 billion in stimulus funds available for the DOE to use in the guar-
anteed loan program, $16 billion of it went to Obama contributors.
Despite the fact that some e-mails related to the Solyndra scandal have been re-
leased, the White House is slow-walking its compliance with a subpoena issued by
the House Energy and Commerce Committee in early November 2011.

Obama’s attempt to deflect attention by citing the Chinese example was so bad that even he
didn’t bother following up on it. In fact, the Chinese business model looks nothing like Solyndra.
But he was willing to pay an annualized rate of $1.65 million per year for his political allies to
obfuscate the matter in dense legal verbiage:
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The Democratic donors who invested in Solyndra aren’t the only ones making a
killing. Lawyers connected with the Obama administration are going to feast on
Solyndra fees, too. Former Massachusetts Governor William Weld, a Republican who
supported Obama, is slated to make $825 an hour to consult with Solyndra during
bankruptcy proceedings. The others from the McDermott Will & Emery law firm will
bill the government between $25 and $775 an hour to represent Solyndra.

Skilled legal counsel is needed to create the types of money-laundering used in the Solyndra
scheme. To avoid the name ’Solyndra’ from appearing too often, a variety of other corporations
were created with different names. Each could receive money from the federal government,
all of which was going down the same drain. The talent and connections needed to create this
complex web of deception required well-connected Washington leaders; the involvement of
these leaders also meant that the cover-up would be of the highest priority, as the administra-
tion has shown by stonewalling investigations at every turn. Among the high-profile individuals
involved are Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. and Nancy Pelosi:

Pelosi’s brother-in-law received most of the last-minute $737 million guaranteed loan
to Tonopah Solar Energy. That company is a subsidiary of another company, Solar-
Reserve, which is building a large solar-thermal plant in the Nevada desert. Ronald
Pelosi, Nancy Pelosi’s husband’s brother, is a vice president of the private equity
company that is the primary funder of this project and which had a hand in Solyndra
as well.
Another famous political name cropped up in the list of cronies Obama gave money
to for non-viable green energy projects: Robert F. Kennedy Jr. BrightSource Energy
listed as its principal private investor a company called VantagePoint. RFK Jr. is one
of the "venture partners" of that company. BrightSource listed more than $200 mil-
lion in losses in its prospectus, and admitted that its "proprietary technology has a
limited history and may perform below expectations when implemented."
That was all the Obama administration needed to hear. It green-lighted the founder-
ing company for $1.4 billion in taxpayer-funded bailout money.

Many of these companies are merely legal entities, which exist only on paper, and have no
physical presence in the real world. Lacking any brick-and-mortar facilities - in which one
might conceivable investigate alternative energy possibilities - such businesses were created
merely to obscure the financial realities of what was happening with taxpayer dollars, and who
was ultimately receiving those dollars. Given that the FBI is part of the Obama administration,
any alleged investigation into these matters is merely for the sake of giving the principals the
legal ability to plead the Fifth. Eric Holder, one of Obama’s trusted vandals, is operating the
FBI. Holder will seize evidence, not in order to investigate, but in order to ensure that it is never
released to Congress or to the public.

The Solyndra scandal eventually blurs at its margins, because the same people, the same
private-sector entities, and the same federal officials engaged in this pattern of behavior in
the cases of other so-called green energy companies. The scams multiplied and lawyers kept
inventing new names for shell corporations which existed only to funnel money to one another.
Understanding the Solyndra scandal yields an insight into the core operations of the Obama
administration.
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3.2 February

3.2.1 The Non-Existent Strategy (2013-02-13 14:47)

Beginning in 1945, strategists around the world needed to re-think military planning. The
invention and use of nuclear weapons had changed the concept of ’readiness’ for every major
government. Although only a very few such weapons were produced at first, planners could
foresee the day when they were available in larger quantities. In the United States, the doctrine
of ’massive retaliation’ was developed, indicating that America would deter attacks by being
able to field weapons which were capable of inflicting grave damage on any nation mounting
an offensive on the USA. This was an application of a classical notion of deterrence.
John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State during the Eisenhower administration, introduced the
term ’massive retaliation’ in 1954, stating that "A potential aggressor must know that he cannot
always prescribe battle conditions that suit him." The linguistic variations ’massive deterrence’
and ’massive response’ are also used.
During the Cold War, roughly 1946 to 1989, there were concerns among some segments of
the public about a devastating nuclear war. It was imagined that a scenario could be realized
in which most or all of the earth’s population died. It has become clear, after the fall of the
Soviet Union, that such an event was very unlikely. Neither major nuclear power - the United
States or the Soviet Union - was interested in such massive destruction, and both had, in fact,
organized military plans to limit any potential use of atomic bombs. The officers on both sides
understood that such destructiveness was in nobody’s interest. Officers in SAC - America’s
Strategic Air Command - and in the Soviet army understood themselves as pointing powerful
weapons at each other, but understood also that neither side had the desire to pull the trigger.
Yet the notion persisted that the earth was teetering on the brink of destruction. Although now
seen as a needless fear, it motivated certain political movements at the time. One invention,
fed by these fears and feeding these fears, was the notion of "mutually assured destruction."
The phrase itself has an unclear origin. Some sources say that it was invented by John von
Neumann, who held no post in any government. He was not a part of any effort to create fear
among the public about a world-ending nuclear war. As a private citizen, he did consulting
for the Army, the CIA, and the Atomic Energy Commission. He certainly realized the grave
threat posed by the Soviet Union’s missiles, but he was not an alarmist. His phrase came to
be known by the acronym MAD; in all probability, he created it as a joke. But those who had
been had been shaken by the scaremongers assumed that the phrase was officially part of
the government’s military planning, which it was not. Other sources attribute the phrase to
science fiction writer Arthur Charles Clarke, but this is unlikely. A third potential creator of the
phrase is Donald Brennan, an analyst at the Hudson Institute; it is suggested that Brennan
coined the phrase in the 1960’s, perhaps around 1966. We may never know exactly where or
when the phrase first appeared, or who invented it.
Despite the widespread use of the phrase in the media, it was not, during the 1950s or 1960s,
the official policy of any civilian or military branch of the United States government. The phrase
was used derisively and ironically. Yet it gradually worked its way into the collective public
consciousness, and many were convinced that it was somehow the "official doctrine" of the
government. Eventually, it would be taken seriously, by those who were ideological heirs of
the those who had used it at first as a satire.
A confusing change in terminology further fueled efforts by doomsayers to scare the public
with apocalyptic scenarios about a nuclear Armageddon. The Eisenhower administration had
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consistently used the phrase "massive retaliation" to define its policy. When JFK took office, a
very similar notion was presented under the title "assured destruction." This phrase, presented
by Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, was close enough to the phrase "mutually assured
destruction" to cause misunderstandings among the public, and to give fuel to the doomsayers.
Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

McNamara’s analysis of "assured destruction" requirements, measured in part
against predictions of Soviet ICBM programs through the 1960s, reinforced the secre-
tary’s conviction that the Russians would someday reach nuclear parity. It was not a
conclusion that made force planning easier or enhanced Kennedy’s politic future. Mc-
Namara redirected strategic force planning by checking the Air Force’s bomber pro-
gram; he canceled both the B-70 supersonic, high-altitude bomber and the "Skybolt"
bomber-carried missile. By increasing warhead accuracy, the United States might re-
duce warhead yield, a development that would allow more warheads to be placed on
the future generations of missiles to be placed in silos and submarines. Shortly after
McNamara capped the growth of delivery vehicles (1963-1964), he approved the de-
velopment of multiple, independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) as the next
hedge against a Soviet first strike. McNamara favored the strategic "triad" of ICBMs,
SLBMs, and bombers, for his studies suggested that such a mixed force defied a dis-
arming first strike and assured the ultimate deterrent of counter-city retaliation. De-
spite his critics’ argument that "assured destruction" was only "massive retaliation"
repackaged, the McNamara program, which now included substantial counterforce
potential, surged forward to completion by 1967.

Robert McNamara, then, found it important to balance weapon delivery option among sub-
marines, bombers, andmissiles. Although his effort to cap the number of missiles and bombers,
while simultaneously multiplying strike capabilities by means of MIRVs, made a sort of mathe-
matical sense, it sent a mixed message as to whether or not he was interested in strengthening
the nation’s ability to protect itself. McNamara also failed to grasp the importance of having
both defense and deterrence. He apparently felt that deterrence alone was defense. His failure
to develop an adequate defense system against incoming Soviet (or other) missiles necessi-
tated a scramble to catch up after he left office.

McNamara rejected the options of active and passive defense against Soviet missile
attack, for the Secretary believed that strategy, economics, and public ignorance
made defense pointless. Although OSD improved the bomber defense system and
supportedmajor improvements in satellite and ground radar surveillance, McNamara
beat back service-sponsored anti-ballistic missile (ABM) programs until Congress and
President Johnson forced him to accept a minimal commitment to ABM in 1967. Mc-
Namara never argued that the Army could not hit an incoming warhead, only that
the Russians could overwhelm either a point defense or area defense system with a
minimal increase of warhead numbers. McNamara applied similar logic to the pro-
tection of urban Americans from the effects of nuclear weapons. In the technical
sense the availability of fallout shelters would no doubt save lives if war came. Such
public shelters, however, would cost around $40 billion, the same loose estimate as
for the ABM system. McNamara’s strategic advisors also feared that the civil defense
systems might lead the Russians to conclude that the Americans believed they could
wage nuclear war and survive. When public hysteria greeted a minimal government
shelter program in 1961-1962, McNamara found an additional excuse to rely on "as-
sured destruction."
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Unwittingly, various government officials furthered the myth of "mutually assured destruction"
(the phrasing varied between the adjective ’mutual’ and the adverb ’mutually’). Neither the
phrase, nor the idea it represents, were part of any defense planning, either by any branch of
the military, or by the civilians in the Department of Defense. After the invention of the phrase,
which was probably done in rather detached philosophical analysis of the situation by a distant
think-tank occupant, not a hot-headed radical. If it was John von Neuman, it would have been
in line with his penchant for developing rather ironic acronyms. If it was Donald Brennan, the
intellectual atmosphere of a think-tank allows for a calm-headed investigation of concepts in
a detached fashion, far from the fear and anxiety which some people would seek to create
with the phrase. The news media and entertainment industry began to use ’MAD’ as if it were
a standing military doctrine. But it was included, at that time, in no document of any of the
armed services.
By the mid-1970s, the phrase "mutually assured destruction" had been circulating for a decade,
and the more accurate and rational "assured destructed" and "massive retaliation" had been
around for two decades. The pervasiveness and longevity of the MAD fairy tale eventually
planted seeds in the minds of those who came of age in its presence. A new generation of
policy-makers, elected and appointed, had absorbed the ubiquitous fable as fact. And so MAD,
which began as a witticism, was assumed by some to be a reality. This false assumption would
reach high levels in the government, much to the frustration of serious analysts and military
thinkers, who tried in vain to inform officeholders and the public that MADwas a fiction. Multiple
layers of irony intersected, when President Carter, who assumed that MAD was the operative
strategic doctrine of the military, and who was opposed to this non-existent doctrine, felt that
he had to support it against his own will, and provide the military with the tools to implement
it.

The first Carter defense policy reflected both post-Vietnam public opinion and the
noninterventionism of the President, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance, and Vice Pres-
ident Walter F. Mondale rather than the confrontationist bent of national security
adviser Zbigniew Brzenzinski. Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, the most experi-
enced and least ideological of Carter’s advisors, coped with both camps and tried
to fashion programs that satisfied the divided counsel at the White House. When
Carter took office, public opinion polls showed that Americans thought that defense
spending was adequate, that the armed forces could perform their missions, and
that Russia might have increased its military capability but did not intend to use its
military for coercive purposes. The public thought that only nuclear deterrence and
the defense of NATO justified military spending. Carter’s first two defense budgets
reduced Ford’s projections for real growth in military spending; when modified for
inflation, Carter’s proposed spending levels resulted in a slight decline in real au-
thorizations and outlays. The administration managed its economies in a number
of ways: canceling the B-1 bomber program, cutting the Navy’s shipbuilding plans,
stretching out the costs of expensive programs like the MX ICBM and tactical air-
craft procurement, slowing the growth of military pay, and reducing operations and
maintenance spending.

In the Carter administration, then, it was the President who would embrace the concept of
MAD. Carter did not support or endorse MAD, but thought that it was an actual strategy and
school of thought, despite the fact that it was a sarcastic slogan created to express precisely
what its framer was working to avoid. Among serious nuclear strategists, there was a diversity
of opinions, but they were working to avoid something - and to give that ’something’ a name,
they had invented MAD.
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The administration based its initial strategic arms programs upon the assumptions
of mutual assured destruction, for Carter was convinced he could use SALT II negotia-
tions to accomplish sharp reduction in the levels of nuclear weapons. This optimism
was short-lived. In 1977, abandoning the Vladivostok Accords, the Carter admin-
istration proposed to the USSR that each side make deep cuts in its MIRVed ICBM
force. Since most of the Soviet’s strategic forced are ICBMs, this reduction would
have borne most heavily on the USSR. Not surprisingly, the Soviet objected sharply
to the Carter plan. Thereafter the administration returned to more traditional and
modest plans to reduce the Russian counterforce first-strike potential. In June 1979,
Carter and Brezhnev signed a second set of strategic arms control agreements, that
SALT II treaty. Focused upon curbing the growth of warheads on MIRVed ICBMs, the
"basic agreement" of seven years’ duration established tiered caps on all strategic
systems: 2,250 on the total number of missile launchers and heavy bombers; a sub-
ceiling of 1,320 on all MIRVed missiles and bombers armed with air-launched cruise
missiles; a subceiling of 1,200 on all sea-based or land-based MIRVed missiles; and
a final limit of 820 on all MIRVed land-based ICBMs. A three-year protocol put tempo-
rary restraints on mobile ICBM and cruise missile development. SALT II’s parameters
allowed the United States to complete its existing strategic modernization programs
and placed a cap on the Soviets’ most menacing program, the deployment of heavy
ICBMs with MIRVs in numbers and accuracy that might create a disabling first-strike
capability.

The deep flaw, however, in the SALT II talks was that the Carter administration was proceeding
on the assumption that MAD was the underlying doctrine behind both the American and the
Soviet nuclear weapon programs. MAD was a operational principle in neither. The gap between
the military and think-tank organization on the one side, and the civilian political structure on
the other side, was conceptual. The slogan "mutually assured destruction" had been developed
as a convenient phrase to characterize the type of situation to be avoided at all costs; an
analyst in a think-tank or a military officer in the SACmight, in comparing a number of strategic
possibilities, justify his rejection of one of those configurations because it would lead to a MAD
situation. But the policy makers in the civilian government took the phrase to refer to an
operative principle - a strategy - and felt that, even if they found MAD abhorrent, it was their
duty to develop a defense policy which would enable the services to maintain a MAD stance.
The civilian leaders hoped to eventually persuade the military services to abandon MAD; the
civilian government didn’t understand the the military had never embraced MAD!
Eventually, a different view began to emerge in the civilian government. It rejected MAD,
embraced the "massive retaliation" strategy which had been the core of military thought all
along, and also saw an opportunity to win the Cold War by forcing the Soviet Union to bankrupt
itself funding the arms race. Segments of the civilian government in Washington saw that
the Cold War would be won by economics. Missiles and guidance systems are expensive. If
American could challenge the Soviet Union to a spending race, which is the essence of the
arms race, it would certainly win. America, following the doctrine of massive retaliation, would
develop ever-more sophisticated weapons systems. Trying to keep up with the United States,
the Soviet Union would bankrupt itself, collapse, and end the Cold War without firing a single
ICBM.

The issue of strategic defense proved to be the linkage between accelerated nuclear
deterrent programs and continued arms control agreements with the Soviet Union.
Reagan himself found the idea of protecting American cities emotionally appealing
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and politically congenial, but his advisors thought in more limited terms, using strate-
gic defense either as a SALT bargaining chip or as a more limited point defense sys-
tem for American missile, submarine, and bomber bases. Although the ABM Treaty
seemed to outlaw strategic defense in the name of mutual assured destruction, Rea-
gan ordered the Joint Chiefs to give the matter more attention. He embraced a
phrase from a JCS briefing: "Wouldn’t it be better to protect the American people
than avenge them?" In a major speech in March 1983 he announced his "Strategic
Defense Initiative," or SDI, a major program for defense against Soviet ballistic mis-
siles. Reflecting a popular movie of the time, the program became "Star Wars," even
though its space-based elements were far from intergalactic. Nevertheless, the Pen-
tagon established a Strategic Defense Initiative Office with its own budget, tripled to
$3.1 billion by 1986, and authority over the separate ABM military programs then in
existence. These programs investigated the application of nuclear, laser, and kinetic
energy systems against missiles as well as the requirements for acquiring targets in
the various stages of missile flight.

Several elements came together for SDI: first, the understanding by the civilian government
that MAD had never been America’s operative policy and that massive retaliation was a better
doctrine; second, technological advances that allowed for the interception and destruction of
ICBM’s flying at extremely fast speeds high above the earth before they could strike targets in
the United States; and third, the confirmation of SDI potential by means of the Soviet Union’s
strong objections to, motivated by fears of, it. The Department of State produced this text:

Reagan was quite adamant that the goal of U.S. defense research should be to elim-
inate the need for nuclear weapons, which he thought were fundamentally immoral.
In terms of the Cold War conflict with the Soviets, a successful defense system would
destroy the Soviet ability to make a first strike, which in turn would undermine the
USSR’s ability to pose a threat to the United States at all. So success in this area,
supporters of SDI argued, could potentially also bring an end to the Cold War.

At the Department of Defense, the Missile Defense Agency stated:

In April 1984, following a year of technical and strategic studies to determine how
best to pursue the president’s goal, the Defense Department established the Strate-
gic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) under the leadership of its first director,
Lieutenant General James A. Abrahamson of the U.S. Air Force. This organization
was to carry out the SDI program of research and development (R &D) to resolve the
feasibility issue.
After two and a half years of R &D, at the end of 1986 the President and Secretary
of Defense decided to enter a missile defense system into the defense acquisition
process. SDIO began to develop defenses against widespread missile attacks.

SDI, with its amazing technological breakthroughs, was but one part of the larger strategy of
forcing the Soviet Union to spend itself into its own demise. At the Department of Defense,
Fred Ikle was a leading strategist who helped to formulate the overall doctrine which included
SDI and other programs. The Wall Street Journal wrote:

Along with the late, great Albert Wohlstetter, Ikle (pron. Eclay) was among those who
fashioned U.S. nuclear deterrence strategy during the most dangerous days of the

138 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



3.2. FEBRUARY BlogBook

Cold War. They resisted the arms-control fads of the 1970s as naive and dangerous.
Instead they focused on maintaining a credible deterrent against Soviet adventurism,
while also making the U.S. arsenal and the world in general less dangerous.

Part of the success which the United States experienced in winning the Cold War was ending
the fairy-tale of MAD. It had to be clear in the minds of all involved that the United States would
not embrace, and had not embraced, a strategy of "mutually assured destruction," and was
focused instead on massive retaliation. The National Review wrote:

the 1980s were a critical time for America and the world. And a critical player in
the Reagan administration was Fred Ikle, an official in the Pentagon. He was both a
thinker and a doer, a strategist and an implementer. Like many great Americans, he
was an immigrant, coming to this country from Switzerland after the war. He was
in his early twenties. He earned a Ph.D. in sociology at the University of Chicago,
and held a string of positions in academia and government. Like Reagan, he thought
that we could do better than detente: that we could actually push back the Soviet
Union and free large portions of the world. Like Reagan, he hated MAD, which is to
say “mutual assured destruction.” He wrote that this concept “rests on a form of
warfare universally condemned since the dark ages — the mass killing of hostages.”
Therefore, he supported anti-missile defenses, derided by Ted Kennedy and the rest
of the Left as “Star Wars.” Ikle did all he could to help Central Americans and others
who were struggling against tyranny.

To say that Ronald Reagan, Fred Ikle, SDI, and "massive retaliation" won the Cold War is a
simple truth and an accurate assessment of the events as they occurred. Yet, it is also true
that there is much more to the story: the Polish solidarity movement, Margaret Thatcher, and
the churches in East Germany and Romania also were crucial to the eventual collapse of the
Soviet Union. By any account, however, the free democratic capitalistic West won the Cold
War, and the Soviet Union with its collectivist socialist utopianism lost.

3.2.2 Health Care: Pay More, Get Less (2013-02-22 12:32)

Noted economist Paul Krugman has advised both Barack Obama and the Democratic members
of Congress over the last few years, especially concerning the financing of Obamacare. Regard-
ing the need to fund the Democrat health plan in light of currently growing debts and deficits,
Krugman said, in a January 2013 speech:

Eventually we do have a problem. That the population is getting older, health care
costs are rising ... there is this question of how we’re going to pay for the programs.
The year 2025, the year 2030, something is going to have to give ... We’re going to
need more revenue, we’re going to need, and probably in the end, surely in the end it
will require some sort of middle class taxes as well. So again, we won’t be able to pay
for the kind of government, the society we want without some increase in taxes, not
a huge one, but some increase on taxes on the middle class, maybe a value-added
tax ... And we’re also going to do, really, we’re going to have to make decisions about
health care, not pay for health care that has no demonstrated medical benefits. So
you know the snarky version I use, which is, I shouldn’t even say because it will get
me in trouble, is death panels and sales taxes is how we do this.
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The rationing of healthcare will become necessary, says Krugman. Certainly, there is the pos-
sibility of real shortages, for example, of kidneys or livers available for transplantation. If that
situation occurs, serious ethical discussions would be necessary. But equally as possible, and
perhaps more probable, would be the shortages of physicians - shortages caused by an envi-
ronment in which fewer students choose to study medicine because Obamacare has made the
profession uninviting for gifted students, or shortages of medicines, because the Democratic
Party’s nationalized healthcare program has given pharmaceutical companies no incentive to
develop or manufacture drugs. The bureaucrats who have artificially created these shortages
would then go on to ration healthcare, deciding who deserves it and who does not.
In the meantime, working Americans - middle class and lower class - would be paying more,
not less, by means of taxes, for the privilege of being abused in such a socialized healthcare
system. Krugman speaks of a value added tax, which is a sort of national sales tax. Such taxes
are regressive, meaning that they impact the poor more than the rich.
This healthcare system can, however, be judged a success, to the extent that it makes progress
toward a greater goal: Obama’s objective of lowering American standards of living, and re-
ducing American wealth, so that U.S. citizens are moved closer to a third-world way of life.
Obama’s purpose is to shrink the gap between modern industrialized high-tech nations and
developing nations. Unable to raise the latter, he lowers the former. Healthcare policy is but
one way of doing that. Other policies from the Obama administration, while ostensibly about
the environment or education, carry this same larger objective forward.

3.3 April

3.3.1 Hyman G. Rickover (2013-04-05 14:35)

The long naval career of Admiral Hyman Rickover spanned the peacetime decades of the 1920’s
and 1930’s, the years of World War Two, and the Cold War. Born in Poland in 1900, he brought
with him the perspective of someone who started as an impoverished immigrant and worked
his way up, earning a scholarship to the Naval Academy at Annapolis. His name has become
associated with the development of nuclear-powered submarines, a development which he
fostered. Originally, the U.S. Navy had nuclear weapons only for carrier-based bombers. His-
torians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

In the mid-1950s the Navy changed course. For one thing, it had a launch platform
that met the test of survivability - the nuclear-powered submarine. Driven by Hy-
man G. Rickover, an engineering officer of genius and irascibility, the Navy had built
its first nuclear-powered submarine, Nautilus, operational in 1955. An expert at bu-
reaucratic politics, Rickover had built a nuclear power coalition that included his own
Navy staff, the Atomic Energy Commission (in which he also held office), Congress,
and the Westinghouse and General Electric corporations. Rickover saw "his" nuclear
submarines as weapons to attack ships but a new Chief of Naval Operations, Arleigh
A. Burke, saw the nuclear submarine as a missile carrier for submerged strikes at
land targets. The Navy, however, did not have a missile, since it had worked pri-
marily on the "Regulus" cruise missile for both warships and surfaced submarines.
In 1957 Burke redirected the Navy IRBM program toward a solid-fueled missile that
could be launched from a submerged submarine. For the missile he followed the
Air Force model and created a Special Projects Office, whose staff, the AEC, and the
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Lockheed Corporation produced the 1,500-mile "Polaris" missile by 1960. Because
the missile had a limited payload and accuracy, its warhead could destroy only an
area target. Nevertheless, the relative invulnerability of the launch platform made
the fleet ballistic missile (FBM) an attractive addition to the deterrent force.

Babcock &Wilcox, an engineering firm, would also play a role in the construction of the Nautilus
and also of later generations of nuclear-powered submarines. Continuing to develop Interme-
diate Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBM’s), the Navy simultaneously refined the designs of SSBN’s
- nuclear-powered submarines capable of launching ballistic missiles. The classification SSBN
is derived from "Ship, Submersible, Ballistic missile, Nuclear powered."

The White House and the Russians assisted Burke. To review the effectiveness of
America’s nuclear posture, the Science Advisory Committee to the Office of Defense
Mobilization had established a special "security resources panel" in April 1957. When
this group, known as the Gaither Committee, made its report the following November,
the "Sputnik crisis" gave its study special importance. The Gaither Committee report
emphasized the nation’s vulnerability to a nuclear attack and the pitiable state of its
air defense and civil defense programs. The only thing that stood between the United
States and atomic Armageddon was SAC’s bombers. The Gaither Committee did not
think SAC should bear the burden alone. When the Navy in 1957 proposed that
it develop three missile submarines, the administration authorized five submarines
and moved the operational date forward from 1962 to 1960. Rickover cooperated in
supporting the construction of fleet ballistic missile submarines, as long as they were
nuclear-powered. In 1960 the first George Washington-class fleet ballistic missile
submarine (SSBN) went on patrol with sixteen "Polaris" sea-launched ballisticmissiles
(SLBM).

Rickover, as noted above, was well-connected not only within the military, but in the private
sector, and in the civilian government. Historian Ted Widmer writes:

Hyman Rickover had one of the most storied military careers of the twentieth century.
Born in Poland in 1900, he emigrated with his family in 1905, at the time of anti-Jewish
pogroms, and grew up in New York and Chicago, where he graduated from John Mar-
shall High School and won admission to the United States Naval Academy. So began
a remarkable naval career encompassing sixty-three years of active duty, marked by
administrative ability, tireless work, and extremely independent judgment. Rickover
served on submarines in particular and over the course of the 1940s and 1950s be-
came the legendary "Father of the Nuclear Navy," known for his technical expertise,
his strategic wisdom, and his personal interest in interviewing thousands of officer
candidates. One of them, Jimmy Carter, later claimed that Rickover was the great-
est influence on him after his parents. Rickover gave President Kennedy a plaque
that he displayed on his desk in the Oval Office, featuring the words of an old Breton
fisherman’s prayer: "O God, Thy sea is so great and my boat is so small."

Rickover not only instructed JFK about missiles and nuclear-powered vessels, he also, surpris-
ingly, instructed the president about education. Both men shared a background in the U.S.
Navy, Rickover as a career officer, Kennedy as a veteran of WWII in which he served for almost
four years.
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Rickover was fascinated by education and the role it played in bettering society. In
1960, he published Education and Freedom, which announced that "education is the
most important problem facing the United States today" and called for a "massive
upgrading" of academic standards. Two years later, he published a detailed compar-
ison of American and Swiss schools, arguing that the United States was inferior in
nearly every respect.

As an example, Rickover, in conversation with the president, compared their respective up-
bringings. These White House discussions were electronically recorded. Reading such talks,
one must remember that the repetitions and sentence fragments were not intended to be read
as polished prose. In a conversation, transcribed by Widmer, the admiral says to JFK:

I’ll tell you, you can take two opposite extremes, you can take my case and you
can take your case. In your case, you had parents who recognized that money can
do you a great deal of harm. And they took care to see, dammit, that it did not.
That’s because you had intelligent parents. In my case, I was brought up where, a
lot of times we didn’t have enough to eat; you had to go out and fight, and so one
recognized the importance of school. I think it’s something like that. Now when you
get in between, that’s where you have your problems.

Gaining JFK’s interest by using such personal examples, Rickover points to the role of the par-
ents; they must teach the child to value education.

Your parents were exceptional in this respect. That vast majority of parents who have
children now [unclear] are just trying to do everything they can to make everything
easy. In that way they are really defeating what they are trying to do.

The admiral espouses, in a phrase, "tough love." It may not be easy, but a parent needs to
allow the child to face difficult circumstances and wrestle with those difficulties. Only in this
way will the child learn to be strong and learn to overcome.

Because everything is made easy for them. Some of them get to expect, your parents
will take care of you. So you have youngsters going off and getting married. And fully
expecting that the parents, you know, will come to their support. And they do. I can
give you any number of cases like that, where the parents would have done much
better for their children to throw ’em out. There comes a time in every animal life -
and human being is a form of animal life - when you have to fend for yourself. This
is where the trouble is. Today you can make these arguments today and society will
support you. That never used to be the case before. This is the problem we have to
face, and we have to try to get around it.

In 1931, Rickover decided to convert to Episcopalianism; his Jewish background had been more
cultural than spiritual. He remained Episcopalian to the end of his life. He saw the question of
education not only as a personal matter, but as of strategic interest to the nation. He retired
in 1982 and died in 1986.
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3.3.2 Resuscitating Joe Biden (2013-04-08 21:02)

Barack Obama surprised millions of people when he nominated Joe Biden to be the Democratic
Party’s vice-presidential candidate. Both Biden’s friends and his enemies considered Biden’s
political career to be long over. Inertia alone had kept Biden in the Senate for several terms
after his failed 1988 bid for the presidency. He had done little of note since that time.

When Biden announced that he was seeking to be his party’s presidential candidate in June
1987, he was on the young side. Had he won that election, only Teddy Roosevelt and JFK would
have been younger upon assuming the office. But Biden quickly made himself an albatross
around his party’s neck - an embarrassment because of his pompous tendency to take himself
very seriously, combined with a rhetorical ineptitude which either left him explaining and apol-
ogizing for his own remarks, or left him as the butt of political humorists who capitalized on his
gaffes.

When Michael Dukakis, who was also seeking the nomination, assembled a weak case against
Biden based on alleged plagiarism - Biden borrowed a phrase from a British politician - the
party eagerly seized on the charge, ignoring its flimsiness, because it urgently needed to get
rid of Biden to save whatever credibility the party might have had left. Dukakis, himself a weak
candidate, went on to lose the presidential election in a record landslide.

From that point forward, the power-brokers within the Democratic Party saw Biden as unmar-
ketable. He was increasingly regarded as a buffoon and little more. Thus it was that Obama’s
selection came as a shock to many observers.

To win the 2008 election, Obama would need to do a lot of damage repair to Biden’s pub-
lic image. As the media, which had paid diminishing attention to Biden during the previous
decade, looked again more closely at Biden, blemishes appeared on his reputation. Historian
Ann Coulter writes:

both the brother and son of Barack Obama’s running mate, Joe Biden, were accused
by a former business partner of defrauding him out of millions of dollars. Two lawsuits
were filed against them in June 2008. That was mentioned on page A-9 of the Wash-
ington Post in August. By Election Day, the New York Times still had not reported the
lawsuit.

Scandals surrounding Biden’s family might be deemed irrelevant, were it not for the contribu-
tions from them into Biden’s campaigns. Obama’s handlers, however, skillfully repaired the
damage, however, by persuading the Washington Post to downplay the scandal, and persuad-
ing the New York Times not to tell the voters about it at all. Obama’s campaign skill trumped
Biden’s tendency to land in trouble.

It would likewise be the Obama campaign’s skill at handling the press which got Biden out of
a different problem. In 2006,

Democratic senator Joe Biden told a questioner of Indian descent at a town hall in
New Hampshire, "You cannot go into a 7-Eleven or a Dunkin’ Donuts unless you have
a slight Indian accent. I’m not joking." Biden’s line was treated, as it should have
been, as a buffoonish comment from a harmless fool. Indeed, Biden’s repeated gaffes
didn’t even prevent him from being chosen as Barack Obama’s running mate in 2008.
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Once again, the Democratic Party persuaded the press to downplay or overlook Biden’s odd
remarks. The party which had practically disowned him earlier now used it resources to rescue
him. Being nominated by Barack Obama may have been the best thing that ever happened to
Joe Biden. The party which had rejected his bid in 1988 now went to work to salvage him. The
Obama campaign reigned in the press and put the news media into his service.
Thus the astounding rebirth of Joe Biden, back into the American political landscape. But why
would Obama have taken such an unlikely individual and placed him again into the nation’s
civic life? The answer may lie in money.
Like most members of his party, Biden is significantly richer than the average American. In
2006, Biden’s total income was $248,459 - but in that same year, the national median house-
hold income was $8,201. In 2007, Biden’s income was $319,853 - while the median American
household had to make do with $50,233.
Although Biden places comfortably into the top 1 percent of incomes in the United States, his
income is small compared only to his fellow party members. Barack Obama is comfortably a
multi-millionaire, as are Bill Clinton, Hillary Clinton, Al Gore, Nancy Pelosi, and Harry Reid. John
Kerry, on the other hand, is a multi-billionaire. Similar wealth levels extend throughout the
leadership of the Democratic Party.
Biden, then, while being richer than 99 % of citizens in the United States, has a humbly small
income relative to his party’s leaders, allowing him to portray himself as "the common man"
or "one of us." Yet, at the same time, Biden has not-so-visible connections to donors with deep
pockets: the people who fund campaigns. Hence the interest in Biden’s son and brother.
Although Biden is a liability when he’s in public - the Democratic Party leadership winces when-
ever he speaks on camera or before a crowd - behind the scenes he have some influence and
important connections.
So Obama unearthed and resuscitated Joe Biden’s political career, surprising many observers,
and utilizing his party’s influence among the news media to hide Biden’s personal and profes-
sional shortcomings. But it was calculation, not whimsy, which caused Obama drag this unlikely
political fossil into the limelight: Biden brought with him a shadowy underground network of
campaign supporters, and Obama’s 2008 campaign would swim in more cash than any other
American political candidate in history. Obama had not merely more wealth, but several times
more wealth, for his campaign than candidates of either party were accustomed to having.

3.3.3 How Hillary Clinton Became Wealthy (2013-04-19 16:44)

Hillary Clinton spent decades in politics, ending with her stint as Secretary of State from 2009
to 2013. Over the course of these years, she and her husband, Bill Clinton, have become multi-
millionaires. None of the posts held by either of them had paychecks large enough to enable
such wealth. When Bill Clinton occupied the White House from 1993 to 2001, the president’s
annual salary was approximately $200,000. The other offices held by Hillary and Bill, elected
or appointed, paid less.
While an annual salary of $200,000 is much more than most Americans will ever earn, it is not
nearly enough to explain the Clinton lifestyle. Owning several houses and traveling on private
jets and yachts, the Clintons spend millions, own property worth millions, and have millions in
stocks, bonds, and other investments. How do they pay the many servants, cooks, gardeners,
and chauffeurs who work for them?
144 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



3.3. APRIL BlogBook

The Clinton strategy, which has worked so lucratively, is to make profitable deals while ignoring
the scandals they create. Many political leaders work to avoid any appearance of impropriety.
The Clintons discovered an alternative tactic: ignore the appearance of impropriety. Bill and
Hillary learned that even if they look bad in today’s newspaper, when the public discovers the
odd agreements they’ve made, by tomorrow or next week, the public will have forgiven or
forgotten, and the Clintons will still have the money.
The Clinton approach to amassing wealth is to do whatever may be necessary to turn a profit,
and simply shrug off the unsavory details of how you got the money. It has worked amazingly
well for them.
When the words ’scandal’ and ’Clinton’ appear in the same sentence, many readers will think
first of Monica Lewinsky. But that was an exception to the Clinton pattern. The Lewinsky
scandal was about sex, while most of the Clinton incidents were about money. It is true that
the Lewinsky affair shocked the Americans, according to historian Ann Coulter, a viewing

public that produced record-breaking Nielsen ratings for TV shows covering the Mon-
ica Lewinsky scandal for the rest of the year.

It is also true that this matter was "the scandal that led to only the second presidential im-
peachment in U.S. history" and "the scandal that led to the only presidential impeachment
of the twentieth century." But, again, it was not about money. The Clinton pattern was cen-
tered on money and power, which are interchangeable in politics. Bill Clinton’s long string of
sexual improprieties, both unethical and illegal, were beside the point. Although Bill Clinton’s
repeated sexual harassment of women over the years got more attention in the news media
than the financial scandals, this circumstance may have actually helped the Clinton strategy
by diverting attention from its true objective.
While the public was paying attention to the women victimized by Bill Clinton, the profiteering
schemes organized by Bill and Hillary received less notice. One principle utilized by Hillary
in negotiating deals was to ensure that someone else was set up to take the fall in case the
deal failed, or in case the deal was exposed to law enforcement officials or to the public. For
example, the Whitewater deal was set up to generate wealth for the Clintons, but was also set
up in such a way that, when Hillary’s crimes were exposed, somebody else paid the price. The
net effect

of Whitewater, for example, produced more than a dozen felony convictions against
- among others - the sitting governor of Arkansas, Jim Guy Tucker; former Arkansas
municipal judge David Hale; Clinton’s associate attorney general, Webster I. Hubbell;
and Clinton’s former business partners Susan McDougal and the late Jim McDougal.

The bottom line: the Clintons got themoney, the other people got years in prison. TheWhitewa-
ter deal itself was a real estate business. The Whitewater corporation sold homes, or vacant
lots on which to build homes. They seemed like reasonable homes, reasonably priced. The
catch was in the fine print. The Whitewater corporation deliberately targeted low-income and
low-education buyers, who had little experience in buying real estate, and did not know or
understand enough to ask the pertinent questions when buying a house.
The fine print in the Whitewater contracts stated that if a buyer missed a payment, or was
more than one month late in making a payment, then the buyer would lose both the property
and all the money paid for it. In short, the buyer walked away with nothing.
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This type of real estate scam is not new. It has been around a long time. By contrast, ethical
real estate deals are arranged so that, if a buyer misses a payment or is late in a payment,
then the seller keeps only what the buyer still owes to the seller, and the seller must refund
the surplus to the buyer.
In short, Hillary Clinton sold houses to people and took their money. Then she evicted the
people from the houses and kept their money. When it was all over, she had both the house
and the money.
Because this type of racket is so obviously set up to exploit the poor, the naive, and the ill-
educated, most states have made it illegal. But because Bill Clinton was governor of Arkansas,
political connections allowed Hillary to find the loopholes in the law, and to have loopholes
made for her where none existed.
So it was, in fact, that

many people did lose their homes and life’s savings in dirty deals. One company
offered homes for "sale," the purchase price to be paid in installments. But if a
purchaser defaulted on a single monthly payment, there would be no foreclosure
proceeding or short sale: The purchaser would automatically lose everything he had
invested in the property - the house, the equity, and all prior payments. The small
print of the contract said that if a monthly payment was not made within thirty days,
all prior "payments made by the purchaser shall be considered as rent for the use of
the premises" - not a mortgage payment, not a down payment on a house.

Stanford University’s Peter Schweizer described a typical case of Hillary Clinton’s Whitewater
business:

Clyde Soapes was a grain-elevator operator from Texas who heard about the lots in
early 1980 and jumped at the chance to invest. He put $3,000 down and began mak-
ing payments of $244.69 per month. He made thirty-five payments in all—totaling
$11,564.15, just short of the $14,000 price for the lot. Then he suddenly fell ill with
diabetes and missed a payment, then two. The Clintons informed him that he had
lost the land and all of his money. There was no court proceeding or compensation.
Months later they resold his property to a couple from Nevada for $16,500. After
they too missed a payment, the Clintons resold it yet again.

According to the pattern established by Hillary Clinton, most of the victims of the Whitewater
scam were naive, trusting, and ill-educated. The victims were workers earning at the lowest
wage levels, or retirees who had never received anything more than a typical lower-income
salary.

Soapes and the couple from Nevada were not alone. More than half of the people
who bought lots in Whitewater — teachers, farmers, laborers, and retirees — made
payments, missed one or two, and then lost their land without getting a dime of
their equity back. According to Whitewater records, at least sixteen different buyers
paid more than $50,000 and never received a property deed. The Clintons continued
this approach up until the 1992 election, when they tried to quietly get out of the
investment.
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Hillary was able to sell the same house several times, each time keeping all the money the
buyer paid, and then repossessing the house. The profit margin on such transactions is enor-
mous, and explains how the Clintons are able to afford their lifestyle. Bill and Hillary own
several homes and vacation houses - at the same time - which have a total value of more than
all of Bill’s paychecks as governor and as president added together. The money had to come
from somewhere. A company which sells the same object again and again - without refunding
the payments to any of the buyers - will generate huge returns for its owners. As Coulter writes,
whether such a scheme is legal is one question; whether it is ethical is another.

The business plan described above was, of course, the Clintons’ Whitewater Devel-
opment Corporation. And that was the legal part. Although many states made such
contracts illegal on the sensible grounds that it involves scamming the poor and
gullible, Arkansas was not among them. I’m sure the technical legality of Whitewa-
ter provided great consolation to all the people who lost their homes when Hillary
Clinton enforced the small print.

Hillary formally joined the Rose Law Firm in February 1977, although her informal connections
with the group predate her official hiring. Her connections formally ended at approximately
the time at which Bill started his 1992 bid for the presidency, but her unofficial and personal
connections with the firm continued for a number of years afterward. Not only as the First Lady
of Arkansas and as the First Lady of the United States, but also as Senator and as Secretary of
State, Hillary had a conflict of interest between her involvement in the Rose Law Firm and her
roles in the Arkansas state government and her roles in the United States government. This
conflict of interest was occasionally indicated in the news media, but either it was quickly and
quietly swept aside by Clinton sympathizers in the press, or public attention was diverted from
the matter by one Bill’s adulterous scandals. Ann Coulter notes:

Hillary Clinton created theWhitewater Development Corporation, wrote the fine print,
and ran it out of the Rose Law Firm, with purchasers’ checks sent to: Whitewater De-
velopment Corporation, c/o Hillary Clinton at the Rose Law Firm. As Peter Schweizer
says, "Hillary herself sold a home to Hillman Logan, who went bankrupt and then
died. She took possession of the home and resold it to another buyer for $20,000.
No one was compensated (and she didn’t report the sale on her tax return)." The
Clintons’ involvement with Whitewater continued right up until the 1992 election.

The Whitewater scheme functioned well, because, when it finally ran into trouble, Hillary’s
careful planning meant that she had placed other people in key roles - which meant that those
people, and not Hillary, would pay the consequences for illegal or unethical details of the
Whitewater operation. The Whitewater Development Corporation was

a barely legal scheme to rip off the least fortunate Americans - which also happened
to yield a dozen felony convictions, taking down the sitting governor of Arkansas.

AlthoughWhitewater was one of the more profitable enterprises organized by Hillary, it was not
the only one. The same basic business model would function in other cash-raising programs. A
constant theme among all of the Clinton machinations was the periodic interruptions caused by
Bill’s womanizing. Although his romantic flings caused some difficulties in the media, they also
provided a much-needed diversion to keep the public from discerning pattern underlying the
Clinton stratagems. One such philandering sideshow occurred when it became known that Bill
Clinton had used Arkansas State Troopers to provide both transportation and coverup for his
extramarital affairs. Needless to say, the taxpayers and voters of Arkansas were not pleased.
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 147



BlogBook 3.3. APRIL

"Troopergate" led to the Paula Jones lawsuit, which in turn led to the Monica Lewinsky
scandal when Jones’s attorneys subpoenaed Lewinsky. Unable to avoid answering
Jones’s charges in court, Clinton was eventually forced to pay her $800,000 to settle
the case.

Because Bill Clinton’s womanizing is habitual - perhaps even compulsive - these various scan-
dals were linked. Investigating one led to another; inquiring into Paula Jones led to Monica
Lewinsky; all of which led to Gennifer Flowers, Kathleen Wiley, Dolly Kyle Browning, and Juanita
Broaddrick. It is important to note that some of these women, and the others not named here,
were not necessarily willing participants in affairs, and did not necessarily welcome Bill Clin-
ton’s advances. Some of them resisted, and some of them resisted successfully. The civil
lawsuits and criminal charges resulting from Bill’s sexually harassing these and other women

created new legal rulings, including the Supreme Court’s august decision holding
that a sitting president can be sued for flashing a female employee when he was a
governor.

The sexual scandals, although interesting to the mass media and to the public, were sideshows.
The real business of the Clintons continued to generate cash for them. Moving from Arkansas
to the White House, they found new opportunities:

Travelgate consisted of the Clintons’ using the full resources of the federal govern-
ment in an attempt to destroy career employees of the White House, in order to turn
over operation of the White House travel office to a Clinton contributor out of Holly-
wood. To make the travel office firings look like something other than rank cronyism,
the Clinton White House publicly accused the fired employees of criminal acts and or-
dered the FBI and IRS to investigate. Unfortunately for the Clintons, the travel office
employees were innocent of any wrongdoing.

The Clintons spent thousands of taxpayer dollars by directing the FBI and the IRS to investigate
White House employees. Wanting to give the White House travel business to their friends and
supporters, the Clintons needed an excuse to fire the existing staff.

Travel Office Director Billy Dale was criminally investigated by the FBI for two years,
but the jury took less than two hours to acquit him of the embezzlement and conver-
sion charges. The end result of the IRS investigation was that the IRS owed the head
of the travel office’s partner airline about $5,000.

In this connection, it is worth citing the full text of the Fourth Amendment from the Bill of
Rights; the Orwellian nightmare of a chief executive using the full investigative and intelligence
resources of a powerful hi-tech government to search for excuses to fire innocent workers is
perhaps one of the most extreme abuses of state power imaginable. It is for exactly such
reasons that the Founding Fathers wrote the Fourth Amendment:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects,
against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants
shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and particu-
larly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.
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The fact remains that "Travelgate" was simply, in Coulter’s words,

a president’s misuse of the IRS and the FBI to harass American citizens whose jobs
he wants for Hollywood friends.

Yet neither Bill nor Hillary paid any consequences for this manipulation of federal expenditures
for personal gain. If money is power, and knowledge is power, then knowledge can be used to
gainmoney. To that end, the next Clinton scheme amount to finding ways to access information,
again in violation of the Fourth Amendment:

Filegate was the discovery that the Clinton White House had collected more than 900
secret FBI files on individual American citizens, included hundreds and hundreds of
files of Republicans who had worked in the Reagan and Bush administrations.

Hillary Clinton hired Craig Livingstone to comb through FBI files without probable cause. Liv-
ingstone was a security specialist in the hospitality industry, meaning that he was a bouncer
in a bar. But he had done volunteer work for the Democratic Party, which apparently qualified
him in Hillary’s eyes. The paperwork recording her approval of his hiring was apparently lost
at the time that the public began to ask questions about the matter, so she was able to escape
any consequences.

Even the Clinton administration gave up trying to defend its possession of the files,
eventually simply denying any knowledge of who hired the White House employee
who was pawing through them - former bar bouncer Craig Livingstone.

Inasmuch as this controversy involved the improper use of the FBI for personal and partisan
purposes, it amounted to a constitutional matter. The parallel case occurred during the Water-
gate scandal, when White House staffer Charles Colson was found to be in possession of one
FBI file. The reaction in the news media was intense:

The New York Times article on Charles Colson’s guilty plea for possessing a single FBI
file in the Nixon White House was languorously reported under a headline spanning
several columns on the front page: "Colson Pleads Guilty to Charge in Ellsberg Case
and is Expected to Aid Jaworski and Rodino Panel - Move is Surprise: Watergate
Prosecutor to Seek Dismissal of Other Counts."

Craig Livingstone’s actions amounted to the same as Colson’s except that Colson had one FBI
file, and Livingstone had hundreds. The Clintons, however, had persuaded the news media
to downplay the matter, so that, although Livingstone’s offense was worse than Colson’s, the
reaction in the press was much weaker:

When Clinton White House employee Livingstone was caught with 900 confidential
FBI files the New York Times headline was rather more low-key: "White House An-
nounces Leave for Official Who Collected Files."

Occupying the White House, the Clintons found yet another money-making opportunity. Peo-
ple who donated money to the Democratic Party were given free overnight stays in Lincoln’s
bedroom in the White House, were invited to private gatherings at the White House, and in-
vited to formal dinners with the President. Bill and Hillary had turned the White House into
their private business, raising money for themselves and their political party. When the public
began to find out about this business, Hillary invented
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a sleazy excuse the Clinton administration used for its violation of the campaign fi-
nance laws - heretofore considered by the Times to be the most sacred laws of the
republic. It appears to be the only scandal involving Christmas cards. When Clin-
ton was caught doling out Lincoln bedroom sleepovers, White House coffees, and
dinners to big campaign contributors based on lists of political donors on file at the
Democratic National Committee, the Clinton White House denied that the database
was being used for campaign purposes, explaining that it was the president’s Christ-
mas card list. It was an odd Christmas card list, inasmuch as it included notations
recording the amount each donor had contributed.

The offense was compounded, inasmuch as the Clintons were both using the White House as
a private business, and working off a list provided by a political party. Either was bad; the
combination was damning. But between Hillary’s eye for the loophole in any fine print, and
Bill’s ability to fast-talk, sweet-talk, and charm, they again escaped consequences.

In any event, the Christmas cards weren’t part of the accusation, they were part of
the Clintonian justification for a violation of the campaign finance laws more serious
than anything.

Barack Obama did in his alleged violations of campaign laws. The levels of subterfuge in the
Clinton administration serve to moderate the impression made by Obama’s legal and ethical
violations.

The final Clinton White House scandal - as opposed to the Clinton scandals after leaving the
presidency - occurred as Clinton’s staffers were packing up to leave. Determined to undermine
the next administration, the staffers committed sundry acts of vandalism, destroying office
equipment and damaging the White House offices.

Although there was never any formal complaint from the BushWhite House, the story
broke in the first days of the Bush administration, when anonymous RepublicanWhite
House staffers were quoted in news reports accusing Clinton administration staff of
doing "a lot more vandalism to the White House and other offices than just yanking
’Ws’ off typewriters," mostly in the vice president’s offices, including "cut cables,
phone lines and electric cords, plus a mess of rubbish."

Obscenities and political slurs were written on walls, and pornographic images posted through-
out, both on paper and electronically. Increasing details of the deliberate damage leaked into
the new media: "White House staffers were telling reporters what they had seen with their
own eyes." The public began to demand some explanation, and eventually, "the GAO eventu-
ally concluded - as described in the New York Times, June 12, 2002" - an official admission that
the Clinton staffers were guilty of sabotage.

The General Accounting Office, an investigative arm of Congress, said today that
"damage, theft, vandalism and pranks did occur in the White House complex" in the
presidential transition from Bill Clinton to George W. Bush. The agency put the cost
at $13,000 to $14,000, including $4,850 to replace computer keyboards, many with
damaged or missing W keys.
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In an effort to shield the Clinton administration, the Bush staffers directed the GAO not to
include the worst and most offensive details in its report. The Clintons, out of office, directed
the New York Times not to include those same worst details in its coverage. The New York
Times article continues:

Some of the damage, it said, was clearly intentional. Glue was smeared on desk
drawers. Messages disparaging President Bush were left on signs and in telephone
voice mail. A few of the messages used profane or obscene language.

Apparently looking for a souvenir, the Clinton staffers stole what they had not damaged or
destroyed. Again attempting to shield the Clintons, the Bush administration did not pursue
legal action against the theft. In hindsight, it may have been a mistake on the part of the Bush
administration not to more aggressively prosecute the Clinton staffers, and Bush made another
mistake in protecting Clinton’s reputation by not letting the media know what had happened.
Some of the details emerged only long after the fact, leaked despite Bush’s efforts to shield
the Clintons.

"A Secret Service report documented the theft of a presidential seal that was 12
inches in diameter from the Eisenhower Executive Office Building," next to the White
House, on Jan. 19, 2001, the accounting office said.

Some of the damage was trivial, some of the graffiti harmless. By withholding accounts of
the more serious damage, the official reports of the lesser vandalism downplayed the serious-
ness of the matter. The readers of the article might have assumed that nothing very serious
happened when they read further:

Six White House employees told investigators that they had seen graffiti derogatory
to Mr. Bush on the wall of a stall in a men’s room. Other White House employees
saw a sticker in a filing cabinet that said, "Jail to the thief," implying that Mr. Bush
had stolen the 2000 election. The report said all these employees were members of
the current White House, but did not make clear whether any had also worked in the
Clinton White House.

Beyond what the Times reported, the full text of the GAO report noted that

incidents such as the removal of keys from computer keyboards; the theft of various
items; the leaving of certain voice mail messages, signs, and written messages; and
the placing of glue on desk drawers, clearly were done intentionally. Any intentional
damage at the White House complex, which is a national treasure, is both inappro-
priate and a serious matter. The theft of or willful damage to government property
would constitute a criminal act in violation of federal law.

The Times summarized the GAO’s estimate of the total cost of the vandalism committed by
the Clinton staffers:

The accounting office confirmed that $9,324 had been spent to repair or replace
various items and to clean offices. That included $4,850 for 62 keyboards, $2,040
for 26 cellphones and $1,150 for professional cleaning. In addition, the White House
and the General Services Administration estimated that it cost $3,750 to $4,675 to
replace missing doorknobs, medallions and office signs and the large presidential
seal, the accounting office said.
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While the dollar amounts are not significant, the fact that the Clinton administration failed to
engage in a peaceful transition of leadership from one party to another, from one president to
another, is telling. Dozens of presidents have vacated the White House for their successors,
successors who were often of a different political party. Yet, until 2001, such transitions were
carried out with civility. The Clinton administration ended that pattern.
The Clintons are the political equivalent of a suicide bomber or a kamikaze pilot: they can inflict
great damage because they disregard the damage done to their honor, to the character, or to
their reputations.
In sum, Bill and Hillary left behind them a long string of scandals. They learned to effectively
disregard the public disgrace and simply amass the profits. Callousness can be profitable. Not
caring that both parties and most voters viewed them as simple opportunists, and paying no
heed to any legal or ethical standards, they accumulated wealth at the cost of their reputations.
It was a simple transaction: they traded their honor for money. Their mercenary tactics were
successful: individuals who have no sense of shame or guilt, and who are unshakeable in their
focus on gathering power or wealth, are indeed difficult to impede.

3.4 May

3.4.1 Vietnam - Division in Society and Politics (2013-05-10 10:45)

The VietnamWar was different frommost military conflicts in which the United States has been.
Two things were lacking: first, a broad understanding of why we were fighting and about what
we were fighting; second, a general agreement that it was important for us to be in this war. In
fact, while there was no significant disagreement in society about the war when the U.S. first
entered it, there would be deep division within society about the war as it dragged on.
Divisions in society were paralleled, and possibly preceded, by divisions among policymakers
and legislators. Those merely trying to inform themselves about the details of the war were
frustrated by the Johnson administration’s tight control of military information. Congressman
Donald Rumsfeld writes that, in 1965

on a number of occasions I joined other members of Congress in expressing concern
about what appeared to be the White House’s attempts to manage the news on the
war. This was an understandable inclination on the administration’s part, since no
doubt they felt the media coverage of the war was unfair. But the administration
made matters worse with their seeming reluctance to provide much, if any, docu-
mentation that would have given members of Congress a better sense of what was
taking place.

Rumsfeld and other members of Congress worked to pry information out of President Johnson’s
administration.

By this time, I had become a cosponsor and advocate for the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA).

Members in the House of Representatives who were in the Democrat Party were uncomfortable
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in the awkward position of promoting a bill that went against the express wishes of
the President, so I helped

draft and promote the bill as it went into Congress, a bill that

was crafted in reaction to the Johnson administration’s behavior.

It would be up to Rumsfeld and others to

develop the legislation and move it through the House. For me, support of the bill
came down to one long-held belief: Good judgments require accurate information.

In addition to LBJ’s refusal to pass information along to the Congress, and to the public, an-
other painful issue in American society at this time was the draft. Should young men in the
United States be forced to fight in a war which was neither well-understood nor well-supported?
Rumsfeld continues:

The situation in Vietnam, and the demonstrations against the war and the draft,
strengthened greatly my support for a transition to an all-volunteer military. The
draft had been in place since World War II. By the mid-1960s, many young Americans
were asking why they were being forced to fight in a war they did not understand
and that they did not see as critical to our country’s security. Since the various draft
exemptions - being a college student, a teacher, married, or a conscientious objec-
tor - seemed to favor the more affluent, the draft also exacerbated racial and social
tensions in the country. In October 1967, one of the largest antiwar demonstrations
in the Washington area was held on the steps of the Pentagon, with many protesting
that conscription was unwarranted, discriminatory, and unfair. I agreed with them.
In our free system of government, I believed, conscription was appropriate only when
there was a demonstrated need. A volunteer system offered many advantages. First
and foremost, it would preserve the freedom of individuals to make their own deci-
sions about how they wished to live their lives. Volunteers who chose to enter the
military would be more likely to make it a career, instead of serving for a short period.
It also would avoid the implicit discrimination and the inherent inequalities caused
by the various deferments and exemptions in the draft system.
Because of my interest in a volunteer military, I was invited to be part of a conference
at the University of Chicago convened to discuss the topic. There I met one of the
most passionate proponents of the all-volunteer system, the economist Dr. Milton
Friedman, who I would turn to many times over the years for advice and guidance.
Friedman’s belief in the power of freedom was inspiring, and he felt the same way
about giving people the choice to serve in the U.S. military as he did about giving
them a choice about their education. Other participants on the panel included Sen-
ator Edward Kennedy and the anthropologist Margaret Mead, both of whom favored
continuing the draft.

Edward “Ted” Kennedy - or “Teddy” to friends - operated out of loyalty to his Democrat Party
in supporting the draft. The famous anthropologist Margaret Mead, however, had been influ-
enced by the work of John Dewey. Mead’s mother, Emily (Fogg) Mead was a fan of Dewey’s at
the University of Chicago, as was Mead’s fellow student Ruth Benedict at Columbia University.
Dewey had no great love for war, but supported the draft on principle; he wrote that
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conscription has brought home to the countries which have in the past been the
home of the individualistic tradition the supremacy of public need over private

liberty. Margaret Mead thus represents an extension of Dewey’s progressivism. By contrast,
Milton Friedman and Don Rumsfeld represented a version of American politics which places
great value on personal freedom.

3.4.2 Soviet Spies on the Inside (2013-05-23 15:04)

1946 was a year for the world to reorganize. WWII was finally over. Europe was adjusting bound-
aries between nations - the borders between Poland, Germany, Belgium, and other countries
were redrawn on the map. Inside the nations of Europe, a long rebuilding process was starting;
it would take years before London or Berlin repaired most of the wartime damage. Asia was
changing as well: China, free of the Japanese invaders, could resume its civil war between
Mao’s communists and Chiang Kai-shek’s nationalists. India sensed that the moment for its
full independence would soon be at hand.
The United States was also reorganizing. Millions of soldiers were returning to civilian life, to
pursue education at college or to find a job. Major corporations and their factories were shifting
from military products and resuming the manufacturing of consumer goods. The government
was also shifting. For more than half a decade, the major concern had been the defeat of Hitler
and Tojo. Other functions had been subordinated to that primary objective. Hitler and Tojo
were gone and the war was over. The government turned its attention to other topics, one of
them being its changing relationship to the Soviet Union.
Prior to America’s entry into the war, and prior to the Soviet Union’s becoming an ally against
Germany - both events in 1941 -most Americans held a dim view of the Communist government
in Russia. President Coolidge had, after all, not even granted diplomatic recognition to the
Leninist government after it solidified its power. By 1933, FDR had officially recognized the
USSR. While the average citizen in the USA still did not embrace Stalin’s dictatorship, many
individuals in key positions in the State Department held a sort of fondness for the Soviet
experiment. The New York Times had carried, after all, glowing reports about Stalin’s bold new
adventures in restructuring society - articles written in the 1930’s by Walter Duranty, an ace
reporter for the Times, who was later found to be deliberately lying in order to make Stalin look
good.
Once the USA and the USSR found themselves as allies against Hitler, suspicions about Stalin’s
government were put on hold. After 1945, those suspicions came to light again, setting the
ordinary citizen’s misgivings about Stalin into sharp contrast against the State Department’s
embrace of him. But not everyone working at the State Department held affection for the
Soviet government. Historian Medford Stanton Evans writes:

In the peacetime summer of 1946, the first such summer in half a decade, a State
Department official named Samuel Klaus drafted a long confidential memo about the
grave security problems that were plaguing the department.

As it turned out, a number of employees at the State Department were also on the payroll of
the KGB, or of other Soviet intelligence agencies. They were used to gather secret information,
to influence decision-making within the United States government, and to slow down or stymie
certain undertakings. Names include Felix Bloch, Flora Wovschin, and Laurence Duggan. Some
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were members of the Communist Party, others were not official members but merely sympa-
thized with the communist cause. Some spied because they truly believed that the Soviet
Union should topple the U.S. government; others did it for the money.

This 106-page report, dated August 3, contained some startling revelations. It dis-
cussed, among other things, the number of Soviet agents said to be on the payroll
at State, alleged Communist Party members there, and others in the department
described as "suspects" or "sympathizers." In the cases of agents and CP members
- some thirty-three people altogether - the names (one being Alger Hiss) had been
compiled by State’s security screeners. As for the suspects and sympathizers, num-
bering more than ninety staffers, the names weren’t available yet as lists were still
being assembled.

Until the end of WWII, between the necessity of working with the Soviets against Hitler and the
enthusiasm of some State Department diplomats for Stalin’s socialism, there was little concern
about the fact that some federal employees might be communists, sympathizers, or in contact
with the Soviet government. President Roosevelt, whose health prevented him from being
fully alert to Stalin’s deceptions, had believed the Soviet dictator’s statements that he would
set up free and independent democracies in eastern Europe, and had dismissed the contradic-
tory statements in which Stalin expressed the intention of setting up communist governments
around the world.

Information of this type, needless to say, was both ultrasecret and of sensational
nature. During the crisis of World War II, when the Soviet Union was our ally against
the Nazis, comparatively little attention had been paid to the matter of Communists
in the federal workforce. But in the early postwar era, the alliance with Moscow had
rapidly unraveled and was being replaced with a series of hostile confrontations that
would be dubbed the Cold War. The presence of CP members or fellow travelers
in official jobs, formerly viewed with indulgence or ignored, would look shockingly
different in 1946 when Sam Klaus composed his memo.

During the Cold War, it was not always easy to catch the Soviet spies planted in the United
States. Proving that they were part of systematic espionage was difficult. Even the most
blatant offenders, like Julius Rosenberg and Ethel Rosenberg, who were part of the spy ring
which sent the plans for the atomic bomb to the Soviets, claimed that they were innocent, and
claimed that they were either mistakenly accused or being framed. While it was certain that
they were guilty, their pleas were moving enough to make some in the public consider that
they might be innocent.
As the Cold War ended, however, new information about spy activity was released. The in-
formation dated back to the 1930’s - and in some cases even earlier - and went up to the
1980’s. This new data, released from eastern European countries once the Soviet Union had
collapsed, gave massive amounts of new evidence which showed not only that the spies like
the Rosenbergs were guilty, but that there were even more spies than the U.S. government
had suspected.

Luckily, in recent years, the state of our knowledge about such topics has changed in
dramatic fashion, and greatly for the better. Things known only to a handful of people
circa 1950 are now accessible to journalists and scholars, as many formerly secret
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records have beenmade public and certain long-lost documents have surfaced. Most
notably, with the fall of the Soviet empire, records from some of the Communist
archives have become available to outside researchers. Likewise, information from
our own formerly confidential files has become in some measure open to inspection.
These new sources supply a wealth of information about what was actually going on
fifty or sixty years ago in the dark back alleys of the Cold War.

Some information about Soviet spy networks in the United States came from U.S. intelligence
agencies decrypting intercepted messages. Some of these messages had been held at the
highest level of secrecy for decades. The American intelligence community did not want to
signal inadvertently to the Soviets that their codes had been broken. Only after the end of the
Cold War were these decryptions revealed.

The most widely noted of these new disclosures are the so-called Venona papers,
in possession of the U.S. government since World War II but made available to the
public only since 1995. These are coded messages, exchanged between the intelli-
gence bosses in the Kremlin and their agents over here, dating to the early 1940s.
Having intercepted thousands of these missives, U.S. Army cryptologists succeeded
in breaking the code in which they were embedded, and by a painstaking process
were able to figure out the meaning of many cables and the matters they pertained
to.

In the postwar era, the Soviet Union aggressively planted spy rings around the world in vari-
ous countries. It no longer needed to direct its resources to the war effort. Stalin, and later
Khrushchev, would use the years after World War II to organize attempted communist dictator-
ships in a wide variety of nations: Angola, Congo, Mozambique, Egypt, Turkey, Iran, Indonesia,
Bolivia, Chile, and Guatemala.
These efforts met with varying degrees of success: in Angola, Soviet-backed guerillas and
terrorists created decades of disruption, during most of which time they controlled the country,
starting in 1975; in Indonesia, an attempted communist takeover was thwarted in 1965. Efforts
in South America and Africa started in the late 1940s and continued into the 1980s.
In any case, the fact that the Soviet agents were simultaneously planted in multiple countries
helped their cause. When a move was made in one country to establish a Soviet-backed dicta-
torship, neighboring countries found their governments slower to respond because they, too,
were infiltrated by Soviet agents.

3.5 June

3.5.1 Economics, Then and Now (2013-06-01 16:39)

The study of economics is contested territory - some see it as a "hard" science, like chem-
istry or astronomy, subject to the rules of empirical observation and mathematical modelling;
others see it as a "soft" science, in which reflection and analysis are of a more nuanced type
and not subject to algebraic patterns. It is also a controversial topic inasmuch as the purely
descriptive nature of economic laws is continuously conscripted to work in the service of pre-
scriptive policy. It is a rare economist indeed who can keep his work as a purely academic
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exercise in categorizing data under the headings of various hypotheses; if, by himself, he is
not tempted to veer from the descriptive into the prescriptive, someone else will nudge him
into that temptation.
Wherever economics crosses into the prescriptive - which is almost everywhere - then it will
become controversial as a matter of course, as policy makers and parties seek justification for
their views.
The use and abuse of economics becomes clearer over time. A student graduating from Yale
University in 1950 would have been exposed to an economics curriculum shaped by the teach-
ing faculty and its views. One such graduate, William F. Buckley, recorded his experiences. The
introductory concepts can be taught by professors of various leanings - despite their biases,
they are competent

to explain the price system, the laws of supply and demand, the cost curves of the
business firm, and the myriad details and background knowledge that must serve
as the basis for any well-conceived course in economics. The elementary textbooks
at Yale do this job well enough. It is when the author begins to talk about desirable
government action, appropriate social policies, just economic goals; it is when he
discusses the obsolescence of individualism and the waning of free enterprise and
capitalism, that he reveals his biases. And these biases are readily espoused by the
average student.

The practicalities of economics are, in many cases, non-controversial. But the economist al-
ways walks the tightrope over the abyss of policy recommendations. There is a double danger
here: in the examples given by Buckley, the textbook author writes about which government
actions might be "desirable" - first, in choosing one set of actions over another, the author
has betrayed a bias; but second, in assuming that government actions can be "desirable,"
the textbook author has already accepted the premise that the government should act, rather
than leaving the organic economy to work on its own to find its way to an approximation of an
equilibrium.
Likewise, not only is there a subjectivity in choosing one ormore social policies as "appropriate,"
but there is a deeper belief behind the choice - the hidden and unquestioned belief that a
government should have a "social policy," rather than letting society choose its own course.
Societies can largely structure and guide themselves, and it is a large assumption to assert
that the government can and should override society’s internal guidance.
And so it is with the other examples listed by Buckley: not only is it an assumption that one can
decide which economic goals are just; it is also an assumption that a government should have
economic goals, or that such goals could possibly be just. It is a conjecture that individualism
is "obsolete" or that capitalism and free enterprise are "waning" - a conjecture which is not
strong enough to be stated as a brute fact in introductory textbooks.
These were the ideologies hidden in the curriculum of economics at Yale in the late 1940’s.
Although still current among some people - among some elected leaders of both parties, among
some career bureaucrats and civil servants, and among the less competent academics who are
all the more influential because of their incompetence - these ideas are even less credible 65
years later than they were then.
However incredible, these ideas were influential, and influential by design. The teaching of
them was part of a broader social and political vision. The ideas were certainly not meant to
fuel some violent overthrow of the economic system:
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It is a revolution of the second type, one that advocates a slow but relentless transfer
of power from the individual to the state, that has roots in the Department of Eco-
nomics at Yale, and unquestionably in similar departments in many colleges through-
out the country. The documentation that follows should paint a vivid picture.

Buckley goes on to list the examples already discussed. There is certainly neither crime nor
sin in teaching various ideas, but there is both when the mission of the university is thereby
betrayed. Yale in particular, as a privately owned and operated university, has the mission
of fulfilling the desires of its founders, of those who fund it, and of its alumni. By contrast, a
publicly run university, to the extent that it is funded by tax dollars, has the mission of carrying
out the desires of the voters and taxpayers, as those desires are expressed by their elected
representatives.

I cannot repeat too often that I have cause to object to the current Yale policies only if
there exists a disparity between the values the alumni of Yale want taught, and those
currently being taught in the field of economics. If, after digesting this section or
pursuing personal investigation, the alumnus finds himself in accord with the values
that are being fostered at his college, I have nothing more to say to him - unless, of
course, I find him, some day, lamenting the collectivist drift of our government.

It may well be inevitable, that as long as economics is taught as an academic discipline, it
will be an ideological battleground in a way in which, e.g., trigonometry is not. In any case,
the biases and unspoken dubious assumptions which Buckley identified in Yale’s curriculum
remain common, despite the fact that they are intellectually even less respectable now than
they were then. To present such ideas, and deliberately withhold data which reveal such ideas
as untenable, while being funded by those whose desires are not represented in such ideas,
and funded by those whose well-being is measurably harmed by policies based on such ideas
- be they taxpayers or alumni donors - amounts to fraud.

3.5.2 Transformational Presidents (2013-06-06 08:58)

Harvard’s Professor Joseph Nye, surveying the USA’s 44 presidents, divides them into "trans-
formational" and "transactional" in terms of their foreign policy:

Leadership experts and the public alike extol the virtues of transformational leaders
— those who set out bold objectives and take risks to change the world. We tend to
downplay “transactional” leaders, whose goals are more modest, as mere managers.
But in looking closely at the leaders who presided over key periods of expanding
American primacy in the past century, I found that while transformational presidents
such as Woodrow Wilson and Ronald Reagan changed how Americans viewed their
nation’s role in the world, some transactional presidents, such as Dwight D. Eisen-
hower and George H. W. Bush, were more effective in executing their policies.

He notes that transformational foreign policies are risks: they can be wildly successful, or tragic
failures. Transactional policies, on the other hand, are more cautious, and make progress which
is steady but perhaps less exciting:
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Compare Woodrow Wilson, a failed transformational president, with the first George
Bush, a successful transactional one. Wilson made a costly and mistaken bet on the
Treaty of Versailles at the conclusion of the First World War. His noble vision of an
American-led League of Nations was

revealed in the course of time to be good-hearted, well-intentioned, and idealistic. It was also
doomed to failure. Not only were Wilson’s internationalist visions destined for ineffectiveness
because of their naively utopian nature, but also because of Wilson’s poor managerial skills:

He lacked the leadership skills to implement this vision in his own time, and this
shortcoming contributed to America’s retreat into isolationism in the 1930s. In the
case of Bush 41, the president’s lack of what he called “the vision thing” limited his
ability to sway Americans’ perceptions of the nation and its role in the world. But his
execution and management of policy was first-rate.

Unlike Wilson, George H.W. Bush understood working relationships with other world govern-
ments - before becoming president, he had served as ambassador to the United Nations, as
a diplomat to China, and as director of the CIA. Wilson, by contrast, had been a strictly do-
mestic figure, with little understanding, experience, or contact to any government outside the
United States; inside the USA, Wilson had been a somewhat distant and academic figure, not
a hands-on manager. The elder Bush had played on a successful baseball team and managed
successful energy companies: he knew how to work with people.
Woodrow Wilson’s quixotic plans for international relations were perhaps naive, but not sim-
plistic. The League of Nations, Wilson’s brainchild, was tasked with enforcing not only the
provisions of the Treaty of Versailles, but also the other postwar agreements, like the Treaty of
Saint-Germain and the Treaty of Trianon (both of which dealt primarily with the Balkans), and
the Treaty of Sevres (which dismembered the Ottoman Empire). This tangled skein - composed
between 1918 and 1920 - was so complex that the U.S. Senate feared unintended and perhaps
disastrous consequences, should the USA become party to it. The Senate refused to ratify the
USA’s entry into the League of Nations, not wanting to saddle the country with the burden of
enforcing all these treaties, and not wanting to obligate the country to enter wars in the future:
entry into the League would have required the USA to come to the military defense of any other
League nation which might find itself under attack.
By contrast, President George H.W. Bush gained the respect of other world leaders, not by a dra-
matic recasting of the world, but rather by patient, cautious, gradual and organic development
of international relations. When the senior Bush proposed creating a coalition which would in-
clude both European states and the Islamic states of the Middle East, and use this coalition for
the purposes of defeating Iraq, many of his critiques deemed this impossible. Yet he created
a coalition of more than thirty nations, ranging from Saudi Arabia to South Korea, and includ-
ing both Argentina and the United Kingdom. Bush’s patient diplomacy drew Vietnam, China,
Mongolia, Guatemala, and Senegal into the coalition. Most delicately, he persuaded Pakistan
and other Islamic nations into a coalition which could have been perceived as a coalition which
would benefit Israel. The 1990/1991 Gulf War coalition remains one of the most amazing feats
of international diplomacy.

3.5.3 The Complexities of Immigration Policy (2013-06-19 10:17)

Immigration policy, at first blush, would seem to be about deciding whom we allow into our
country, and about when and why and how we allow them, and about how we prevent others
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from violating the law by sneaking in illegally. But the question quickly becomes even more
complex when we see the ripple effects that immigration policy has in terms of education,
healthcare, and the economy.
One topic within the larger theme of immigration policy is the notion of ’amnesty’ - allowing
those who have knowingly violated the law by sneaking into the country to stay, and allowing
them to obtain papers as legal resident aliens. Those who favor the amnesty approach to
dealing with immigration envision that these aliens might one day even became voting citizens,
just as those who enter the country legally do.
In an report issued by the Excellence in Broadcasting Network, a surprising link was found
between what might seem to be two unrelated policy questions: abortion and immigration:

If you use the popularly accepted figure of 1.3 million abortions a year, go back to
Roe vs. Wade 1973, 52 million taxpayers haven’t been born, is the way Washington
looks at it. They don’t look at it morally. They don’t look at it in any kind of cultural
way or any kind of cultural impact. They just say we’re 52 million people short. We
have 52 million fewer people paying taxes. We gotta replace ’em. Hello amnesty.

The economic effects of abortion policy have long been understood: social programs for re-
tirees, like Social Security and Medicare, require a large pool of working people. It is a rela-
tively simple matter to arrive at a numerical ratio which expresses the situation - the number
of working people compared to the number of retired people. The more workers per retiree,
the better. If the USA had, for an extreme example, twenty working people for each retiree,
there would be no problem funding these programs. At the other extreme, if we had one work-
ing person for twenty retirees, the system would quickly collapse. We have found ourselves at
neither extreme, but the trend is for fewer and fewer working people. This is the source of the
funding problems which have plagued Social Security and Medicare.
There is a twofold reason for which some politicians drive toward more immigration. The more
cynical elected officials need

a permanent underclass in order to keep themselves alive as Santa Claus, to keep
winning elections and stay in power. But Washington overall, much as they hate
people, much as they hate their base, much as they hate the middle class, they still
need people working and paying taxes, regardless how many people are gonna be
paying a lot or a little. The illegals income levels might be such they wouldn’t be
paying much, but it’s better than nothing.

One group, therefore, wants more immigrants simply to supply itself with another constituency
from which to obtain votes. The second group, less cynical, sees a need for workers, i.e., a
need for taxpayers.
There are, however, other solutions to these problems. One, obviously, would be to encourage
a higher birthrate. Economies are most sustainable when the birthrate is around three children
per adult woman. Birthrates lower than that, in any country anywhere, encounter economic
instability.

3.5.4 Education Funding and Education Policy (2013-06-19 13:06)

Would you buy a book, even if the author hadn’t finished writing it yet? Would you start playing
a game, even if all the rules for the game hadn’t been clarified? Would you get onto an airplane,
even if you didn’t know where it was going?
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State legislatures around the nation have adopted a nation-wide educational program called
’Common Core State Standards’ - often simply called ’Common Core’ or CCSS. Educational
programs have come and gone over the decades, but what is new about this one is the fact
that the individual state legislatures have adopted it without knowing what it even is, because
at the time they adopted it, it wasn’t completely written or finalized. Tim Walker, writing in
NEA Today, notes that

Forty-five states have adopted the CCSS, which means for the first time there will be
consistency among states in what students should know and be able to accomplish
in the two core subject areas of English language arts and math. The purpose of the
CCSS is to provide a consistent, clear understanding of what students are expected
to learn, no matter where they live, so teachers and parents know what they need to
do to help them. The CCSS is also designed to be much more rigorous, focused, and
coherent than current standards. It is also relevant to the real world, reflecting the
knowledge and skills that young people need for success in college and their careers.

Thus far, the CCSS sounds good. It’s difficult to argue with consistency, rigor, focus, coherence,
and relevance. Who wouldn’t want students to have knowledge and skills? But, in fact, while
curricula and tests are being rewritten, and

student assessments are being remapped to the Common Core, the design and im-
plementation of these new exams is still largely a work in progress, despite the ex-
pectation that they will be implemented for the 2014 – 2015 school year.

Why would anyone commit to complying to a program which didn’t yet exist? Why would
someone promise to follow a set of guidelines that hadn’t yet been written? The answer is
money. The federal Department of Education "gave" money to individual states in return for
a blanket promise to follow whichever guidelines the department might issue to the states in
the future. Note the years:

In 2010, two consortia of states were awarded federal Race-to-the-Top money to de-
velop a new set of assessments that will be tied to the Common Core Standards
scheduled for implementation during the 2014–2015 school year. Both groups —
the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) and the Partnership for As-
sessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) — plan to administer these
new exams primarily on computers, and both aim to minimize multiple-choice ques-
tions in favor of open-ended problems requiring creativity and critical thinking. Both
groups also plan to develop materials for teachers, such as curriculummaps, to show
how the material on the assessments can be taught over the course of the year, and
they will create items that can be used formatively in classrooms. The PARCC con-
sortium consists of 23 states, and the Virgin Islands. Twenty-seven states belong to
SBAC.

"Race to the Top" was a slogan created by the Department of Education. It was a label for
a contest: those states which would make the most blanket promises to the federal level -
turning over the state’s present and future decisions to the national government - would receive
funding. Step by step, various states gave away more and more of their freedom, and promise
to let the federal Department of Education dictate current and future educational policy inside
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the states. Both federal and state governments seemed to be ignoring the ninth and tenth
amendments to the Constitution - the final two amendments in the Bill of Rights.
While criticizing previous educational programs as relying too much on high-stakes standard-
ized testing, "Race to the Top" drove states into the arms of CCSS, which simply repackages
such testing in new formats. Despite misgivings on the part of some educators, many states
rushed to embrace CCSS, simply because doing so would result in money from the federal
government arriving their school systems. Or so they thought. Because "Race to the Top" was
constructed as a contest among states, the winners were those states which promised to turn
over the most control the federal government. Some states promised to give almost complete
control to the federal government; they lost the contest, because other states gave total con-
trol to the new program. But those states who lost the race - because they promised to give
"almost" complete control instead of simply complete control - were still obligated to fulfill the
commitments they’d made, even though they now received none of the special Common Core
funding. An article in the MEA Voice notes that

Many states, including Michigan, began the process of adopting the standards in
2009 — despite not having seen them — in order to qualify for federal Race to the
Top funding. The Race to the Top program, part of the 2009 federal stimulus package,
doled out more than $4 billion to states “that are leading the way with ambitious
yet achievable plans for implementing coherent, compelling, and comprehensive
education reform.” The program also included more than $300 million to develop
tests based on the new curriculum standards.

The Michigan State legislature, then, lured by the possibility of millions of dollars from Wash-
ington, agreed to implement a program about which it freely admitted that it had no clear idea
- a program about which it knew nearly nothing. How they "began the process of adopting
the standards" which had not been formulated is a puzzling matter. In any case, while they
promised to abandon Michigan’s sovereignty and ability to decide its own matters for itself,
their efforts were in vain. Other states surrendered even more autonomy, and Michigan got no
money from the program.

The Michigan Legislature passed numerous “reforms” in an attempt to secure Race to
the Top dollars. While Michigan failed to win any of those federal dollars, the state is
still responsible for implementing the Common Core State Standards by the 2014-15
school year.

The State of Michigan is now "on the hook" to pay for programs it didn’t even understand when
it agreed to adopt them. Not only has the federal government usurped the state’s autonomy,
and not only has the state agreed to this usurpation, but now the statemust pay for the removal
of its own freedom. The state had hoped to sell its freedom for money; instead, the state has
lost its autonomy and now must pay for the removal of that autonomy.
Much of the state’s educational bureaucracy will have to be re-tooled, at the expense of Michi-
gan taxpayers, to align itself with the new federal dictates. MEA Voice cites William Schmidt
at Michigan State University:

Schmidt reports that more than 90 percent of teachers support the concept of Com-
mon Core standards. However, there is a big gap between what teachers understand
the standards to be and what they actually are.
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In the end, the State of Michigan gave away its autonomy, got no money in return, and must
now pay to re-tool its own system to make it correspond to a set of guidelines which originated
neither with the Michigan legislature nor with the Michigan voters. The federal Department
of Education’s trickery, and the state legislature’s naivete, resulted in massive damage to
Michigan’s educational programs.
Sadly, Michigan is not an isolated example. Many other states followed suit. The question now
confronting these states is whether they can in any way regain the liberty and autonomy thus
lost.

3.5.5 The Multiple Roots of Our Misery (2013-06-21 14:55)

As Director of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) from January 1981 to August 1985,
David Stockman learned first-hand the workings of the federal government at the highest levels.
Educated at Harvard, his firm belief was that free market capitalism will create more prosperity
for the population than “crony capitalism” - the latter being a system in which markets are
nudged by the government into various patterns, rather than allowing patterns to emerge
organically as free individuals make decisions about buying and selling.
In addition to favoring free markets over regulated markets, Stockman also understood that in
order to get the full benefit of tax cuts, such cuts must be accompanied by roughly correspond-
ing cuts in the federal budget. When the Reagan administration opted to take tax cuts despite
congressional unwillingness to make any spending cuts, Stockman declared that the “Reagan
Revolution” had failed. Only when taxes and federal spending are simultaneously reduced can
a country hope to make progress against both debt and deficit. Stockman saw that clear eco-
nomic prescriptions were corrupted by the political process. Disillusioned, he resigned from
the OMB and never returned to politics.
From his private-sector perch, he continues to offer explanations about economic events, illu-
minated always by the distinction between free markets on the one side, and crony capitalism
on the other side.
It requires a great deal of self-discipline for a government to oversee a truly free market: the
temptation to intervene is omnipresent. While it may seem catastrophic for one or more large
enterprises to fail, and seem negligent for a government to stand back and allow large busi-
nesses to go bankrupt, such events are necessary, and in the long run beneficial, to the national
economy.
The specter of factories closing, workers being laid off, and large unemployment numbers
appearing in reports can instill fear in the stoutest hearts. But oftentimes, enduring such short-
term pain paves the way for long-term gain. Enduring a few months of unemployment often
leads workers to new jobs at even higher wages, if they are working in a truly free market.
Sadly, most elected political leaders - Democrat or Republican, liberal or conservative - do not
have the stomach to stand back and simply let major industries collapse. Although this crash
would pave the way for an economic boom, the temptation is to intervene. Stockman writes:

By the time of the September 2008 crisis, however, these long-standing rules of
free market capitalism had undergone fateful erosion: traditional rules of market
discipline had been steadily superseded by the doctrine of Too Big To Fail (TBTF).
The latter arose, in turn, from the notion that the threat of “systemic risk” and a
cascading contagion of losses from the failure of any big Wall Street institution would
be so calamitous that it warranted an exemption from free market discipline.
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While a political leader can sound very confident as he labels this or that concern as “too big to
fail,” there is in fact no theoretical construct which clearly defines such a category of businesses.
In fact, some theoretical models of free markets predict that every firm will eventually fail, and
that such a failure is not only a necessary part of the business cycle, but it is a beneficial part
of the cycle - such failures create the next round of opportunities.

But there was no proof of this novel doctrine whatsoever. It implied that capital-
ism was actually a self-destroying doomsday machine which would first foster giant
institutions with wide-ranging linkages, but would then become vulnerable to catas-
trophe owing to the one thing that happens to every enterprise on the free market -
they eventually fail.

Even if one were to grant, for argument’s sake, the TBTF hypothesis, then one would expect,
as a logical consequence, that governments would simply regulate the economy so that no
corporation ever grew so large that it was TBTF. While wrong-headed, that would at least be
internally consistent from a theoretical point of view. But instead, the nation’s central bank
chose to simply tinker with the market place.

In fact, if TBTF implied an eventual catastrophe for the system, there was an obvious
solution: a “safe” size limit for banks needed to be determined, and then followed by
a 1930s-style Glass-Steagall event in which banking institutions exceeding the limit
would be required to be broken up or to make conforming divestitures. Yet while the
TBTF debate had gone on for the better part of two decades, this obvious “too big to
exist” solution was never seriously put on the table, and for a decisive reason: the
nation’s central bank during the Greenspan era had become the sponsor and patron
of the TBTF doctrine.

President Ronald Reagan had appointed both David Stockman to the OMB and Alan Greenspan
as Chairman of the Federal Reserve. While Stockman remained true to his economic training
and worked for truly unregulated markets and for spending reductions to match tax cuts, until
he resigned after seeing “the triumph of politics” over rational economics, Alan Greenspan,
on the other hand, seemed to shed his free market ideology upon taking office. Whether
Greenspan was truly a die-hard laissez-faire advocate, or whether Reagan merely mistakenly
thought he was one, is open to debate. Reagan thought that, in appointing Stockman and
Greenspan, he was appointing two ideological soulmates; that hope was quickly shattered, as
was the hope that Congress would see the wisdom in cutting spending as it cut taxes. When
Congress refused to cut spending, Reagan took the tax cuts as a political compromise. In
politics, one can take “half a deal” as a compromise; but in economics, one cannot take half
an equation and get half the results.

This was an astonishing development because it meant that Alan Greenspan, former
Ayn Rand disciple and advocate of pure free market capitalism, had gone native
upon ascending to the second most powerful job in Washington. In fact, within five
months of Greenspan’s appointment by Ronald Reagan, who had mistakenly thought
Greenspan was a hard-money gold standard advocate, the Fed panicked after the
stock market crash in October 1987 and flooded Wall Street with money.

Abandoning the basis of the free market, Greenspan saw his objective as the stabilization and
maintenance of certain market levels. This was one of many steps which led the nation toward
economic disaster.
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For the first time in its history, therefore, the Fed embraced the level of the S &P
500 as an objective monetary policy. Worst still, as the massive Greenspan stock
market bubble gathered force during the 1990s it had gone even further, embracing
the dangerous notion that the central bank could spur economic growth through the
“wealth effect” of rising stock prices.

Greenspan found justification in the writings of Milton Friedman. Friedman, a Nobel Prize winner
in economics, while propounding an orthodox version of the free market, introduced another
error. Friedman endorsed the notion of floating exchange rates for currencies, even after Pres-
ident Richard Nixon cut the final loose connections between the US dollar and the price of gold.
Friedman’s vision of floating exchange rates paved the way, perhaps unwittingly, for an entire
industry of currency speculation. The worst effects of that industry would take decades to
emerge after Nixon’s disastrous 1971 decision.

It thus happened that Leo Melamed, a small-time pork-belly (i.e., bacon) trader who
kept his modest office near the Chicago Mercantile Exchange trading floor stocked
with generous supplies of Tums and Camels, found his opening and hired Professor
Friedman. Even as several dozen traders at the Merc labored in obscurity to ping-
pong a thousand or so futures contracts per day covering eggs, onions, shrimp, cattle
and pork bellies, Melamed was busy plotting the launch of new futures contracts
in the major currencies. In so doing, he inadvertently demonstrated how radically
unprepared the financial world had been for the Friedmanite coup at Camp David.

The Chicago Mercantile Exchange - known simply as the ‘Merc’ - is an institution which fa-
cilitates the trading of futures and options, two types of financial instrument. A “future” is a
contract to buy or sell a given quantity of a given commodity at a given price at some specified
future time. For example, we can write a “future” to sell one ton of steel for $50 three months
from now, or to buy one ton of wheat for $75 two months from now. Originally designed for
industries which used these commodities, they eventually began to be used for pure specu-
lation. An “option” is a document which gives its owner the right to buy or sell a quantity
of a commodity at a given price at a specified future time, but does not oblige him to do so.
The trading of futures and options requires complex calculation, involves great risk, but can
yield great profits. Traditionally, the commodities involved were wheat, steel, copper, cotton,
corn, beef, pork bellies, and a few other agricultural and mining products. Now, that would
change. Because of floating exchange rates for major world currencies, and finally because of
floating exchange rates for the US dollar, futures and options would be traded, not for wheat
or steel, but for currencies. This would change the world’s exchange dynamic in ways which
were unpredictable and which took years to manifest themselves.

Leo Melamed was the genius founder of the financial futures market and presided
over its explosive growth on the Chicago “Merc” during the last three decades of the
twentieth century. He understandably ended up exceedingly wealthy for his troubles,
but on Friday afternoon of August 13, 1971, it would not have been evident to most
observers that either of these outcomes was in the cards.

While the speculative trading of currencies was quietly starting - the world didn’t seem to notice
at the time - other harmful changes to the nation’s economy were underway. Greenspan man-
aged interest rates and managed the money supply with an eye to keeping equities markets
at certain levels.
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This should have been a shocking wake-up call to friends of the free market. It im-
plied that the state could create prosperity by tricking the people into thinking they
were wealthier, thereby inducing them to borrow and consume more. Indeed, the
Greenspan “wealth effects” doctrine was just a gussied-up version of Keynesian stim-
ulus, only targeted at the prosperous classes rather than the government’s client
classes. Yet it went largely unheralded because Greenspan claimed to be prudently
managing the nation’s monetary system in a manner consistent with the profoundly
erroneous floating-rate money doctrines of Milton Friedman.

Allegedly different from each other, both President George W. Bush and President Barack Hus-
sein Obama would find themselves in the financial turmoil of 2008, more than 25 years after
Nixon’s currency rate decision, and both would seek advice from Greenspan’s successor, Ben
Bernancke, who insisted on comparing the situation in 2008 to the situation in 1929.

The great contraction of 1929-1933 was rooted in the bubble of debt and financial
speculation that built up in the years before October 1929, not from mistakes made
by the Fed after the bubble collapsed. In the fall of 2008, the American economy
was facing a different boom-and-bust cycle, but its central bank was now led by an
academic zealot who had gotten cause and effect upside-down.

If the situation in 2008 was misdiagnosed, inasmuch as Bernancke saw it as parallel to 1929,
then the misdiagnosis led to incorrect prescriptions.

The panic that gripped officialdom in September 2008, therefore, did not arise from
a clear-eyed assessment of the facts on the ground. Instead, it was heavily colored
and charged by Bernancke’s erroneous take on a historical episode that bore almost
no relationship to the current reality.

The prescription for the problems of 2008 were not appropriate for that situation, or indeed
for any situation. They helped not at all, but rather created two additional problems: further
distortion of the market’s natural trend, and further undermining of currency’s credibility. Yet
these bad prescriptions were delicious to those business leaders who did not want to operate
in a free market. Cronyism had a heyday. Instead of exposing all businesses to the hurricane of
market fluctuations and seeing which of them could weather the storm, markets were warped
to create safe havens for those businesses which abandoned their laissez-faire ethics and would
sell their honor for a government handout.

Nevertheless, the bailouts hemorrhaged into a multitrillion-dollar assault on the rules
of sound money and free market capitalism. Moreover, once the feeding frenzy was
catalyzed by these errors of doctrine, it was thereafter fueled by the overwhelming
political muscle of the financial institutions which benefitted from it.

From Stockman’s viewpoint, 2008 was 1985 all over again. Theoretical purity was negotiated
away to political pragmatism. Such damage, once done, is not quickly or easily undone.

These developments gave rise to a great irony. Milton Friedman had been the fore-
most modern apostle of free market capitalism, but now a misguided disciple of his
great monetary error had unleashed statist forces which would devour it. Indeed,
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by the end of 2008 it could no longer be gainsaid. During a few short weeks in
September and October, American political democracy had been fatally corrupted
by a resounding display of expediency and raw power in Washington. Every rule
of free markets was suspended and any regard for the deliberative requirements of
democracy was cast to the winds.

In David Stockman’s view, then, a series of bad decisions led to the nation’s economic decline:
Nixon’s free floating currency, the Fed attempting to manage the stock markets via interest
rates, speculation on currency exchange rates, Congress’s refusal to cut spending, and more.
The lingering question remains: can it be undone?

3.6 July

3.6.1 Learning to Prevent Terror (2013-07-02 22:13)

Reacting to terror is a sign of an unprepared and unthinking government; responding to terror
is somewhat better. Preventing terror is the proper focus for a government. The United States
moved through these three phases in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on September 11,
2001. Realizing that there was a coordinated and funded network of individuals and groups
whose sole aim was to kill Americans was the first step.
The name Osama bin Laden would soon be common in the news media. This Saudi millionaire
issued a fatwa - an Islamic verdict - stating that

the ruling to kill the Americans and their allies - civilians and military - is an individual
duty for every Muslim who can do it in any country in which it is possible to do it.

The public learned that the group operated by Osama bin Laden, al-Qaida, was one of a long list
of terror organizations. Ending the terrorist threat would not simply mean dismantling al-Qaida
and getting rid of Osama bin Laden. An entire network of terrorist groups would have to be
defunded and destabilized; the safe havens which had sheltered parts of this network would
have to be made inhospitable to it.
Most of all, the nations of the world would have to understand that these terrorists were in-
corrigible: their one and only objective was to kill Americans. With them, there could be no
negotiating, no deterrence, no compromise, no diplomacy, no appeasement, and no tradeoffs.
As long as the network of terrorist groups existed, and as long as its members lived, they would
be working diligently to kill. Innocent civilians would be safe only when the network and its
members were eliminated. This realization would be possible only after the immediate shock
of the attacks wore off. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld writes:

America awoke the next day a nation at war. Above pictures of the burning World
Trade Center, theWashington Times had a one-word front-page headline that read, in
large, bold, capital letters: "INFAMY." Across the United States, Americans expressed
anger and sadness. They also voiced fear of further attacks. Many wondered if they
were safe, how their lives might have to change, whether their family members or
friends were in danger. Major landmarks considered likely targets were watched with
anxiety. Each rumor of another attack set people on edge. Some feared for family
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members in the military. The financial world was in shock. The stock market suffered
one of its biggest drops in history when it reopened six days after 9/11. Hundreds of
billions of dollars - property damage, travel revenue, insurance claims, stock market
capital - all lost in a single day because nineteen men with a fanatical willingness to
die boarded four commercial airliners wielding box cutters.

Understanding the nature of these fanatics was and is a central historical task. Vocabulary is
helpful: there is a difference between ’Islam’ and ’Islamist’ and a difference between ’Islamic’
and ’Islamism’ and these differences are crucial.
Islam is a religion, which people, like every other religion - Buddhism, Hinduism, Judaism, Chris-
tianity, etc. - have a constitutional right to practice. Islamism is, by contrast, not merely the
religion of Islam, but rather the most orthodox interpretation of that religion, adhering carefully
to Qur’an (Koran) and other sacred texts of that religion. Islamism is essentially, intrinsically,
and inherently violent. Civilized people in general, and the United States government in the
wake of 9/11 in particular, have no quarrel with Islam. Islamism, on the other hand, constitutes
a continual danger to free and peaceful civilians everywhere.
The word ’Islamic’ refers to the religion, to the culture, and to the practitioners of that religion.
On the other hand, the word ’Islamist’ refers to the propaganda, to the attacks, and to those
who carry them out in the name of orthodox understandings of the prophet Muhammad. As
leaders of all western governments have repeatedly stated, the civilized nations of the word
seek peaceful relations with Islamic cultures; but from Islamists, conversely, come only vio-
lence and terror. Don Rumsfeld writes:

However, I became increasingly uncomfortable with labeling the campaign against
Islamist extremists a "war on terrorism" or a "war on terror." To me, the word "war"
focusses people’s attention on military action, overemphasizing, in my view, the role
of the armed forces. Intelligence, law enforcement, public diplomacy, the private
sector, finance, and other instruments of national power were all critically important
- not just the military. Fighting the extremists ideologically, I believed, would be a
crucial element of our country’s campaign against them. The word "war" left the
impression that there would be combat waged with bullets and artillery and then a
clean end to the conflict with a surrender - a winner and a loser, and closure - such as
the signing ceremony on the battleship USS Missouri to end World War II. It also led
many to believe that the conflict could be won by bullets alone. I knew that would
not be the case.

Voices in government and in the media repeated our friendship with, and respect for, peaceful
and moderate Muslims - typically those who lived in American suburbia: middle class, middle-
aged, mid-western, educated professionals. Such people were not to be seen as a threat.
Rather, it was the radicalized version of Islam which was both seed and fertile ground for terror.
The distinction between dangerous Islamists and peaceful and moderate Muslims - nominal
Muslims, not bound slavishly to the literal texts of the past - was and is a central distinction to
understanding the terrorism which threatened and threatens not only the United States, but
much of the free world. Rumsfeld continues:

From the beginning, members of the administration worked gingerly around the obvi-
ous truth that our main enemies were Islamic extremists. I didn’t think we could fight
the crucial ideological aspect of the war if we were too wedded to political correct-
ness to acknowledge the facts honestly. While we certainly were not at war against
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Islam, we did intend to fight and defeat those distorting their religious beliefs - their
Islamic religious beliefs - to murder innocent people. I thought that the best term was
Islamist extremists, which made clear we were not including all Muslims. Islamism
is not a religion but a totalitarian political ideology that seeks the destruction of all
liberal democratic governments, of our individual rights, and of Western civilization.
The ideology not only excuses but commands violence against the United States, our
allies, and other free people. It exalts death and martyrdom. And it is rooted in a
radical, minority interpretation of Islam.

For more than a decade, the United States has wrestled with the subtle and nuanced situations
in which these distinctions must be applied. Learning to identify those who are truly people of
good will, and learning to identify those who wish only to kill, is not always easy. But learning
to make such distinctions is necessary for the survival of civilization, and necessary for the
defense of the peculiarly western notion that human life is innately valuable and precious.

3.6.2 Defense, Not Revenge (2013-07-04 08:54)

In late 2001, the United States faced an important question: how would it respond to, not
only to the Islamic terrorist attacks of 9/11, but to the sudden awareness of a worldwide terror
network - a network immutably determined to kill Americans? The question of how America
would respond to this grave threat would determinemuch about national policy and even about
daily life for the next several decades.
It was and is important to understand that such terrorist networks, al-Qaida being only one of
many, while ever adapting and changing their tactics, are incorrigible in their ideology. They
are immovably fixed on the goal of killing Americans. Because they have such an extreme
psychology, the civilized world cannot interact with them using the methods of negotiation
and diplomacy. There are no conceivable actions which could be taken, or words which could
be uttered or written, by any government, individual, or society which would cause such groups
to change their primary behavior, which is murder.
The ways in which nations or cultures choose to respond to terrorismwill both reflect and impact
the deeper core values of those nations or cultures. For this reason, the United States should
not react with a motive of revenge. Revenge not only clouds strategic and tactical thought,
but it infects the soul. Vengeance is backward-looking. Instead, the primary goal must be to
protect citizens from future attacks. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld writes:

A key element of the administration’s policy was that the primary purpose of Amer-
ica’s reaction to 9/11 should be the prevention of attacks and the defense of the
American people, not punishment or retaliation. The only way to protect ourselves
is to do after the terrorists wherever they may be. This was a more ambitious goal
than the approaches previous presidents had set. It reflected Bush’s view, which I
shared, that 9/11 was a seminal event, not simply another typical terrorist outrage
to which the world had become accustomed. The 9/11 attack showed that our ene-
mies wanted to cause as much harm as possible to the United States - to terrorize
our population and to alter the behavior of the American people. No one in the ad-
ministration, as far as I know, doubted that the men who destroyed the World Trade
Center and hit the Pentagon would have gladly killed ten or a hundred times the
number they killed on 9/11. They were not constrained by compunction, only by
the means to escalate their carnage. This meant that their potential acquisition of
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weapons of mass destruction - biological, chemical, or nuclear - represented a major
strategic danger.

Specifically, al-Qaida had set up a workshop for the manufacture of biological and chemical
weapons in the town of Khurmal. The facility, operated by an al-Qaida affiliate known as Ansar
al-Islam, was documented to be producing ricin, cyanide, potassium chloride, and possibly
other chemical weapons. Awareness of such operations was part of the heightened alertness
in the years after 9/11. The facility in Khurmal was one more piece of data which the world
was incorporating into its concept of who and what Islamic terror groups are.

3.6.3 How Many Names Can One Spy Have? (2013-07-08 21:04)

Starting shortly after the Russian Revolution of 1917, and accelerating during the 1930’s,
1940’s, and 1950’s, the Soviet Union maintained an extensive network of spies in the United
States. They had various purposes: to collect information, to disseminate disinformation, and
to work from inside the United States government to influence policy decisions. An obvious
part of such covert operations is manufacturing identities, at which the KGB and other Soviet
intelligence agencies worked strenuously.
One agent, whose probable name was Vilyam Genrikhovich Fisher, is knownmost commonly as
Rudolf Ivanovich Abel. But he also used the name Andrew Kayotis and the name Emil Robert
Goldfus. Although this may seem like a lot of names, for a relatively short career, it is not
uncommon for any spy to have a number of aliases.
Walter Pincus, writing in the Washington Post, alludes

to the case involving Col. Rudolph Abel, a Soviet KGB agent, who lived in New York
City under an assumed name and purported to be a commercial photographer. Abel
was tried and convicted of spying in 1957, and in 1962 he was exchanged for Francis
Gary Powers, the American U-2 pilot who had been shot down over the Soviet Union
and was in a Russian jail.

Before his capture, Rudolph Abel visited Bear Mountain Park with his assistant Reino Häyhänen
in 1955. The two of them buried $5000 in cash, intended for the wife of Morton Sobell, another
Soviet spy who had been caught and was sitting in an American jail. This was apparently
Moscow’s attempt to take care a spy’s wife, since Morton Sobell had been in prison since 1951.
Later, Reino Häyhänen went back and retrieved the money for himself, and leaving Sobell’s
wife luckless. Before his capture, Sobell had been working on getting military secrets about
Fort Monmouth. Describing the location, M. Stanton Evans writes:

The installation called Fort Monmouth was in fact a sprawling network of labs spread
out among several New Jersey towns and other Northeast locations, doing research
on confidential military projects. Radar, missile defenses, antiaircraft systems, and
other devices involving advanced electronics were all on the agenda. There were
four main research labs.

Monmouth would clearly be a tempting target for any Soviet intelligence agency. Morton Sobell
was not the only Russian spy looking to get secrets out of Fort Monmouth:
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The installation had been a scene of action in the 1940s for Julius Rosenberg, then a
Signal Corps inspector, and to a lesser extent for his convicted coconspirator, Morton
Sobell, and two other accused members of the spy ring, Joel Barr and Al Sarant.

Joel Barr and Al Sarant would later move from being "accused" to being "confirmed," as the
FBI investigated further, and as the "Venona" documents were made available. Sobell and
Rosenberg, in turn, had worked with another Soviet agent, Aaron Coleman. Coleman had
learned to exploit three weaknesses in Fort Monmouth’s security:

One was that the Communist Party had established a special unit in the vicinity of
the research setup, called the Shore Club, which included former Monmouth employ-
ees among its members and which, according to extensive testimony, had as its
object ferreting information out of Monmouth. Another was that numerous security
suspects were indeed ensconced among Monmouth’s suppliers, most notably the
Federal Telecommunications Lab, prime target of the Sheehan inquest. Yet another
was the seemingly laid-back attitude toward these matters in the higher reaches of
the Army.

As a sense of alarm grew, G-2, the army’s intelligence unit, began to investigate.

By far the most comprehensive overview of the security scene at Monmouth would
be provided - after some initial hesitation - by Captain Benjamin Sheehan, a G-2
counterintelligence specialist from First Army headquarters in New York.

Sheehan had investigated Fort Monmouth in 1951, so his firsthand knowledge of security risks
was up-to-date. Sheehan’s work led to the arrest of Sobell, and Sheehan confirmed that there
were weaknesses in Monmouth’s security.

A poster boy for all these troubles was one Aaron Coleman, who held an important
job at Monmouth dealing with radar defenses. Coleman had been a schoolmate of
Julius Rosenberg and Morton Sobell at the College of the City of New York, and in
contact with Sobell up through the latter 1940s. He also admitted having attended a
Young Communist League meeting with Rosenberg when they were students at City
College. In this connection, ex-Communist Nathan Sussman, a CCNY alum, would
testify that he, Coleman, Rosenberg, Sobell, Al Sarant, and Joel Barr had all been
members of the YCL together. (Coleman would deny this, as he would deny Rosen-
berg’s testimony at his espionage trial that Rosenberg and Coleman had been in
contact at Fort Monmouth.)

Although tangled and complex, these events - merely a sample of many more - serve to show
the growing Soviet espionage network in the United States from the 1930’s to the 1950’s, and
even into later decades.

3.7 August

3.7.1 A Black Woman’s Voice in Modern American History (2013-08-05 18:59)

At the complex intersection of race and politics - a complicated intersection in any nation, but
perhaps more so in the United States than in most nations - nuances abound, and readers
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must be alert for the most subtle of textual distinctions. To that mix, add gender. A twenty-first
century Black woman in the United Statesmay well grow tired of the second-string leadership of
that which calls itself "the civil rights movement" or the "black movement" - the replacements
for original leaders of the SCLC, like Martin Luther King, Jr.
Deneen Borelli is a Black woman with the courage to speak - with the courage to demand in-
telligent leadership, instead of the substandard and self-serving individuals who are more con-
cerned with lining their own pockets than with finding substantive help for African-Americans.
Individuals like Jesse Jackson and Al Sharpton have grown extremely wealthy, claiming to ad-
vocate for Black citizens; but in fact those Black citizens have seen their plight worsen, not
improve, in recent years - e.g., from 2009 to 2013.
As unemployment among Blacks increased, and as their annual income and net wealth de-
creased, in the years after 2009, independent thinkers like Deneen Borelli want to see African-
Americans make economic progress - like the progress they’d made in the previous decade.
Rebuking the corrupt leadership which claimed to speak on behalf of Blacks but which actually
merely exploited their leadership positions to enrich themselves, she writes:

Your time has passed and your message is dated. These days you are doing more
to hurt the black community than you are helping it. And in the process, you are
dismantling the greatness of the American nation. You aren’t just hurting blacks
with your backward tactics, but the country itself. Your archaic initiatives and your
self-serving agendas need to end. It’s time to fix the United States, focus on the
economy, and put your outdated 1960s agenda to bed - the civil rights initiatives
that began over fifty years ago just don’t apply to today’s world. Unless by choice,
we don’t sit at the back of the bus anymore. Let me be clear - we appreciated what
you did, but now your old guard message needs to be modernized because hanging
on to it only benefits you and hurts everyone else.

America’s Black community needs economic freedom and opportunity. It does not need anger
in the streets. About whom is Borelli writing?

Of course, I am talking about a long list of black leaders who understand and con-
ceptualize today’s problems by looking backward rather than forward. I am referring
to Jesse Jackson, Al Sharpton, and New York’s censured Democratic Representative
Charles Rangel. They rose to prominence year ago by telling us that the poverty
that plagued blacks was someone else’s fault. Members of the black community
who didn’t have jobs, housing, or money to feed themselves could feel better about
themselves knowing they were victims rather than failures.

While at one time in the distant past it may have been true, it is certainly no longer true to
tell the vast majority of American Blacks that they are helpless victims. Beyond being untrue,
it is dangerous - it is dangerous to teach people to identify themselves primarily, perhaps
exclusively, as victims. The original goal of the civil rights movement was to empower African-
Americans and make them independent. But leaders like Al Sharpton and Charlie Rangel are
teaching Blacks that they are powerless and should be dependent. Borelli explains:

But these public figures who are leading the black population down that path need to
seriously rethink their approach to civil rights issues and update their commentary.
Their self-serving agendas for power and control have been obtained by playing the
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race card and in some cases, by declaring blacks are victims in need of special treat-
ment. In some instances, they’ve even turned their victimization message into a
business - claiming they are going after corporations for their communities, then
oddly, benefitting personally and professionally. In some cases, investigations of
black politicians are racially motivated.

African-Americans must ask themselves which leaders truly represent them, and which leaders
merely exploit them. Sharpton and Rangel, it has become clear, do not act in ways which
measurably or detectably benefit the Black community; Sharpton, Rangel, and a host of other
similar individuals act only to gain wealth and power for themselves. Beyond not assisting
the Black community, these corrupt and self-appointed leaders enrich themselves by ensuring
the American Blacks do not, as a community, make economic progress. The worst possible
thing for these pseudo-leaders would be an emerging Black middle class. If Blacks achieved
economic success, they’d have no need for the demagogues.

It’s time to fight the new fight, not the old one. It’s time to drop the old rhetoric and
update the cause. It’s time to take some responsibility for our own actions. Let me
be clear. If we want to move forward, the shackles of yesteryear’s rhetoric needs to
be broken down and recast. Black Americans are a great people with great potential.
Sometimes, everyone needs a reminder: that individuals control our own destiny
rather than playing the blame game to justify personal failures.

A new generation of Black leadership is rising: J.C. Watts, Alan Keyes, Condoleezza Rice,
Clarence Thomas, Colin Powell, and others lead with words or by example. African-Americans
can rise by engaging in the free enterprise system. The success of individual African-Americans
is both a barometer and a pattern to follow.

This country elected a black president. That alone should have put to rest the con-
stant rants of discrimination and the overwhelming demands for affirmative action
to rest. No quota system here. Obama got elected because he worked hard and
promoted his policies in such a way as to garish the most votes. This fixation on
victimization - the decades-old vision that the plights of the black community are
someone else’s fault - needs to go.

Rather than being made dependent on government programs - from affirmative action to hiring
quotas to welfare to food stamps - Black Americans will be free to rise when they are free to
engage in a free market. Black leaders who teach them how to use the economy - not how
to live off the economy - will be the leaders who bring the Black community into a prosperous
middle-class existence.

3.7.2 An African-American Woman’s Voice in Modern American History
(2013-08-06 13:43)

With the election of Barack Obama as America’s first biracial president, the long history of race
in the United States entered yet another new chapter. The many different phases of Black
history, and of the civil rights struggle, have differed subtly yet importantly from each other.
Each such phase requires a rethinking of the situation - the challenges and the tactics to meet
them. Deneen Borelli, an African-American author, reflects on the latest changes:
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Obama’s election should have been a wakeup call to the traditional black leaders that
their message was outdated. They should have taken a step back and reassessed
their message of victimization and blame. The message needs to be recast. It should
have either stopped Jesse Jackson and his friends in their tracks or perhaps forced
them to strive for new relevance. So I have to ask myself - What are they thinking?
Why aren’t black leaders listening?

With a successful career in managerial marketing, Deneen Borelli wants to see opportunities for
African-Americans. After volunteering for the Congress on Racial Equality (CORE), and working
with various media outlets, she came to see that there were two sets of would-be leaders in
America’s Black community. One set genuinely works to remove those economic obstacles
which hinder African-Americans as they try to enter the middle class, and works to create a fair
chance for each citizen. But the other set has no desire to help Blacks make it into the middle
class; this other set of self-appointed leader seeks to enrich only itself, and in order to keep
Blacks dependent on such leadership, this set seeks to keep Blacks in the status of economic
and political victims. These cynical leaders needs a permanent set of victims; these cynical
leaders claim to represent victims, and if there were no victims, these leaders would have no
jobs. Speaking of such leaders, Borelli writes:

Here’s the problem: They need to look at modern society in the twenty-first cen-
tury and initiate new ways to address its problems. Surging welfare dependency in
the black community, alcoholism, children continually being born into single-parent
homes - these things plague this nation. And it is only getting worse because the
numbers keep rising.

Understanding that the false leaders - Jesse Jackson, Al Sharpton, Charles Rangel, etc. - have
betrayed the Black community they claim to represent, understanding that these false leaders
in fact work to ensure that the Black community does not make large-scale progress into the
middle class, Borelli looks to a better set of leaders. She looks to leaders who have a genuine
interest in creating economic opportunity for African-Americans. The false leaders actually
profit only when the Black community suffers; the false leaders need to represent a community
which is not striving upward, but rather they can only represent a community which is suffering
in place under oppression - and so these false leaders work to ensure that this community
remains economically handicapped. Of these false leaders, Borelli writes:

Their moniker and their reason for fighting is supposedly "justice for everybody" but
the only ones benefiting are the guys making the noise. They are all benefiting
personally. It’s upsetting that they’ve been able to get away with this. People despise
how the old guard is doing business. It’s simply wrong. There’s a cost to all of this.
By not spending political clout on the new fight, these guys are not espousing the
benefits of liberty. They are not enlightening people, nor are they advancing them.
Rather they are missing the message and trying to keep the rest of us in a time warp.
Here’s a suggestion: Why not use your power to encourage school choice to stop
soaring dropout rates?

The forward-thinking leaders are those who find opportunities and explain them to the Black
community; the forward-thinking leaders are those who find obstacles which prevent Blacks
from moving into the middle class and work to remove those obstacles. Forward-thinking
leaders can lead by words, by actions, or by example. They are working to get Blacks in to
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the American economy; they are not working to damage the American economy; they are not
parasites seeking to leach off the economy. But the false leaders are trying to take African-
Americans down the path to permanent poverty: down the path to permanent dependency.
Borelli describes the damage that these false leaders seek to inflict on the Black community:

The old way isn’t working so let’s pursue a new way. The Democrats are beholden to
special interest groups - the feminists, unions, trial lawyers, and environmentalists.
Here’s an example: Jackson joins the unions’ fight so he can’t advocate for school
choice. He’d break the alliance. But with this close-minded approach everybody
suffers and windows of opportunity to try to advance people are lost.

In order for the new leaders, the forward-thinking leaders, to find those opportunities and
alert the Black community to those opportunities, a change in mindset is in order: the false
leaders need to get out of the way. There are excellent examples of such new leadership: J.C.
Watts, Clarence Thomas, Herman Cain, Condoleezza Rice, Colin Powell, Allen West, Armstrong
Williams, Thomas Sowell, Alveda King, and many others. But this new, positive leadership can’t
get its message out, as long as self-serving demagogues are working to keep Blacks in poverty
and in dependency. Borelli writes:

Tragically, the numbers are getting worse for blacks trapped in inner cities. Why
aren’t black kids improving and growing at the same rate as their peers? My opinion:
It’s all in the message from the career black politicians who promote big government
solutions that result in stagnation and government dependence. They are playing the
blame game and using the race card as their ace in the hole to avoid accountability.
Hey, blame your problems on race and don’t take responsibility for your life, even
when you mess it up. That’s easier than providing solutions. And let’s face it: it
keeps these guys in business.

Deneen Borelli, an articulate Black woman, formulates a clear path forward and upward for
the African-American community: do not make victimization and oppression your core identity.
Instead, let your core identity be that of people who find opportunities, remove obstacles to
opportunities, and pursue opportunities.

3.8 September

3.8.1 Another Variable (2013-09-25 17:04)

Demographers and statisticians have produced seemingly endless numbers about poverty and
economics in the United States. Studies reveal correlations, but proving causation is, of course,
a much more difficult task. To further complicate the matter, politicians tend to use statistics
in a most unscientific way, and the additional matter of race is added to the mix, because race
is both a correlate to economic variables and a politically explosive topic.
Although adding other factors to the discussion may seem to complicate beyond reason an
already-complex situation, it also may be that additional variables can bring clarity. To this
end, some researchers are looking at population growth in relation to poverty and race.
The population growth variable may explain why some anti-poverty programs failed to yield
significant benefits - or even worse, seemed to actually increase poverty. Although students
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may view FDR’s New Deal as the first big wave of such social legislation, other measures pre-
dated Roosevelt’s 1933 initiatives. The largest mass of bureaucratic systems aimed at reducing
poverty arose starting in the 1960’s, under LBJ’s "Great Society" slogan.

The middle class was hit with a crushing onslaught of taxation as new programs mixed with
significant increases in already-existing programs: Medicare, Medicaid, Food Stamps, etc. Yet
the 1960’s and the 1970’s saw economic stagnation and increased poverty, often in inner-city
areas - precisely those areas targeted by the programs. Why did these programs fail to reduce
poverty? Why did these programs in some cases correlate to an increase in poverty?

An examination of population growth trends may help to answer these questions. Social engi-
neers and the bureaucrats who organized these programs labored under a series of assump-
tions which were fashionable in the 1960’s: that planet earth was nearing a population crisis,
that population control was necessary for the macroeconomy, and that a reduced birth rate
would help individual micro-economies.

Since then, it has become clear that macroeconomies function best when population is growing
steadily and moderately, that the planet has a carrying capacity far beyond what the dema-
gogues of the 1960’s thought, and that individuals who become parents tend to experience
economic stability relative to those with few or no children. When population growth is stable,
not erratic, at a level slightly above replacement rate - perhaps 2.3 to 2.6 children per woman
- economies are more likely to experience sustained expansion. With sustainable, responsible,
and renewable resource management, the carrying capacity of Earth is well above ten billion.
Childlessness is a variable which correlates strongly with poverty, despite the stereotypes and
cliches surrounding the image of a "welfare mother" - there are racist overtones in the phrase.
Childbearing correlates not only with economic well-being, but with general satisfaction in life,
and better physical health.

But in LBJ’s "Great Society" programs, the assumptions went along these lines: reducing the
birthrate would increase prosperity. To those ends, government programs fostered contracep-
tion, birth control, and sterilization of those in poverty - again, with racist overtones. Thus, in
an attempt to reduce poverty, social programs were discouraging one of the variables which
might lift people out of poverty: childbearing. This points to a solution to the mystery of why
programs designed to reduce poverty actually increased poverty. Sheryl James writes:

Few social programs in U.S. history loom larger than President Lyndon B. Johnson’s
War on Poverty. Launched in the social-domestic cocktail mix known as the 1960s,
the War on Poverty introduced programs such as Medicaid and Medicare in an effort
to boost opportunity by reducing poverty.

We have no reason to doubt LBJ’s sincerity: he certainly wanted to reduce poverty. Whether
out of pure altruism, or whether because he hoped to gain more voters for himself and his po-
litical party, his intentions, and the intensions of the Congress which passed the legislation in
question, were certainly bent on reducing poverty. But unintended consequences are ubiqui-
tous in history, and the "war on poverty" was no exception. Given the bureaucracy’s eagerness
to promote contraception, birth control, and sterilization among poor - and Black - women,

from 1964 to 1973, among the populations the federal funding served, the overall
birth rate dropped by just under two percent — but a whopping 19 to 30 percent
among poor women.

176 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



3.8. SEPTEMBER BlogBook

During those years, not only did inner-city poverty increase, it also became more intractable.
Understanding the exact correlation between childbearing and individual economic stability
is murky: various mechanisms emerge as candidates. Perhaps those with children are more
like to seek and hold steady employment; perhaps those with children enjoy more networking
within their local community; perhaps those with children are supported better during the aging
process. More clear on a macroeconomic level is that children create both a steady demand
for consumer goods and a steady supply of new wage-earners entering the workforce.
University of Michigan Professor Martha Bailey exposes and articulates some of the assump-
tions with which the social engineers of the 1960’s were working:

The architects of the War on Poverty thought that family planning programs were
integral to reducing poverty, and would promote opportunities among poor women
and their children.

Sadly, those assumptions proved to be false. Economically, programs based on those as-
sumptions did not alleviate poverty; in fact, inner-city economic devastation worsened in the
decades after the appearance and implementation of such "war on poverty" programs. Racially,
these programs amounted to a war on the African-American family. By all metrics, conditions
worsened: divorce, out of wedlock births, abandonment, failure to pay child support, etc. The
non-quantifiable variables worsened as well: the societal cost of living in such circumstances
exacted a toll on mental and emotional well-being.
Ironically, programs aimed at reducing the birthrate among Blacks, in addition to being bla-
tantly racist, had the unintended effect of increasing illegitimacy. The out-of-wedlock birthrate
actually rose. Deneen Borelli, an African-American political activist, writes:

Welfare in the United States began in the 1930s during the Great Depression. But
in the sixties, following Great Society legislation, Americans who weren’t elderly or
disabled could collect a check from the government on which to live. Single mothers
became the biggest users of the system. In general, it became so ingrained in the
fabric of the nation that many view welfare as a right. In other words, there are
people that think we have the right to life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness, and hard
cash from the political establishment.

It is necessary to emphasize the word "unintended" in regards to the outcome of such social
legislation. There is no doubt that some voters and some in Congress had genuine and sincere
concerns for those in poverty. But unanticipated effects arise from their causes with no regard
for altruistic intentions.

Many like-minded thinkers are clear: Welfare has negative, unintended conse-
quences for the black community. A 1984 book called Losing Ground by Charles
Murray demonstrates that welfare has perverse unintended consequences for blacks.
He argues that the system was created by elites with good intentions. They believed
that the blacks population was was discriminated against and that government aid
would help to redress the wrongs. He said that the rationale behind the plan was
that "they system" - not the individuals - was at fault. People could not get ahead
in life because of the way in the country had operated in the past. Murray’s solution
to the situation was, however, deemed impossible to execute: He wanted to abolish
welfare altogether. Critics chastised him.
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Instead, federal and state governments have hoped that various attempts at reforming the
welfare system would yield a new type of program which would give the hoped-for benefits
without the negative and unintended consequences. So far, this has not happened. Despite ex-
perimentation with differing configurations of entitlement programs, inner-city poverty seems
intractable, and the social misery experienced by the African-American family continues.
In a four-year period, frommid-2009 to mid-2013, average real income, average net worth, and
the general standard of living in the United States fell for all groups, but for African-Americans
living in inner-city neighborhoods, they fell further and quicker than for other groups. After fifty
years of "war on poverty," many Americans, and specifically many Black Americans, still live
in poverty.

3.9 October

3.9.1 A Black Woman Views the Current Political Scene (2013-10-04 09:56)

Although most voters reject "identity politics" or "the politics of identity" - the cynical view held
by some candidates that a voter votes the way she or he does because of his or hermembership
in some demographic niche - it is nonetheless instructive to learn the views of voters who
are old or young, male or female, rich or poor, - and voters of various races, religions, and
ethnicities.
In rejecting the politics of identity, voters are expressing that they vote as they do, not because
they are old or young, male or female, but rather because they are human. In opposing identity
politics, voters recognize the universals in human nature: all people desire freedom and liberty;
all people want to be given an equal chance to succeed or fail; all people want to be relieved
of the burden of taxes; all people benefit when governments reduce their national debts.
But demagogues embrace the politics of identity, not because such politics in any way ben-
efit voters, but rather because identity politics benefits the candidates and political parties.
These cynical politicians encourage divisions in society, whether in terms of race, gender, or
economics. Insincere candidates seek support from African-American voters by encouraging
Blacks to see themselves as victims rather than to see themselves as people who are seeking
opportunity. Reflecting on the hollow rhetoric of such "community organizers" - who really only
want to organize their own financial profits - Deneen Borelli, an African-American activist and
spokeswoman, writes:

They are just repeating the old message - victimization: Those old faces aren’t fight-
ing for their constituents or the black community any more - they’re just causing
them more problems. We are in crisis in this country - but it is an economic one.
Fight to fix that problem rather than throwing up your hands and casting blame by
using the "woe is me" rhetoric.

Individuals like Charles Rangel, Jesse Jackson, Al Sharpton, and Barack Obama are happy to
receive financial support and votes from the Black community, but are also happy to ensure that
African-Americans remain economically disenfranchised. In fact, such alleged "leaders" need to
make sure that Blacks are in the condition of a permanent underclass. Every African-American
who makes it out of the lower class and into the middle class is a vote lost. In fact, elected
officials like Rangel and media personalities like Jackson and Sharpton need Blacks to both be,
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and view themselves as, a permanent underclass. In this way, such officials and personalities
create a dependency and ensure votes and support for themselves. If more African-Americans
were given economic opportunities, they would cease to see themselves as dependent upon
organizers and activists, and would enjoy the financial stability of the middle class - this benefit
to Blacks would be a terrible loss to those who claim to represent the interests of African-
Americans but who actually merely enjoy positions of leadership by keeping Blacks dependent.
If a leader has his position because he claims to represent the concerns of the downtrodden,
he then has a vested interested in ensuring that the downtrodden remain downtrodden; if the
downtrodden rise, he will lose his job.

These race charlatans are fighting for their own personal and professional agenda.
Their activities and media forays are out of self-interest. They have an obsessive
need to stay in the limelight even when they have little to say. And in many instances,
their time in the public spotlights seems to ensure they benefit financially.

An African-American woman like Deneen Borelli sees that she and her community are being
harmed by individuals like Charlie Rangel, Jesse Jackson, Al Sharpton, and Barack Obama.
These so-called leaders want the votes and support of the Black community, but don’t care
about the Blacks, except to ensure that some Blacks remain poor and ignorant. Such alleged
leaders depend on the resentment created by poverty, and on the votes created by ignorance,
to keep themselves in power. A Black woman like Deneen Borelli knows that the programs and
slogans of such leaders don’t help her and her community.

Career politician Rangel and social activists like Jackson and Sharpton want to pre-
serve their special status and maintain their public persona. It is not clear they have
anything meaningful to say, but it certainly helps with their personal bottom lines.
Their financial self-interests seem to trump the needs of members of the black com-
munity. Why aren’t they benefitting? Why aren’t they seeing the same gains in their
lives? In fact, it is my opinion that these guys are repressing the very group they are
supposed to be helping by promoting big government solutions. Their message no
longer contains inspiration. In fact, their messages no longer contain value. They
adhere to the status quo on issues like school choice and are reliant on the notion
that the government should just throw money at the old and failing way of doing
things.

Many people in the Black community, like Deneen Borelli, feel that self-appointed leaders like
Sharpton and Jackson, or elected officials like Rangel and Obama, have failed to help African-
Americans. The Black community is disillusioned - the expected assistance did not materialize.
Perhaps this is why fewer African-Americans voted for Obama in 2012 than in 2008. This
disappointment is real, not imagined: the hoped-for support did not materialize. Rather, this
leadership spent its effort enriching itself while allowing the poorest segment of Americans to
live without economic opportunity.
Specifically, we can see the misuse of influence and power in the example of Al Sharpton. In
the 1980s, Sharpton was caught on videotape by the FBI arranging a cocaine deal. Over the
next decade, Sharpton used his connections in the media, and his leverage among government
officials, to ensure both that the incident would not become public knowledge and that he would
not face legal consequences for the crime. The video was finally discovered in 2002, nineteen
years later; when it became public, Sharpton again used his clout to see to it both that he faced
no prosecution for the crime and that the media gave the least possible amount of coverage
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 179



BlogBook 3.10. NOVEMBER

to the matter. Instead of spending his time and effort to help Blacks gain access to economic
opportunities, Sharpton had spent two decades using his resources, and the resources of the
African-American community, to cover up criminal activity.
Likewise, Jesse Jackson used time and money, both donated raise inner-city Black communities
out of poverty, to orchestrate a two-year-long coverup of his mistress and the child he sired with
her. Instead of serving African-Americans, Jackson was serving himself - with funds donated to
help create opportunities for urban Blacks. Like Sharpton, Jackson used his connections in the
media, in the Democrat Party, and in the government.
Millions of Black voters like Deneen Borelli are frustrated. They elected people like Obama
and Rangel and supported activists like Sharpton and Jackson, men who promised hope and
change, but who delivered no benefit to the African-American community. In fact, as the U.S.
economy spiraled downward after 2009, all demographic groups in America experienced lower
real incomes, but the African-American community saw its income fall further and quicker than
other groups. After 2009, all demographic segments saw their net worth decrease, but for
Blacks, the decrease was greater and happened faster. It cannot be surprising that Black voters
are angry with these self-proclaimed representatives of the African-American community.

3.10 November

3.10.1 The Paradoxes of Modern American Education (2013-11-14 16:47)

The following fictional vignette represents a real and all too frequent state of affairs:

It’s another day in the elementary school classroom. While most of the children
remain relatively focused on their activities, Johnny, as usual, presents management
challenge. The teacher is used to it by now, because he’s that way almost every day.
Early in the school year, when the pattern became apparent, the teacher conferred
with the usual sources of advice - the school’s psychologist and social worker - and
learned about Johnny’s home life. Johnny’s parents are either incapable or unwilling
to parent properly. Johnny’s diet consists mainly of potato chips and cola. He is
allowed to stay up as late as he wants, watching cable TV unsupervised, playing
video games, or surfing the web. Electronic media has exposed him to unreasonably
high amounts of extreme violence and deviant sexuality. Johnny wears whichever
clothes he wants - which usually means that he wears the same clothing day after
day, without benefit of having laundered the clothes or having had a bath or shower
himself. Other children in the classroom complain that "he smells bad," and the
teacher doesn’t want Johnny to overhear these complaints, lest his feelings be hurt,
and yet she is forced to acknowledge that the children are correct in their assertion.
The teacher wishes more than anything that she could simply tell Johnny’s parents
that they must give Johnny nutritious food, ensure that he gets enough sleep, and
limit the hours he spends with electronic entertainment. Why can’t somebody force
them to be better parents?

The teacher’s sentiments are perfectly understandable. Yet there is a danger lurking in what
seems to be an obvious, commonsensical, solution to such problems. As much as we want
to intervene in the case of negligent parents, we must respect a core American belief which
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asserts, coarsely phrased, that the government can’t move into a person’s private life and tell
him how to live it.
A public school is a government institution. It’s part of the same system that brings you the
IRS, the Post Office, the FBI, and the Army. To preserve freedom in our society, which is the
stated goal of our governmental system, a government school can’t intervene into private life
and restructure families - even if it would be good for them. In the vignette above, Johnny
would certainly be well-served if, in fact, someone did force his parents to take better care of
him. But if the government is the one doing that forcing, Johnny’s gain would be the world’s
loss. While such intervention might improve his life marginally, society as a whole would suffer,
because a precedent would be set which endangers the goal of maximizing freedom.
So if it’s best to tell the government that it can’t intervene in Johnny’s home life, are we con-
demning him to misery? The situation does, after all, have a material effect on Johnny’s quality
of life: his education is already greatly impaired. If, in the name of liberty, we don’t allow gov-
ernments to barge into homes and regulate parenting, are we consigning some children to
permanent neglect?
No. Because while government intervention into home life constitutes a net loss of freedom, the
concept of freedom of association allows private sector organizations to influence private life
and private decisions without harming liberty. While government bureaucrats should not show
up at Johnny’s house and tell his parents how to raise him, other, more organic, structures
in society can and should do precisely that: neighborhoods, clubs, chambers of commerce,
synagogues, mosques, churches, teams, extended family, etc.
In a case of glaring parental neglect, such organizations have the ability and the obligation
to intervene. Because they are not part of the government, their intervention does not defile
liberty.
Government must not only refrain from intervening in private life, it must also refrain from
obstructing those societal structures which can and should so intervene. Sadly, it is sometimes
now the case that not only does the government intervene into private matters when it should
not, but it restrains those private associations which should intervene. Often citizens are afraid
to intervene in cases of parental neglect or domestic abuse, knowing that any altruistic effort in
this direction could in fact be seen as actionable by the government: the benevolent intervener
might find himself accused in court.
Because freedom is the preeminent public value in the United States, education fits differently
into American society than into many other societies. To say that freedom is the ultimate
public value does not mean that it is the highest private value. Indeed, if freedom were the
highest private value, the result would be an anarchy filled with selfishness and violence; if
freedom were the highest private value, it would actually bring about the demise of political
liberty; if freedom were the highest private value, it would lead humanity into that famously
grim situation described by Thomas Hobbes.
In society, people are free to choose a highest private value: friendship, altruism, charity,
family, faith in God, and other ways of finding meaning in life. But in order for each person to
have the freedom to find a highest private value, the highest public value must be freedom. If
anything besides freedom becomes the highest public value, then the individual is no longer
free to choose altruism or friendship or charity as her or his highest private value.
The contrast between the need to place freedom as the ultimate value in the public sphere
and the need to allow the individual to choose some other good as the highest personal value
becomes perhapsmore intelligible in concrete form. There aremany specific instances in which
this tension manifests itself - in freedom of speech, in economic freedom, for example.
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This principle is also at work in education. There is a dynamic at work which limits the effec-
tiveness and quality of American public education. The desire to improve our governments
educational system must be limited if it is not to damage our freedom. The utopian drive
which lies, explicitly or implicitly, within many political ideologies would have us able to obtain
maximum levels of both public education and personal freedom. In reality, however, both of
them cannot be simultaneously maximized.
Four instances of the tension between personal liberty and the maximization of public educa-
tion can be identified.
First, the principle of personal freedom means allowing the individual to make choices which
may conflict with any given set of values - simply put, the freedom to make the right choices
is the freedom to make the wrong choices. To the extent that parents and children are private
individuals and citizens, optimizing government-run education would require compulsion of
some type. This is present already in truancy laws and mandatory attendance until a specified
age. We allow students to choose from an offering of certain books or courses or schools; the
desire to optimize education would deny this freedom to the individual. Likewise, to maximize
the achievement of our public schools, the government would override non-academic choices
made by the individual student, inasmuch as they affect the educational process. All of this
would conflict with the stated value of freedom in society. The society which values freedom
recoils at the specter of government officials making endless educational decisions, decisions
effecting students, decisions in which students and parents have no say.
Second, the principle of freedom means respecting the parent’s authority over the child, even
when the parent makes decisions which do not maximize educational achievement. The gov-
ernment, if it is to respect freedom, must refrain from intervening, even if it means that the
parents are free to make decisions which will not maximize educational achievement. As much
as it might be clear to the public and to common sense, decisions regarding how much sleep
a child gets, good nutrition, physical exercise, general transmitted attitudes toward education
and learning, etc., lie with the parents, even if the parents fail to make the best choices in
these matters. To be sure, society has a duty to intervene in the worst cases of negligence, but
even then, it may be society which intervenes and not the government. In any case, there is a
distinction between intervening in the worst cases and intervening in cases which are merely
suboptimal. An institutionalized respect for liberty shudders at the prospect of government
bureaucrats managing a family’s private life - determining menus and bedtimes for children,
supervising grocery and laundry.
Third, the principle of freedom means that government schools are under the jurisdiction of
elected officials. Obtaining a majority or a plurality of votes in a school board election does not
guarantee that the people thus elected will, or can, make decisions which maximize achieve-
ment. Indeed, it guarantees that optimization will not be achieved. There is no ideal expert who
can refine our educational systems to perfection. Yet the utopian desire will seek to find those
who even come close, and place them into positions of power, instead of the freely-elected
representatives of the people. However proficient a technocrat may be, the cause of freedom
is better served by elected representatives than by appointed experts. Free people must not
allow the hope of efficiency to persuade them to relinquish the power of their ballots.
Fourth, the principle of freedom means that the vertical separation of powers - city, state,
federal - along with the horizontal separation of powers - legislative, executive, judicial - is
necessary to ensure that freedom is protected. But this samemechanismwhich protects liberty
also ensures that policies, like educational policies, will never be completely, or even largely,
consistent. To maximize public educational achievement would require a bureaucracy which
is guided by a unified vision, and which is largely consistent with itself. While this is certainly
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impossible, the attempt would be dangerous. Entrusting power and control to a government
which is not hamstrung by both vertical and horizontal separation of powers is a sure step on
the road to tyranny. It is in the citizen’s interest, and in the service of freedom, to ensure that
the government is partially handicapped. But this also means that public education will lack
a unified program which might optimize it. Despite a great desire improve the performance
of the government’s schools, it is more important for the sake of freedom that we keep our
government weak and fragmented. A strong government might foster the illusion that it can
better manage its educational institutions, but will in reality merely reduce personal liberty.
These four tensions reveal why public education cannot be optimized, and why we should not
even attempt to optimize it. The effort to maximize achievement in government-run schools
cannot lead to the best possible educational outcome, but will certainly result in a net loss of
liberty.
Yet society recognizes the importance of education and wishes to maximize it. While efforts to
improve educationmay never yield a utopian purity of achievement, there are promising routes
to developing the educational process. While the principle of freedom means that the citizen’s
life and decisions must be protected from the government at every turn, the tension between
the desire for freedom and the desire for refining our educational institutions dissolves when
the institutions are neither owned nor operated by the government. Privately-owned schools
avoid the four quandaries enumerated above.
Private schools are founded on the principle of free association. Thus the life and choices
of the individual are not violated by an institution which she or he has freely joined. It is to
be noted that the smaller units of government mimic this aspect of privacy, inasmuch as a
city government is more accessible and more responsive than the federal government, and
with ease one can leave a city for another, while only with great difficulty can one leave one
nation for another. Two routes are thus available for the improvement of education: either
privatization, or the complete exile of the federal government from educational matters. In
the latter case, state, county, and city governments would be left to the task.
To be sure, smaller local governments have their own weaknesses and flaws, as do privately-
owned and privately-operated schools. Any arrangement which removes the federal govern-
ment from education is good; any arrangement which removes state and city governments as
well is even better. A purely private system will not be perfect, and is not a panacea for any
set of social ills. But a private system is the best available mechanism for education.
Although the matter at hand is the improvement of education, the funding of education cannot
be separated theoretically from its improvement. As matters stand at the beginning of the
twenty-first century, greatly reduced funding for education would not be incompatible with
simultaneously increasing its quality and increasing teacher salaries, so great is the room for
increased efficiency in the use of such funding. Senator Goldwater wrote:

I agree with lobbyists for federal school aid that education is one of the greatest prob-
lems of our day. I am afraid, however, that their views and mine regarding the nature
of the problem are many miles apart. They tend to see the problem in quantitative
terms – not enough schools, not enough teachers, not enough equipment. I think it
has to do with quality: how good are the schools we have? Their solution is to spend
more money. Mine is to raise standards. Their recourse is to the federal government.
Mine is to the local public school board,the private school, the individual citizen – as
far away from the federal government as one can possibly go. And I suspect that
if we knew which of these two views on education will eventually prevail, we would
know also whether Western civilization is due to survive, or will pass away.
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Goldwater’s way of framing the question is instructive - quantity versus quality. The qualities
which one would hope to find in an educational system are those which are a priori unlikely to
be found in any governmental undertaking. Even when the government succeeds in shifting
its attention from quantity to quality, it is unable to produce, or even properly identify, the
desirable qualities.

To put this somewhat differently, I believe that our ability to cope with the great crises
that lie ahead will be enhanced in direct ratio as we recapture the lost art of learning,
and will diminish in direct ratio as we give responsibility for training our children’s
minds to the federal bureaucracy.

In general, the best a government can do is to produce mediocrity. Any effort at increasing
quality results in resources being drained from society for a futile effort to improve something
which is of inevitable necessity mediocre. This effort will consume not only material resources,
but will damage personal liberty in the process, as the demand will invariably arise for more
governmental control in order to get everything just right.

Let us put these differences aside for the moment and note four reasons why fed-
eral aid to education is objectionable even if we grant that the problem is primarily
quantitative.

Goldwater goes on to make his four reasons. First, federal involvement in education is uncon-
stitutional; education is the business of cities, counties, and states, but not of the national
government. Second, the need for federal funding in education has never been demonstrated;
if more money is needed for schools, money from cities, from counties, and from states is
just as effective. Third, federal funding distorts a citizen’s perception of the economics of ed-
ucation: federal money is never "free money," but rather it is taken from the taxpayers; it is
mistaken to think that having the federal government acquire the educational system from the
state or city government will somehow ease the burden on taxpayers. Fourth, federal aid to
education inevitably means federal control of education, which can have no good effects but
multiple bad effects.
Common sense, and most experienced educators, will inform us that it is not in the interests
of a child, or a child’s education, that she or he be fed exclusively on potato chips and cola,
that she or he spend the majority of her or his time surfing an unsupervised internet, playing
unsupervised electronic games, or watching unsupervised television. Yet we shudder to think
of government bureaucrats barging into a family home to regulate parental decisions; this
would be an unacceptable violation of the personal freedoms on which the United States was
founded. Thus the hands of government schools are and should be bound, to preserve liberty;
but this binding also means that mediocrity will be product. If, instead, society’s influence,
rather than the government’s control, is brought to bear on such situations, we may often, if
not always, find correctives while at the same time preserving the individual from government
intrusion.

3.10.2 Debt, Taxes, and Spending (2013-11-28 19:51)

While it has been clear since the mid-twentieth century, if not earlier, that the United States
needed to reduce its national debt, its taxation, and its governmental spending, Congress has
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not succeeded in doing any of these. This may be in part due to the fact that it is impossible
to reduce any one of these alone. Any attempt to reduce debt will fail without simultaneously
reducing taxation and spending. Likewise, reducing taxation is not possible without cutting
spending and the debt. Finally, a reduction in spending alone will not benefit citizens unless it
is accompanied by cuts in taxes and debt.
It may seem counter-intuitive to suggest that taxes and the debt can both simultaneously be
reduced. In order to trim the debt, it would seem necessary to keep taxes at the current
level, or even increase them. But this is not so. It is quite possible to diminish the debt while
curtailing taxes, as long as spending is lessened at that same time. The technique is this: to
lower spending at a slightly quicker rate than the cuts to taxes. In this way, more money is
made available to reduce the debt even while cutting taxes.
Debt, taxes, and government spending form a trio which consistently and inevitably put a
damper on the economy. While the numbers change so quickly - amount of national debt, un-
employment rates, inflation rates, government spending budgets, tax rates - that any detailed
comment about the economy is outdated as soon as it is printed, the general principles remain
unchanged. In 2010, Ted Nugent wrote:

President Obama’s stated program is to eliminate the tax cuts of President Bush,
to raise the top marginal tax rate on the so-called "wealthy" who already pay the
vast amount of income taxes, raise Social Security taxes, and provide tax dollars to
fund private retirement programs. He supports throwing more tax dollars into the
government’s feed trough to gobble up. Not me.

Shortly after Nugent wrote those words, taxes on all workers were increased. Every job-holding
American is paying more taxes. The national debt has more than doubled in a single four-year
presidential term. In the same year, Chuck Norris wrote:

Washington’s most recent financial spiral started with the Bush Wall Street Bailout
(TARP) of $700 billion (what I call new debt #1). But then it continued under Pres-
ident Obama, who pushed for the next $787 billion stimulus bill (debt #2). And
that wasn’t enough either. Then they tried the $410 billion omnibus spending bill
(with 9,000 earmarks - 60 percent Democrat and 40 percent Republican in origin),
which like the others was railroaded through Congress (debt #3). Then President
Obama informed us that another $634 billion would be required for a down payment
for universal health care (debt #4) and so on. All of that doesn’t include other eco-
nomic stimuli needed on the government horizon, as Representative Daniel Inouye
(D-Hawaii), chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, noted when he called
the mammoth $787 billion spending bill "stimulus No. 1."

Note the bi-partisan guilt: both President Bush and Obama supported "stimulus" bills. Both
Democrats and Republicans maneuvered to get earmarked funds. The notion that certain com-
panies were "too big to fail" and needed to be bailed out was simply false. If the government
had simply refrained from intervening, and let the free market work its own way to equilibrium,
the economy would have found a route to self-correction. Perhaps that self-correction would
have included major businesses going bankrupt. Although that would have constituted a short-
term hardship, the individuals experiencing that hardship would have also found their way to
an economic self-correction. Workers laid off would have eventually found new jobs. Stock
market declines would have been reversed as new companies emerged to replace the failed
ones.
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Instead, government intervention ensured that the temporary and transitional unemployment
which is part of an economic self-correction became instead a structural and semi-permanent
unemployment. Because the major businesses did not collapse, they did not create the space
for new start-up businesses which would have taken their places and which would have lent to
the economy that growth associated with such new start-ups.
When taxes, government spending, and national growth are cut, leaving room for the free
market to energize economic growth, then the United States will have a chance to reverse
some of the damage inflicted on it during the last few decades.

3.11 December

3.11.1 Desert Storm: the View from inside a Tank (2013-12-02 11:28)

The first Gulf War, as Operation Desert Storm is sometimes called, presents the historian with
a good object for study, because it was limited in both time and space, allowing the student to
capture a comprehensive overview of the conflict. By comparison, a scholar might study WWII
for years, only to realize how much more he has yet to learn about it.
There was a clear and defined buildup to the war. Planners and strategists had access to reliable
intelligence, knew the terrain, and measured their resources carefully. Historians Lawrence
Freedman and Efraim Karsh write:

The Vietnam War had as profound an influence on American calculations as the war
with Iran had on Iraq. Key actors in the American political process were determined
not to repeat the mistakes of the 1960s: the administration was resolved not to get
trapped in an unwinnable war; the military would not allow civilians to impose artifi-
cial restrictions that would deny them the possibility of a decisive victory; Congress
refused to be railroaded into giving the executive carte blanche to wage war; and the
diplomats did not wish to find themselves supporting a military campaign in isolation
from natural allies.

But there was more to the Desert Storm strategy than merely working to avoid "another Viet-
nam," a phrase which was common in public discussions of the conflict. As the Foreign Service’s
Sol Schindler writes,

Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf’s strategy, crafted by a special team of planners brought
in from the Pentagon was fairly simple. The Marines would attack along the coast
hitting the heavily fortified Iraqi Army positions. It was thought the Republican Guard
would then stream south to reinforce the troops under attack. At that point, the VII
Corps under Lt. Gen. Frederick “Freddie” Franks on the left would hook round to
come in on their flank and crush the Republican Guard.

Schwarzkopf was commanding a coalition of at least 35 nations. Iraq stood essentially alone,
with no material or military support from any ally. The Republican Guard was the elite unit of
the Iraqi army. Although the coalition was militarily far superior to the Iraqi army, Schwarzkopf
and other planners did not want overconfidence to become a weakness, and so they planned as
if the enemy were strong, and attempted to organize a provision for worst-case scenarios. Yet,
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as is almost always the case in war, once hostilities commenced, the most careful planning
and strategizing can quickly dissolve in the fog of war, as something will inevitably not go
according to plan. Despite the attempt to foresee every unexpected possibility, there’s always
one scenario for which nobody accounted. War begins, and plans start to dissolve.
Fighting began not on the ground, but in the air, as Freedman and Karsh report:

The war began at 03:00 Kuwait time on January 17. A million men (with some 32,000
women on the coalition side) faced each other across the border but, as predicted,
the initial stage of the war was turned over to the air campaign. The coalition com-
mand had earlier intended to begin with a phased campaign; the sustained attacks
on ground forces were to be held back for a late stage. In the event, the consider-
able air armada gathered by the start of the war made it possible to begin attacks on
ground forces from day one. Despite the intense speculation accompanying the lapse
of the United Nations deadline, effective tactical surprise was achieved. Iraqi air de-
fenses, confused by electronic warfare, achieved little. A high sortie rate, averaging
about 2000 per day, was achieved almost immediately and sustained thereafter. A
strategic phase of considerable efficiency was directed against Iraq’s ability to com-
mand and supply its ground forces, and to develop and produce weapons of mass
destruction.

Various forms of smart bombs - munitions guided by laser, radio and radar - gave the coalition
both control of the air and the ability to inflict devastating damage on the enemy’s military
installations on the ground. After establishing air superiority, the ground war began, as Sol
Schindler writes:

When the signal for the ground war in Kuwait was given, the 2nd Squadron (the
Cougars) was more than ready. The troops had trained relentlessly in the desert,
were sick of desert sand in their coffee, underwear and bedding, tired of the general
dullness and boredom of their surroundings and, at the risk of being politically incor-
rect, could be described as eager for combat. They knew that only through offensive
action could the war be brought to an end and they could finally leave the desert
and return home.

Armor would play a major role in this war. Covering large amounts of desert quickly meant
that the infantry would be less crucial than cavalry. Both the Iraqis and the coalition forces
understood this. Freedman and Karsh report that

The coalition also had good reasons not to be overawed by Iraq’s military capabil-
ity. The major uncertainties surrounded its readiness and ability to use chemical
weapons, and the potential effects of its ballistic missile force. Although fear of an
eventual Iraqi nuclear capability was one of the reasons for defeating Saddam, no
one thought that such a capability was then already available. Only a limited number
of Iraqi divisions were considered compe- tent, and only the elite Republican Guard
had modern Soviet T-72 tanks. Nearly half of the troops were mobilized reservists
who had shown a read- iness to surrender during the war with Iran when the oppor-
tunity arose. There was also evidence that Iraq’s less capable and youngest troops
were being put in the lightly defended forward positions. The air force had been
ineffective in close air support and the pilots were judged to be poor. The chain
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of command was heavily centralized and unresponsive. Generals who had made
their names in the war with Iran were retired, dead, or under arrest. The defensive
methods developed during the war with Iran had been based on massive earthworks
combined with flooding to channel any offensive onto a killing ground. The Kuwaiti
border did not offer the same potential for water barriers, nor were there any natural
barriers such as the Shatt-al-Arab waterway. It was also apparent that the Iraqi force
on the border to the west was more thinly spread.

In later years, popular memory would confuse and conflate the two Gulf wars, but a decade and
significant differences lie between them. In 1991’s Operation Desert Storm, both the Israeli
and Saudi governments confirmed Iraq’s possession of, and willingness to use, chemical and
biological weapons; Senator Donald Riegle confirmed that Iraqi used these weapons, and that
coalition forces had been exposed to them. Further, coalition forces were exposed to low levels
of radiation in form of depleted uranium, a material used in manufacturing armor-piercing
shells. The Iraqis did not have a functioning nuclear warhead (fission) during the conflict; one
of the coalition’s goal was to disrupt the Iraqi weapons program which was in the process of
building such warheads.
In Operation Iraqi Freedom, by contrast, which began in 2003, featured less use of chemical
and biological weapons; the coalition forces moved so quickly that the Iraqis did not have
time to deploy them. Coalition troops found stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons -
called weapons of mass destruction or WMDs - as well facilities producing material for nuclear
weapons, facilities which had been restarted after the 1991 conflict had ended.
In both conflicts, armor was central. Tanks were decisive in Operation Desert Storm, and im-
portant in early phases of Operation Iraqi Freedom. In 1991’s conflict, the superiority of the
coalition forces was demonstrated in tank battle between the 2nd Squadron of the 2nd Armored
Cavalry Regiment of the VII Corps and the Republican Guard. Sol Schinlder writes:

After two days the 2nd Squadron, which was leading the advance finally made con-
tact with the Republican Guard. The conflict that ensued was overwhelmingly in
favor of the Americans. One squadron (cavalry speak for a battalion) wiped out an
entire mechanized brigade. The entire battle cost the Americans one fatality while
they managed to kill hundreds and captured even more.

Both in terms of equipment and in terms of training, the Iraqis were outpaced by coalition
forces:

The Russian-built T72 tank was mechanically reliable but inferior to the American
Abrams in the guns it used and in its range finders. More important, however, the
American crews were better trained, better schooled, better led and infinitely more
capable, making the results of the battle logical if somewhat unbelievable. What is
truly unbelievable, however, is the faith the American leadership had in the fighting
abilities of the Republican Guard, which prevented them from finishing it off.

Coalition officers overestimated the Republican Guard, and did not press the attack as quickly,
as far, and as powerfully as they could have. The result was that many from the Republican
Guard escaped or retreated, leaving them as threats for later. To which extent this surviving
remnant of Republican Guard forces contributed to the second Gulf war, over a decade later, is
not clear. But had the coalition been able to neutralize more of the Republican Guard in 1991,
the Iraqi army of 2003 would have been to some extent weaker.
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3.11.2 Analyzing 9/11 (2013-12-12 16:27)

The task of understanding exactly what happened on September 11, 2001 has gone on for a
decade, and will go on long into the future. To be sure, the basic events are simple and clearly
acknowledged. Nineteen Islamic terrorists, mostly from Saudi Arabia, hijacked four airplanes,
flying two of them into the World Trade Center (WTC) and one into the Pentagon. The final plane
crashed as a result of passengers who resisted the hijacking; the passengers had learned of
the plot, and prevent the final aircraft from reaching its target. Approximately 3,000 people
died.
Beyond those basic facts, many details of the attacks remain the topic of research. Discovering
the minutia of the plot is difficult because it was conceived in secrecy, and because much of
the reporting is biased, coming from sources in the Muslim world. Senator Al Franken offers an
example:

Six months after 9/11, the Gallup Poll of Islamic Countries found that an overwhelm-
ing majority of those surveyed believed that the attacks on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon had not been the work of Arabs. Well-educated Egyptians and
Saudis believed that the Israelis were behind the murder of the three thousand in-
nocents on 9/11, in large part because of articles in their countries’ official state
newspapers. One of the widely disseminated stories was that no Jews died in the
collapse of the Trade Towers because they had received calls telling them not to go
to work that day.

When such stories are widely circulated and believed, the historian’s task becomes more diffi-
cult. Sources must be examined carefully. Another factor which makes the work difficult is the
premature release of information. If data are published while investigation and research are
still in progress, the released data can contaminate the data which is still to be gathered by
creating expected narratives. If an expected narrative about an event exists, then researchers
may be predisposed to fit evidence into that narrative, rather than letting the evidence sug-
gest other possible alternatives. Likewise, witnesses being interviewed may reformulate their
memories and statement to conform to the expected narrative. This process may be conscious
or subconscious.
The same types of concern are at work when a crime lab is asked to examine a sample, without
being told the details of the case fromwhich the sample comes. The goal is to keep the research
as unbiased as possible.
Naturally, it is expected that all such data will eventually be made available to the pubic.
Franken offers an example data released prematurely in the chaos and emotional trauma fol-
lowing 9/11:

A clearly rattled Orrin Hatch was all over the news that day, blaming Clinton because
he had "de-emphasized" themilitary. Hatch was also the first to confirm al Qaeda’s in-
volvement by disclosing classified intercepts between associates of Osama bin Laden
about the attack. Asked about it on ABC News two days later, a miffed Donald Rums-
feld said Hatch’s leak was the kind that "compromises our sources and methods,"
and "inhibits our ability to find and deal with terrorists who commit this kind of act."

Hatch’s gaffe was twofold. First, by highlighting Clinton’s lack of military preparation, he biased
historians’ analyses; other contributing variables should have received consideration in the
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absence of Hatch’s emphasis on this one variable. Second, Hatch unwittingly alerted Muslim
terrorists to the fact that their communications had been compromised; had Hatch not done
this, further data might have been mined from such intercepts. As it was, the terrorists quickly
changed their communications protocols.
In hindsight, while Hatch’s blunder deprived investigators of valuable data which might have
saved lives, it did not contaminate the general understanding of 9/11. But it is an example of
the type of slip which could have misdirected the analysis. Franken continues:

The disclosure that al Qaeda was responsible did allow Representative Dana
Rohrabacher (R-CA) to identify the "root of the problem" just hours after the attack:
"We had Bill Clinton backing off, letting the Taliban go, over and over again."

Documents revealed that Clinton had been briefed on the Taliban, on al Qaeda, and on Osama
bin-Laden. Clinton had nixed various action plans to neutralize the threat of al Qaeda, had
weakened the intelligence-gathering of the United Stated, and had weakened the military’s
ability to carry out such operations.
When Clinton left the White House in January 2001, the incoming administration was concerned
about the weakened state of both the military and the various intelligence agencies. Incoming
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice noted:

I knew that there was a serious threat. I’d made that clear in a radio station inter-
view in Detroit during the campaign, stating, "There needs to be better cooperation
[among U.S. intelligence agencies] because we don’t want to wake up one day and
find that Osama bin Laden has been successful on our territory."

Clearly, Condoleezza Rice was well aware of bin Laden long before the 9/11 attacks. Although
the various intelligence agencies were aware of the threat from al Qaeda, they had few de-
tails, and even fewer concrete suggestions about what to do about that threat. If they had
such suggestions, the military lacked the resources to carry them out at that time. The NSC’s
counterterrorism advisor, Dick Clarke, briefed Rice when the new administration moved into
the White House. She recalls that Clarke’s presentation was

short on operational content. There was a lot that described al Qaeda but not very
much about what to do. He made the point that al Qaeda was a network dedicated
to the destruction of the United States. There were numerous slides with faces of
al Qaeda operatives and a discussion of their safe haven in Afghanistan. There was
very little discussion of Pakistan or Saudi Arabia. At the end I asked Clarke and his
team whether we were doing all we could to counter al Qaeda. He made mention of
some covert activities and said that he would later brief me on some other efforts.

Despite the numerous failures of the Clinton White House, the new administration did not want
to spend time enumerating such shortcomings. In support of George Tenet, a Clinton appointee,
Vice President Cheney wrote that

I was a strong supporter inside theWhite House of what Tenet and the CIA were trying
to do. When there were suggestions after 9/11 that we have a group similar to the
Warren Commission investigate intelligence failures, I had argued against it, saying
it would too easily turn into a witch hunt and that what we needed to do was focus
on preventing the next attack.

190 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



3.11. DECEMBER BlogBook

It is worth noting the broad agreement: liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Repub-
licans, Clinton appointees and Bush appointees. Al Franken, Condi Rice, Orrin Hatch, Dana
Rohrabacher, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush, Dick Clarke, George Tenet, and Dick Cheney - that
is indeed a broad spectrum of political views.

©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 191



BlogBook 3.11. DECEMBER

192 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



4. 2014

4.1 January

4.1.1 Competing Values - Political Matrices (2014-01-06 13:52)

Why are tensions and conflicts necessarily part of political life? If asked, the overwhelming
majority of voters would certainly say that they desire justice, peace, prosperity, and secu-
rity. But this apparent agreement does not lead to harmony. Why? At least two reasons are
apparent: first, because each of these good-sounding concepts is susceptible to competing
definitions (exactly what are justice, peace, prosperity, and security?); second, because while
each of these four is desired, they sometimes are in conflict or in competition with each other.
Consider justice and peace. Both are desirable. But if military force is required to obtain justice,
then the quest for peace might be compromised: hence the famous tension between peace
lovers and peace makers.
Security and prosperity are both appealing; but an economic system which maximizes prosper-
ity is a system which includes risk, and there compromising the sense of economic security.
Political conflicts can therefore arise among voters who agree about the importance of a set
of values, but who weigh these values differently when they come into competition with each
other.
Political scientists conceptualize this as a matrix with four dimensions. Consider each of the
four axes:

• In a system of freely-elected representatives, and of different layers of government, one
value will be to move as much decision-making as possible to entities at the lower end of
the scale: cities, counties, and townships should have more decision-making power than
the state or federal government. Local governments are more accessible to citizens and
more adeptly absorb petitions and appeals, and more flexibly respond to them.

• As one nation-state among others, one value is to project an image of strength - politically,
economically, and militarily. Weakness is provocative, and the failure to convince other
nations of one nation’s resolve and willingness to act is to invite aggression.

• The liberty and dignity of an individual are maximized with economic freedom: therefore,
one value is to keep taxation at what is agreed to be a practical minimum; to reduce or
eliminate governmental spending, debt, and deficits; and to reduce regulation or interfer-
ence in manufacturing, in consumption, and in the marketplace.

• People enter voluntarily to various associations, the natural organs of society. There are
a wide range of such groupings: clubs, teams, music groups, professional associations,
chambers of commerce, religious groups, neighborhoods, etc. Just as individuals seek
freedom, so the liberty of groups is also a value: cooperative activity should not be im-
peded by government; therefore, legislation prohibiting actions in private life is to be
avoided, to the same extent as legislation prohibiting these social groups from regulating
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private life is to be avoided. Just as a government has no right to require or prohibit pri-
vate actions within the private sphere, it also has no right to restrict a private and free
association from determining private actions within the private sphere.

If each of the above is considered as an axis along which increasing or decreasing levels of
preference for that one value, relative to the other three, is measured, then we have system for
categorizing various political points of view. One voter may value the ability of the nation-state
to robust among the other countries of the world, but this same voter may be willing to sacrifice
the freedom which the private voluntary associations within society have. A different voter
may value the primacy of local governments over national governments, and in the process be
willing to sacrifice the notion of a free market, if it is the local and not the national government
seeking to regulate.
To the extent that such a framework allows us to accurately characterize political disagree-
ments, it also allows us to perhaps envision the types of compromise whichmight be negotiated
to the satisfaction, if not to the delight, of various parties. To the extent that this framework
is nuanced, it allows a more detailed and perceptive discussion than the polemics which distill
disagreement to binary opposites: liberals/conservatives, Republicans/Democrats.

4.1.2 WMDs in Iraq (2014-01-06 22:00)

In late 2002 and early 2003, intelligence agencies of not only the United States, but also of
many other nations, obtained information revealing that Saddam Hussein’s Baathist regime
in Iraq was manufacturing and stockpiling weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), including
biological weapons, chemical weapons, and nuclear weapons.
While Iraq’s technological infrastructure was working at a furious pace to produce enough
weapons-grade uranium to build a fission bomb, it was prevented from achieving that goal
by the combat that would erupt in March 2003. It did, however, produce large numbers of
usable biological and chemical weapons.
As the data became more clear, the United Nations, not the United States, issued several
resolutions, which stated that Saddam’s government would face consequences if it failed to
open its facilities to weapons inspectors. The United Nations hoped to stop WMD production in
Iraq and begin dismantling WMD stockpiles.
When Saddam Hussein and the Baath party proved consistently uncooperative, the conse-
quences promised by the United Nations were delivered by a coalition of thirty nations when
combat began in March 2003. In the following months and years, the war unfolded, first under
the name Operation Iraqi Freedom, and later, in the popular press, simply as the Iraq War.
As the war unfolded, the conflict itself receded in importance, and the news media focused
more on the political struggle within the United States. This struggle, over the continuation
of the war, the importance of the war, and the justification for the war, became a rhetorical
exercise, and the actual facts of the war were increasingly ignored.
The other countries in the coalition, however, remained focused on the reality of the grave
threat posed by Saddam’s WMDs. The United Nations directed several other governments,
including some not part of the coalition, to begin dealing with enormous stockpiles of chemical
weapons found hidden in various weapons depots around Iraq.
One of the governments, Germany, assigned the task of dealing with large quantities of WMDs
began coordinating and training technicians and scientists to process stockpiles of lethal chem-
ical weapons. A statement issued by the German government says that these
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experts will be trained in how to use German technology to destroy the remaining
chemical weapons stockpiles left over from Saddam Hussein’s regime.

As the various nations began the UN’s work of neutralizing Saddam’s vast store of WMD’s,
it became clear that there were more such weapons to be processed than could reasonably
be handled by the member nations of the coalition. The decision was made to hand over
the processing of chemical WMD’s to the Iraqis, who by now were stabilizing their own free
government in the wake of Saddam’s demise. The German government stated that it

will provide Iraq with a mobile laboratory equipped with state of the art detection
and measuring devices for the analysis of chemical warfare agents, to be used at
the remaining chemical weapons sites in Iraq.

Because Germany was not part of the coalition in March 2003, it was seen as more objective
or neutral in its handling of the WMDs, and it also gained thereby an opportunity to make an
effort even though it had not been part of the initial coalition. Its statement continues:

In this way the Federal Government is making an essential contribution to the first
phase of the safe and environmentally responsible disposal of chemical weapons in
Iraq.

The technology provided by Germany not only helps to neutralize the caches of WMDs around
Iraq, but to do so in a way which was safe and friendly to the environment. Because Germany,
as a nation which was not part of the original coalition, had no vested interest in the amounts or
types of chemical weapons, it was seen as being capable of producing a responsible inventory
of Saddam’s vast hoards of WMDs. The German government stated that

This will enable Iraq to analyse the highly toxic legacy of the Saddam regime and to
draft a technical strategy for its safe and environmentally responsible destruction.

As an example of one of sites found to being hiding a large collection of WMDs, this description
was released about one of the locations:

For many years, grenades filled with the nerve gas sarin have been stored in the
bunkers of a former chemical weapons production plant in Iraq. The site also con-
tains several hundred tonnes of chemical precursors for the production of chemical
weapons. The exact composition and condition of the warfare agents are unknown.
The Federal Government had agreed to assist Iraq with the destruction of its old
chemical weapons stockpiles following the country’s accession to the international
Chemical Weapons Convention.

As the Iraq war become history, and not a current event, time allows for a more detailed anal-
ysis of the data. The record will show that a collection of nations, working loosely under UN
leadership, managed to deactivate and disarm a massive stockpile of chemical weapons. The
region is today safe from WMD threats in large part due to the efforts of German technologists
who began the work themselves and then turned over the completion to the Iraqis they had
trained.
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4.2 February

4.2.1 Rethinking Obama (2014-02-04 09:35)

The various news media have presented a spectrum of understandings concerning Barack
Obama. He mystifies both liberals and conservatives, both Democrats and Republicans. Those
who voted for him, and those who voted against him, are equally mystified as to his essence.
The thoughtful reader may quickly dismiss both the demonizations and the hagiographies.
Over time, interpretations of Obama have become nuanced. Observers have watched his
actions in a variety of settings, with a variety of people, concerning a variety of issues. What
emerges is not the simplistic view of a typical liberal Democrat. Whether one considers the
phrase ’liberal Democrat’ to be a compliment or an insult, the phrase does not apply in any
straightforward fashion to Obama. Although the word ’progressive’ has come back into fashion
at the beginning of the twenty-first century - it was quite stylish at the beginning of the previous
century as well - its application to Obama is not unproblematic. While Obama is in some senses
very much a progressive, he also departs from the Wilsonian template. Obama’s most obvious
deviation from Woodrow Wilson can be found in the fact that Wilson introduced segregation
into many branches of the federal government in which African-Americans and whites had
previously worked side-by-side.
The questions to be answered are these: What is Obama’s ideology? What is his personality?
What is his value system? What are his goals? Which means will he countenance to achieve
those goals?
Readers will note that the media’s interpretations of Obama have carefully redesigned them-
selves over the years.
Discerning journalists note the tension between various aspects of Obama’s persona. These
different facets give rise to questions about what lies behind them - Who is the real Obama?
Which features does his true personality have? Dinesh D’Souza outlines the competing visions
of what Obama might be:

Barack Obama is an enigmatic figure, a puzzle both to his adversaries and to his
supporters. Somehow the Obama of the 2008 election campaign seems to have
metamorphosed into a very different President Obama. The two men are not merely
politically different — different in their policy agenda — but also psychologically dif-
ferent. The centrist, reassuring Obama is gone and has been replaced by a more
detached, unreadable and, to some, even menacing Obama. It’s hard for Americans
to respond to Obama because we aren’t sure where he is coming from, what moti-
vates him.

The above paragraph was written in 2010, by which time Obama had occupied the White House
for about a year and a half. The earliest persona which Obama projected for the nation was a
feel-good image, the moderate man of hope and compromise. Earlier personae, which he may
have projected in local politics in Chicago, or in his Ivy-League student years, were not broadly
presented to the nation.

the dramatic contrast between the two faces of Obama. What then are these two
faces? The first is the face of the healer and unifier. This is the Obama who wrote
in his book The Audacity of Hope, "We will need to remind ourselves, despite all
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our differences, just how much we share: common hopes, common dreams, a bond
that will not break." Obama promised "a new kind of politics, one that can excavate
and build upon those shared understandings that pull us together as Americans."
The same Obama spoke at the Democratic convention in 2004, in which he said,
"There is not a liberal America and a conservative America; there is a United States of
America. There is not a black America and a white America, a Latino America and an
Asian America. ... We are one people, all of us pledging allegiance to the Stars and
Stripes, all us of defending the United States of America." That speech resounded
with conservative themes, as when Obama described "the people I meet in small
towns and big cities and diners and office parks - they don’t expect government to
solve all of their problems. Go into the collar counties around Chicago, and they’ll tell
you that they don’t want their taxmoney wasted by a welfare agency or the Pentagon.
Go into any inner-city neighborhood and folks will tell you that government alone
can’t teach kids to learn." This is the kind of talk you normally hear at the Republican
convention. And when Obama was elected he pledged, "And to those Americans
whose support I have yet to earn - I may not have won your vote, but I hear your
voices, I need your help, and I will be your president too." Let’s call the Obama who
uttered these inspirational words Obama I.

After his inauguration, a distinctly post-election tone emerged in Obama’s words, and that tone
was reflected in his deeds. The moderation and conciliation seemed gone; he promoted his
agenda assertively, with little regard for the opinions of the voters:

Obama II, a very different character. This is the Obama who lambasts the banks and
investment houses and forces them to succumb to federal control; the Obama who
gives it to the pharmaceutical and health insurance companies, bending them to his
will; the Obama who demonizes his predecessor and his opponents, portraying them
as the source of all the problems that only he can solve. This Obama pushed through
health care reform, essentially establishing government control over one-sixth of the
U.S. economy, and he did it without a single Republican vote in either the House or
the Senate. Nor did it matter to Obama that a majority of the American people, in poll
after poll, rejected the proposed changes. Despite Scott Brown’s stunning victory in
Massachusetts, turning Ted Kennedy’s Senate seat over to the Republicans, Obama
found a way to make his health care reform the law of the land. This same Obama
seeks to impose expensive environmental regulations on companies in the form of
cap and trade legislation; he is going to sharply hike taxes on businesses and the
affluent; he is scaling back the military budget and has announced a withdrawal
of American troops from both Iraq and Afghanistan. Here, as before, Obama can
be expected to trample over his opposition to achieve his goals. This Obama has
dismayed Republicans and conservatives, and an activist Tea Party movement has
mobilized against him.

Pulling quotes from the pre-election version of Obama and contrasting them with quotes from
the post-inauguration Obama, the contrasts are highlighted.
The obvious question, as D’Souza frames it, arises: "So which is the real Obama?" Voters and
journalists phrased it in various ways, but the question was the same. The distinct personae
were presented; which one was real? D’Souza, in 2010, proposed a novel solution: neither
was real. Instead, "we are in search of Obama III, an account that transcends and reconciles
Obama I and Obama II." A deeper psyche might lie behind these two contrasting personae.
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To find the common source of these two images, one must attempt to investigate the observ-
able signs of Obama’s inner world. Minds are not publicly measurable or visible, but concrete
actions, words, and experiences can give clues about what might be in a mind - in this case, in
Obama’s mind.

To grasp Obama’s story, we have to put aside the multicultural mantras and the con-
servative boilerplate and enter Obama’s world. Imagine a little boy growing up in
the sunbathed beauty of Hawaii, soaking in the culture, hearing about how the inno-
cent natives were crushed and overrun by horrible invaders and profiteers. Imagine
a slightly older child on a bicycle on the crowded streets of Indonesia, learning from
his stepfather the harsh code of a developing country, shaped out of the history of
European colonialism. Now imagine a young man undertaking a journey to Kenya,
for many people a journey to nowhere, but for him a journey to his own past, where
through inner soul-searching and conversations with relatives he discovers who his
father really was, and what he must do to make good on the dead man’s unfulfilled
dreams. This is Barack Obama. But for him these aren’t imaginings; they are memo-
ries. Thesememories are formed out of the indelible ink of experience, and they have
by his own account marked the man. By attentively examining his experience as he
tells it himself, and as elaborated by others who have researched his background,
we can understand Obama in a way that he has not been understood before.

The set of experiences, then, which shaped Obama’s psyche include: living the first ten or
more years of his life with no personal contact from his biological father; living those years
in an environment, carefully designed by his mother, which included many Asians and whites,
but no Africans or African-Americans; living those years without ever attending an American
public school; living most of those years outside the United States.
The first ten, twelve, or fifteen years of Obama’s life were, then, filled with factors which nudge
him into the role of an outsider: a United States citizen who spent the majority of his time
outside the United States; an African-American who was raised primarily, almost exclusively,
among whites and Asians; an American child who never attended an American public school.
Perpetually playing the role of outsider has taught Obama the peculiar ways in which he projects
his various personae, and the content of those personae.
All of the above represents the state of the public’s understanding of Obama circa 2010. As
time elapses, more data become available; Obama’s policies and words continue to unfold,
revealing more clues as to the common root of his various exteriors. By 2012, a more nuanced
understanding of Obama was within reach.
Obama’s mysterious policy actions, and cryptic statements, give clues about an underlying
ideology which is aimed, not at America’s role in helping other nations lift themselves to a
first-world standard of living, but rather at a process in which the United States would lose
a significant amount of its economic, military, and political status among the world’s nations,
and a process in which the average American family would see its net worth and its real income
shrink. These, it emerged, were Obama’s goals. In 2012, D’Souza wrote:

Obama is not merely the presiding instrument of American decline, he is the architect
of American decline. He wants America to be downsized. He wants Americans to
consume less, and he would like to see our standard of living decline relative to that
of other nations. He seeks a diminished footprint for America in the world. He detests
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Americas traditional allies, like Britain and Israel, and seeks to weaken them; he is
not very worried about radical Muslims acquiring a nuclear bomb or coming to power
in countries like Tunisia and Egypt. He is quite willing to saddle future generations
of Americans with crippling debt; he has spent trillions of dollars toward this end,
and if he had been permitted, he would have spent trillions more. He has shown
no inclination, and has no desire, to protect America’s position as number one in the
world; he would be content to see America as number 18, or number 67, just another
country seated at the great dining table of nations. The strength of my thesis is that
it is completely congruent with who Obama is and what he does. We don’t have to
assume that he is always getting results opposite to what he intends; we simply have
to see that he intends the results he is getting. He emphasized in his inauguration
speech his goal of "remaking America" – and he is doing it, recognizing that in order
to remake America he must first unmake America.

Between 2010 and 2012, as a clearer understanding of Obama emerged, the reading public
became aware that Obama neither liked nor trusted America as a civilization, as a society, or
as a culture. Of the many attempted explanations for Obama’s 2012 reelection, none have
countenanced the notion that his general policy direction was popular. He was reelected de-
spite his policies and despite the murky ideology that fueled them. Obama has no confidence
in the United States Constitution, a document which codifies the governmental process which
is most apt at preserving and protecting freedom. Obama has no affection for the worldview
embodied in texts like the Declaration of Independence or the Bill of Rights, and no affinity for
the ideas and writings crystalized political, religious, and economic liberty in America - ideas
and writings like those of John Locke, Thomas Paine, George Washington, and the others who
together made possible the highest degree of freedom to be found among the nations of the
world.
Directed by his own inner ideology, which see America as a neocolonialist oppressor rather than
as a liberator, Obama finds little or nothing laudable in the American tradition. Forgetting, or
choosing to ignore, that the United States was the incubator for abolitionism and for women’s
suffrage, his ideology categorizes American success as a priori evil. Rather than see America
as having the opportunity help other nations rise in economic and political freedom, Obama
believes that the United States must decline in order for others nations to grow. His ideology
is captive to zero-sum thinking, not only in matters of economics, but in matters of cultural
and political capital as well. Rather than see the United States as a leader of nations, a first
among equals, in a scenario in which a rising tide lifts all boats and prosperity can flourish
simultaneously in many nations, Obama asserts that only by diminishing the United States can
he offer a chance to other countries. D’Souza continues:

Never before in American history have we had a president who seeks decline, who
is actually attempting to downsize his country. Presidents are elected to protect and
strengthen their country, so why would a president weaken it? We cannot answer this
question without understanding Obama himself, his background, and his ideology.
Without such understanding, we are vulnerable to all kinds of crazy theories. I am
certainly not one of those who say that Obama hates America, or that Obama is a
traitor, or that Obama is a Manchurian candidate who is being manipulated by some
secret cabal. Not so – Obama is doing these things because of who he is, because of
what he believes. He subscribes to an ideology that says it is good for America to go
down so that the rest of the world can come up. He wants Americans to be poorer
so that Brazilians and Colombians can be richer. He thinks it would be beneficial to
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us and to the world for there to be many rich and powerful nations, with no single
nation able to dominate or dictate terms to any other. Obama is a visionary for global
justice. He wants to set right the ship of the world that, in his view, has been tilted
to one side for nearly five hundred years, ever since Western civilization began to

flourish in the sciences, in technology, and in political development. Obama sees Western
Civilization’s forward movement not as illuminating a path which other nations might follow,
but rather as a form of theft. Rather than encouraging the third world to develop itself as
the first world has done, Obama wants to dismantle the first world. He does not envision the
possibility of the first world helping, or working in partnership with, the third world; he believes
that only harm can come from the first world, and nothing beneficial. His solution, in light of
his beliefs, is to deflate the first world. The humbling and humiliation of the first world is on
Obama’s policy agenda.
While the use of terms like ’liberal’ and ’conservative’ and ’Democrat’ and ’Republican’ leads
quickly to oversimplification and overgeneralization, it is nonetheless true that many - not
all! - of Obama’s opponents, who are called and would call themselves "Republicans" or "con-
servatives," mistakenly attempted to understand Obama through the template of traditional
American leftism - the Democrat Party and its version of liberalism. Obama is not cut of the
same political cloth as George McGovern or Franklin Roosevelt.

Obama is not a conventional liberal; he is not from the same mold as Bill Clinton,
John Kerry, Al Gore, Michael Dukakis, or Jimmy Carter. Rather, Obama draws his
identity and his values from a Third World, anti-American ideology that goes by the
name of anti-colonialism. Obama’s philosophy can be summed up in David Gelern-
ter’s phrase: America the Inexcusable. Notice that this is an affirmation of American
exceptionalism, but exceptionalism of a special kind. According to this ethos, Amer-
ica is exceptional in being exceptionally militaristic, violent, greedy, selfish, and ra-
pacious. For Obama, America is the plunderer; and he is the restorer. Traditional
Democrats want to preserve American leadership and have America be a model for
the World; Obama wants to displace American hegemony and realign America in the
world. Traditional Democrats want a bigger economic pie so they can redistribute
income in America; Obama wants to curb America’s growth and redistribute wealth
globally so he can reduce the gap in living standards between America and the rest
of the world.

As an axiomatic principle, Obama’s desire to humble the United States explains other pol-
icy decisions. Seen in this light, Obama’s educational policies are not about education, but
rather about weakening the nation; his environmental policies are not about the environment,
but about weakening the nation; his healthcare policies are not about healthcare, but about
weakening the nation; his economic policies are not about prosperity, but about weakening
the nation; his energy policies are not about supplying the United States with fuel, but rather
about weakening the nation. Only when understood from the standpoint of Obama’s desire to
harm the United States to his policies make a sort of consistent sense.
As a matter of political necessity and political expediency, Obama has needed to disguise his
goal, and thereby enlist the support of environmentalists, economists, educators, and other
specialists. But these segments of support become gradually disillusioned by the gnawing
feeling that Obama doesn’t have their interests at hearts: he mouths environmentalist slogans
and issues enough executive orders to appear supportive of environmental causes. Yet, while
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banning allegedly for environmental reasons certain energy sources in the United States, he
facilitates those same activities in other nations. Viewed through the lens of environmentalism,
these actions seem self-contradictory; viewed through the lens of Obama’s desire to damage
the United States, these actions are consistent.

The Obama administration has been blocking oil drilling in America, and it is already
moving to restrict and control the use of fracking. Indeed, Obama actively promotes
policies that reduce America’s access to energy, raise energy prices, and cost jobs
which often end up moving abroad. These policies seem not only ill-advised, but
politically risky for Obama. So why would he do this? The obvious explanation is that
Obama is a dedicated environmentalist, deeply worried about global warming and oil
spills and wary of the environmental and safety risks involved in the relatively new
technology of fracking.

Obama has made no significant moves to encourage the world’s big polluters - mainland China
foremost among them - to clean up their environmental usage. Obama sees environmental
policy as a tool to harm the United States economy. His feigned passion for environmental
causes would quickly disappear if he calculated that they offered him no opportunities injure
the American economy.

Yet this environmental explanation of Obama’s behavior is clearly wrong. Even as
Obama blocks and restricts energy exploration in America, he has been helping other
countries exploit their energy resources. Specifically, the Obama administration has
bankrolled oil drilling in Brazil, Colombia, and Mexico. This oil is destined not for
export to America, but for Brazil’s, Colombia’s, and Mexico’s own use, which includes
selling some of it to the Chinese. Obama also supports massive wealth transfers from
the West to the developing world so that developing countries can grow and meet
their increasing demands for energy.

Between 2010 and 2012, then, readers and voting citizens got a more distinct concept of
Obama as his policy objectives emerged with sharper clarity. Obama was neither a moderate
centrist nor a typical leftist in the tradition of America’s Democrat Party. Instead, his policies
are shaped by geopolitical view in which the third world nations are cast in the roles of victims,
America is seen as capable only of exploitation, and the solution to the world’s problems lies in
the dismantling of America’s global influence and demolition of America’s domestic prosperity.

4.2.2 Whose Tax Policy? (2014-02-14 16:43)

At the end of 2013, many U.S. citizens learned that they were going to pay more income tax
than ever before. Social Security, funded largely through the FICA tax, took a bigger percentage
of paychecks. Income taxes increased. Tom Herman, writing for The Wall Street Journal, noted
that there was also

an additional 0.9 % Medicare tax on wages, other compensation and self-
employment income.

Taxes went up a bit, and deductions - people’s ability to shelter some of their wages from taxes
- went down a bit. As a result of the Affordable Care Act, known as Obamacare, career-age
people are paying income tax on their healthcare expenditures:
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 201



BlogBook 4.3. MARCH

Many people under 65 with largemedical bills will discover they can’t deduct asmuch
as they could a year ago.

But whose tax policy is this? Many voters blame Obama, but that may be a bit oversimplified.
Congress had a hand in these matters as well.

4.3 March

4.3.1 Korea: Funding the Mission (2014-03-27 16:06)

The Korean War, at least from the American side, was a conflict operated on a proverbial
shoestring budget. To be sure, the total defense budget increased significantly during the
first half of the 1950’s, but those funds were directed toward strengthening defenses in Europe
against a possible Soviet attack, toward defending the American homeland against strategic at-
tack, and toward developing a strategic nuclear arsenal. The land war in Korea, or so it seemed
to the soldiers fighting there, was an afterthought in terms of funding men and equipment.
Not only did the Army face a shortage of soldiers during the Korean War, but the organization
of those soldiers was such that the conflict was manned largely by short-term draftees, while
many experienced infantrymen were stationed in Europe. The greenness of the United States
Army not only robbed combat operations of the expertise and insight which come with experi-
ence, but also created distrust when large bodies of short-term conscripts were managed by
career officers. William Donnelly writes:

The Army’s manpower dilemma during the Korean War’s last two years was unlike
its most serious manpower problem during World War II, which was more a matter
of distributing the resources provided by full national mobilization, and in particu-
lar, providing sufficient numbers of men for the infantry. The Korean War manpower
dilemma instead was a foreshadowing of problems the service would face in the
Vietnam War. Again, decisions by senior civilian and military leaders created a war
in a secondary theater fought primarily by noncareer soldiers who served for only
two years of active duty, and who became increasingly distrustful of career soldiers.
Vietnam, too, would see the serious erosion of readiness in units not committed to
the battlefield, but unlike Korea, the Army did not enjoy a period where the man-
power dilemma was cushioned by a major mobilization of the reserve components.
The Army during Korea, however, was spared the tremendous change and conflict
in American society that was underway as major ground forces arrived in Vietnam,
change and conflict that intensified during the war, in part because of growing oppo-
sition to the war among the American people. Finally, another manpower dilemma
in another war lacking the traditional measures of progress showed that problems in
the service’s institutional culture — “oversupervision,” a reliance on evaluation by
statistics, and ticket-punching — had worsened during the years after the armistice
in Korea.

With both a shooting war in Korea, and a global ColdWar overshadowing the planet, the political
leaders in Washington could easily justify tax increases to fund defense. The immediacy of
Korea made obvious the need for infantry and equipment, but the emphasis drifted to strategic
needs with regards to the Europe, North America, and NATO. Historian Russell Weigley writes:
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Congress enacted three wartime tax increases, and the combined impact of the rate
increases and an economic boom stimulated by the war was to raise federal revenues
from $36.5 billion in fiscal year 1950 to $47.6 billion in the next fiscal year, $61.4 bil-
lion in fiscal 1952, and $64.8 billion in fiscal 1953. Expenditures for national security
purposes rose from $13 billion in fiscal 1950 to $22.3 billion, $44 billion, and $50.4
billion, respectively, in the following three fiscal years. These increased defense ex-
penditures went first, naturally, into creating the necessary instruments to fight the
war in Korea. Frightened by the unreadiness the Korean War demonstrated, however,
and by the its unarguable evidence that the deterrent powers of the country’s atomic
weaponry had not been complete, government and military leaders generally agreed
that the growing funds available for national security must be used to seek a larger
security beyond the immediate demands of the war.

After WWII, the Army’s reduction in force and accompanying decreases in defense spending,
while appropriate for the circumstances, left the United States with few extra infantrymen for
Korea when the conflict began in June and July of 1950. Those U.S. soldiers who were first put
into combat in Korea were inexperienced, poorly led, and disorganized. They were men who’d
been doing the relatively easy duty of occupying Japan, a task, which by mid-1950, consisted of
simply being present. They were not prepared for intense combat, and neither were the officers
who led them. It was clear that the Army would have to quickly upgrade and reorganize its
forces in Korea.
While the Army did succeed in making a significant and sufficient improvement in its forces in
Korea, this pressing need was still obscured by an emphasis on preparing a globally strategic
force, a nuclear arsenal, and stationing trained and equipped troops in Europe. Much of what
happened in the U.S. defense establishment during the Korean War era had little to do with the
Korean War. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Amply funded and skillfully managed, the Korean War rearmament program never-
theless had its intrinsic confusions, since it was two mobilizations for two wars. The
real war in the Far East required fast and large reinforcements in men and materiel,
especially after the Chinese intervention. The Department of Defense, however, had
a more compelling concern, the possibility of a war with the Soviet Union. The ad-
ministration’s military, diplomatic, and intelligence advisers estimated that by 1952
the Russians would have an optimum opportunity to initiate a general war with the
United States and its NATO allies. By that time the Soviets were likely to have suf-
ficient nuclear weapons - including hydrogen bombs - and aircraft to carry them to
launch an attack on the continental United States. Just the threat of such an attack
might so intimidate the United States that it would not use its own nuclear weapons to
meet a Soviet conventional attack on Western Europe, where the Russian forces still
outnumbered Western forces on an order of three to one in manpower and weapons.
Even if the Soviets did not actually attack, the threat of such an attack might bring
Soviet-leaning neutrality to most of Europe. The Truman administration accepted the
"year of maximum danger" concept, but its dilemma extended far beyond 1952. It
had to weigh the immediate demands of proxy war with the Communists against the
long-term requirements of deterring general war.

Veterans of the Korean War can feel, and rightly so, that they were asked to fight a war as an
afterthought. Much of the military and the civilian defense organization was devoted to Cold
War strategizing, while infantrymen were asked to do the fighting, bleeding, and dying without
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the measure of funding, the quantities and quality of equipment, and the amount of trained
experienced officers which might be desired for actual combat.

4.4 April

4.4.1 Measuring the Damage (2014-04-15 10:21)

After an initial burst of enthusiasm, many African-American voters have become disenchanted
with Obama. The numbers of Black voters who cast their ballots for Obama in 2012 were
significantly smaller than those who did so in 2008.
While real income and net worth fell for all American families after January 2009, the decline
was steeper for African-American families. Unemployment among Blacks rose faster, peaked
at higher rates, and stayed longer, than among other demographic groups.
Leaders in the African-American community, like Deneen Borelli, began to critically examine
Obama’s policies. She understood that the permanent poverty which Obama inflicted on inner-
city Black families would keep them dependent on government programs; they would not have
a chance at finding meaningful jobs, because Obama had damaged the national economy to
the extent that job creation was at a minimum, and the few jobs being created were low-
wage. Obama removed employment opportunities from African-Americans, forcing them into
a lifestyle of dependency on government programs, a lifestyle which Borelli calls a "plantation"
of government programs. As far back as Obama’s first few months in office, she was already
noticing the alarming trends. She wrote:

Early into his presidency, Obama racked up some historic spending figures. There
was the $3.9 trillion in spending for 2009 and similar projections for 2010, but the
historic levels of national debt were the scarier numbers: Just three months into his
term, the nation faced levels not seen before - a staggering $11 trillion. That’s almost
half a trillion more than on the day he took office. The projections from his budget
were even greater for 2012 (the year he hopes to get reelected!): The country, under
President Obama, will face $16.2 trillion dollars in debt. Who is going to pay that
bill? Numbers like that don’t free Americans. Ironically, numbers like that saddle
our children with bills to pay, bills that will keep the underclass on the government
plantation for years to come.

Later in Obama’s presidency, when the harm done to the economy was greater still and de-
tectable by almost all metrics, Borelli reflected the growing discomfort of African-American vot-
ers. The "progressive" economic policies were creating ever-higher levels of unemployment,
especially among young Black males. Borelli wrote:

Obama is extremely transparent with his plan for the United States. There is no
reading between the lines, there is no hidden agenda, and there is no mystery. His
words and actions align perfectly with his quest to fundamentally transform America
into an entitlement society.

While Borelli, and other African-American leaders like Alan Keyes, certainly articulate some
valid concerns about Obama, alternative analyses of the situation are possible. Are Obama’s
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critics oversimplifying the matter? In Obama’s defense, one may note that he does not (yet)
have absolute power. Under the nation’s tripartite government, the Congress and the Supreme
Court have a responsibility to act as a check on the executive branch, and are complicit if they
do not. As Alan Keyes wrote in January 2014:

Lately, no matter how much their constituents plead with them, the elitist faction
leaders in Congress have made it clear that they aren’t listening, on just about every
vital issue.

Congress and the Supreme Court share in the guilt, because they have not moved to stop
Obama’s attack on the American economy. Obama alone cannot be blamed; without their
acquiescence, the "progressivist" dismantling of economic opportunities for Americans of all
classes could not have occurred.
Why have the legislative and judicial branches not protected ordinary American citizens from
Obama’s economic tyranny? Various possible causes present themselves: some members
may agree ideologically with Obama; others may have fallen victim to his bribery or extortion
schemes; some may submit to the directives given by the leaders of their political parties;
some may lack a clear understanding of the matters. The data are not enough to permit a final
answer in each case about these motives.
Perhaps it is too simplistic, then, to blame Obama alone for the misery inflicted upon American
families, and disproportionately upon African-American families. The other two branches of
government failed to defend the nation and its Constitution, and so share the guilt. Borelli
writes:

Under Obama’s leadership, our debt has exploded, family incomes are down, fewer
Americans are working, and more of us are in poverty. Then there is the government
abuse of existing programs. Internal Revenue Service employees have bullied tea
party organizations; General Services Administration employees have partied on the
taxpayers’ dime; senior EPA employees, including its former head, have used secret
email accounts to communicate with special interest groups; and the NSA is spying
on civilians.

One may not blindly assume that those who voted for Obama, those who actively campaigned
for Obama, and even some of those who work or worked in his administration actively desired
to see harm done to American families. Certainly, many of them worked with the best of
motives; there were many who thought that Obama could do good, and desired to do good, for
the country. Surely, many who voted for Obama believed that he could improve the economy,
and that he wanted to improve the economy. Such people may not be held guilty; they were
deceived. Borelli continues:

Rather than expanding the American entitlement state, President Obama should be
working to advance policies that would empower lower- and middle-income house-
holds to thrive independently of government. More economic freedom would benefit
all individuals and families, not just those in privileged communities. Less govern-
ment means more power for people to think freely and make economic choices on
their own terms.

Instead of allowing the economy to function freely and create both opportunities and wealth,
the administration has inflicted the twin evils of taxation and regulation upon the people, and
has caused the most misery among those who most needed opportunity: the African-American
voters. Those who voted for "hope and change" have been betrayed.
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4.5 May

4.5.1 The Future of Freedom? (2014-05-06 11:04)

Between 2009 and 2014, an economic patterns emerged in the United States: higher unem-
ployment, lower real and nominal incomes, and a lower net worth for the average family. In
addition to these downward trends, there was an increase in the number of people receiving
food stamps, the number of people holding alleged jobs with the government, and a relatively
large increase in the federal debt.
All of these patterns had an amplified effect in the African-American community: unemploy-
ment was greater, incomes and net worth even lower. Black activist Deneen Borelli writes:

Ironically, it is the government that creates the need for government assistance. The
Obama administration is responsible for creating a path to greater dependency. The
country must reduce the public’s need for handouts. We don’t want Americans to
spend their lives scrounging for basic needs. The government should create a po-
litical and economic climate that will ensure people can provide for themselves and
stand on their own two feet. This is what Americans want and this is what our presi-
dent should want.

Borelli represents the pain felt by families faced simultaneously with lower incomes and higher
consumer prices. This economic pain will only be extended into the future if the government
continues to borrow money, creating a debt which today’s young people will be paying in the
future. On April 15, 2014, the Investor’s Business Daily revealed that

The CBO’s new budget projections contain an eerie warning that we are on path from
today’s already unfathomable $17.7 trillion in gross federal government debt to more
than $27 trillion in 2024. This in spite of finger-crossing projections of tax revenue
over the next decade exceeding its 40-year average as a share of GDP.

A government which exercises self-restraint, and a constitution which restrains the govern-
ment, can offer economic freedom as well as the personal liberty which citizens desire. The
enemies of freedom are taxation, debt, and government spending. African-American citizens
want economic opportunities; those opportunities increase as the government shrinks.

4.6 June

4.6.1 An Ill-Starred Political Career (2014-06-03 09:47)

The bumpy history of Kathleen Sebelius has met more than the average share of disasters.
Whether you call it luck, chance, or fate, it seems unfair that she has been left holding the bag
- left to suddenly have to deal with a difficult problem or responsibility because someone else
has decided he does not want to deal with it.
In 2007, a tornado destroyed most of the town of Greensburg, Kansas. The destruction of the
buildings was almost complete. Seeing an opportunity, green politicians decided that Greens-
burg, aptly named, could be their chance to construct an example of a planned environmentally-
friendly community.
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By ensuring that each of rebuilding was recognized as green, the bureaucrats could unlock
plentiful grants to fund cutting-edge technology and embed it into the town from the ground
up. Writing for the Associated Press, reporter Roxana Hegeman notes:

But local leaders were enthralled by an idea proposed by then-Kansas Gov. Kathleen
Sebelius and other clean-energy proponents, who saw a blank slate on which to cre-
ate a better place. The Kansas prairie offered plentiful sunshine and powerful winds
to provide power.

In addition to the insurance settlements and other private funding which would have normally
been available for reconstruction anyway, approximately $75 million in grants - money from
ordinary taxpayers in other communities - funded expensive projects designed to meet high
technological standards.
The landscape is dotted with windmills, solar panel fields, and odd cylinder-shaped houses. The
futuristic, environmentally friendly, energy efficient, high-tech town is also built to withstand
tornadoes like the one which destroyed it in 2007.
But there’s one problem: very few people want to live there.
The government has been unsuccessful in repopulating the city. Houses and businesses, new
and never occupied, stand empty, having cost millions of dollars.
The reasons vary: some people don’t want to live there because the cost of living is much
higher; maintaining these homes, schools, and stores takes more money, and more work, than
normal structures.
Others don’t want to live there because of aesthetics. The sky is cluttered with windmills and
the horizon with solar panel arrays. Many of the houses are concrete domes.
Some choose not to live there because of the extra hassle required to operate all the green
equipment and to ensure that everything is done to green standards. Washing the dishes or
mowing the lawn suddenly becomes complex and time-consuming.
The enthusiasm of green experts left Kathleen Sebelius in the awkward situation of having
orchestrated the funding of a project which few people seemed to want. $75 million in gov-
ernment funds were used to build houses which now stand empty and build streets on which
nobody now drives. Windmills, paid for by taxpayers, generate electricity which nobody uses.
Solar arrays, paid for by taxpayers, likewise produce current which is unused.
Greensburg is a high-tech ghost town, as Hegeman documents in her AP piece. The movie Field
of Dreams gave rise to the phrase, "build it and they will come." Sebelius built Greensburg, but
nobody came.
It would be easy to blame Sebelius for all of this, but she was in some ways placed into this com-
promising position by over-enthusiastic and over-eager green experts, who hoped to demon-
strate their high-tech prowess - and by insincere businesses who saw a way to tap into taxpayer
money even if it meant selling unneeded products.
Sadly for Sebelius, this would not be the last time she was left to publicly take the blame for
ill-conceived plans which squandered public money.
Leaving the governor’s mansion in Kansas, she became Secretary of Health and Human Ser-
vices. In this role, she would be put forth to take responsibility for other people’s failures - to
take responsibility for Obamacare, and further for the failed Obamacare website.
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The text of the Obamacare legislation was composed by many hands, of which hers was among
the least. The Obamacare website was subcontracted out to the administration’s cronies, with
little regard as to whether they were competent to design and construct the site.
Obamacare was the product of naive idealism, of incompetence, and of cynical opportunism.
Sebelius, who was responsible for little of this, was made to be one of the public faces for a
taxpayer-funded debacle. Politics have not been kind to her. She has become a scapegoat for
the failure of other policymakers.

4.6.2 Foreign Policy: Monroe, Roosevelt, Truman, Kerry, Obama
(2014-06-04 07:37)

The famous Monroe Doctrine was not the first statement on U.S. foreign policy, but it remains
one of the most famous. Nearly two hundred years later, President James Monroe’s text is
indisputably significant, but perhaps sometimes misunderstood. His words, in fact, are a no-
table step in the process of ending colonizing and ending the imperialistic drive. In a speech
to Congress in 1823, he discussed negotiations taking place with Russia about the status of
Alaska, and said:

the occasion has been judged proper for asserting, as a principle in which the rights
and interests of the United States are involved, that the American continents, by
the free and independent condition which they have assumed and maintain, are
henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any European
powers.

While themainmessage of the text is usually interpreted as U.S. opposition to European empire-
building efforts, there is more to the text than this one point. Commenting on a revolution in
Spain which produced a brief respite from absolutist rule between 1820 and 1823, and on the
subsequent resumption of absolutism in Spain, Monroe adds:

It was stated at the commencement of the last session that a great effort was then
making in Spain and Portugal to improve the condition of the people of those coun-
tries, and that it appeared to be conducted with extraordinary moderation. It need
scarcely be remarked that the result has been so far very different from what was
then anticipated. Of events in that quarter of the globe, with which we have so much
intercourse and from which we derive our origin, we have always been anxious and
interested spectators.
The citizens of the United States cherish sentiments the most friendly in favor of the
liberty and happiness of their fellow men on that side of the Atlantic. In the wars
of the European powers in matters relating to themselves we have never taken any
part, nor does it comport with our policy so to do.

Sorting through the garbled syntax of the speech, Monroe seems to be saying that while many
Americans were privately disappointed at the resumption of absolutist rule in Hapsburg Spain,
the United States would not intervene in European matters. A war between European states, or
a civil war inside a European state, would not be an occasion for U.S. military action. This is a
clear and noteworthy statement by a U.S. president. Monroe goes on to specify the conditions
under which the United States would mobilize its military:
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It is only when our rights are invaded or seriously menaced that we resent injuries or
make preparation for our defense. With the movements in this hemisphere we are
of necessity more immediately connected, and by causes which must be obvious to
all enlightened and impartial observers.
The political system of the allied powers is essentially different in this respect from
that of America. This difference proceeds from that which exists in their respective
Governments; and to the defense of our own, which has been achieved by the loss of
so much blood and treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their most enlightened
citizens, and under which we have enjoyed unexampled felicity, this whole nation is
devoted.
We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations existing between the
United States and those powers to declare that we should consider any attempt on
their part to extend their system to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to
our peace and safety. With the existing colonies or dependencies of any European
power we have not interfered and shall not interfere, but with the Governments who
have declared their independence and maintained it, and whose independence we
have, on great consideration and on just principles, acknowledged, we could not view
any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other man-
ner their destiny, by any European power in any other light than as the manifestation
of an unfriendly disposition toward the United States.
In the war between those new Governments and Spain we declared our neutrality
at the time of their recognition, and to this we have adhered, and shall continue to
adhere, provided no change shall occur which, in the judgment of the competent
authorities of this Government, shall make a corresponding change on the part of
the United States indispensable to their security.

Having established then, that the United States would not interfere in a conflict between two
European powers, but that it would intervene in a conflict between a European power and
an American nation, Monroe explains the apparent asymmetry - why would he justify military
intervention in the one case, but not the other?
The different responses which the United States would be intelligible, Monroe argues, because
the European situation is remote, while the other American nations are close to, in some cases
even bordering, the United States. The extent to which the other European powers chose to
intervene in the situation in Spain in the early 1820s, he adds, is a matter for the private
judgment of the respective nations.

The late events in Spain and Portugal shew that Europe is still unsettled. Of this
important fact no stronger proof can be adduced than that the allied powers should
have thought it proper, on any principle satisfactory to themselves, to have inter-
posed by force in the internal concerns of Spain. To what extent such interposition
may be carried, on the same principle, is a question in which all independent powers
whose governments differ from theirs are interested, even those most remote, and
surely none more so than the United States.
Our policy in regard to Europe, which was adopted at an early stage of the wars
which have so long agitated that quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains the
same, which is, not to interfere in the internal concerns of any of its powers; to
consider the government de facto as the legitimate government for us; to cultivate
friendly relations with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, and manly
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policy, meeting in all instances the just claims of every power, submitting to injuries
from none.

The neutrality, despite private sentiments, which the United States was able to demonstrate
regarding Spain will not be demonstrated regarding nations in the western hemisphere. Any
European aggression toward a nation in the two American continents will be seen not only as a
threat to U.S. security, but also as a violation of the principle of self-determination, a violation
of Locke’s vision of a government obtaining its legitimacy from the consent of the governed, a
violation of the vision of a republic with freely-elected representatives, and a violation of the
principle of majority rule.

But in regard to those continents circumstances are eminently and conspicuously
different. It is impossible that the allied powers should extend their political system
to any portion of either continent without endangering our peace and happiness; nor
can anyone believe that our southern brethren, if left to themselves, would adopt it
of their own accord. It is equally impossible, therefore, that we should behold such
interposition in any form with indifference. If we look to the comparative strength
and resources of Spain and those new Governments, and their distance from each
other, it must be obvious that she can never subdue them. It is still the true policy of
the United States to leave the parties to themselves, in the hope that other powers
will pursue the same course.

Thus the Monroe Doctrine not only states that the U.S. will defend other western hemisphere
nations against imperialistic encroachments, but it also states that the United States will remain
out of conflicts inside Europe, and it gives a justification for the distinction.
For nearly a century, this guiding principle was solidly a part of American foreign policy. That
would change with the Progressive Era, as historians sometimes label the early part of the twen-
tieth century. Speaking to Congress in 1904, President Theodore Roosevelt, a representative
of such Progressivism, articulated a change in the Monroe Doctrine:

It is not true that the United States feels any land hunger or entertains any projects
as regards the other nations of the Western Hemisphere save such as are for their
welfare. All that this country desires is to see the neighboring countries stable, or-
derly, and prosperous. Any country whose people conduct themselves well can count
upon our hearty friendship. If a nation shows that it knows how to act with reason-
able efficiency and decency in social and political matters, if it keeps order and pays
its obligations, it need fear no interference from the United States. Chronic wrong-
doing, or an impotence which results in a general loosening of the ties of civilized
society, may in America, as elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by some civi-
lized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to
the Monroe Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant
cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise of an international police
power. If every country washed by the Caribbean Sea would show the progress in
stable and just civilization which with the aid of the Platt Amendment Cuba has shown
since our troops left the island, and which so many of the republics in both Americas
are constantly and brilliantly showing, all question of interference by this Nation with
their affairs would be at an end. Our interests and those of our southern neighbors
are in reality identical. They have great natural riches, and if within their borders
the reign of law and justice obtains, prosperity is sure to come to them. While they
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thus obey the primary laws of civilized society they may rest assured that they will
be treated by us in a spirit of cordial and helpful sympathy. We would interfere with
them only in the last resort, and then only if it became evident that their inability or
unwillingness to do justice at home and abroad had violated the rights of the United
States or had invited foreign aggression to the detriment of the entire body of Amer-
ican nations. It is a mere truism to say that every nation, whether in America or
anywhere else, which desires to maintain its freedom, its independence, must ulti-
mately realize that the right of such independence can not be separated from the
responsibility of making good use of it.

Roosevelt’s policy innovation is, of course, famously known as the Roosevelt Corollary, al-
though it is not, strictly speaking, a corollary. Roosevelt’s stance is his own creation. A corollary
is a proposition which is logically entailed by another proposition; a proposition which follows
necessarily from another, already proven, proposition. Roosevelt went beyond anything im-
plied or entailed by Monroe.
It would be President Woodrow Wilson who would explore the full possibilities in Roosevelt’s
brainchild. Both Roosevelt and Wilson belong to the progressivist movement, despite the fact
that they were members of different political parties. The progressivists rejected the anti-
imperialism put forth by William Jennings Bryan, Andrew Carnegie, and William James. This
anti-imperialism appeared in the late 1890’s and early 1900’s, partially in the context of the
aftermath of the Spanish-American War.
By contrast, the progressivists like Wilson and Roosevelt embraced an activist and interna-
tionalist foreign policy. Roosevelt argued that some situations "require intervention by some
civilized nation." That nation might be the United States, and his adjective ’civilized’ manifests
an air of imperialistic superiority. The United States might have to be "an international police
power," and, bluntly, the USA’s "interference" might be both necessary and justified.
Although Roosevelt made someminor actions in central America which demonstrated his policy,
Woodrow Wilson understood the far greater implications. Just as the original Monroe Doctrine
shaped not only America’s actions in the western hemisphere, but also America’s actions else-
where, so also, Wilson saw, Roosevelt’s corollary not only opened the door for an activist policy
in central America, but also an international activist intervention elsewhere in the world.
In calling for war in 1917, Wilson combined the rhetoric his audience expected to hear, the
rhetoric he knew was necessary to get approval for his declaration of war, and hints at his
progressivist foreign policy agenda:

The world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted upon the
tested foundations of political liberty. We have no selfish ends to serve. We desire
no conquest, no dominion. We seek no indemnities for ourselves, no material com-
pensation for the sacrifices we shall freely make. We are but one of the champions
of the rights of mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights have been made
as secure as the faith and the freedom of nations can make them.

Clearly, Wilson had no hesitation in assuming the role of ’international policeman’ for the other
countries in the world. What precisely he meant by ’liberty’ and ’freedom’ must be understood
in light of his willingness to impose significant restrictions on free speech and his willingness
to impose various planned economies and social engineering experiments on the citizens of
the United States.
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Wilson’s embrace of Roosevelt’s corollary led to U.S. involvement in WWI, to Wilson’s nation-
building efforts vis-a-vis Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia, and to Wilson’s idealistic for-
mation of the League of Nations.
Progressivist foreign policy led to the deaths of millions inWWI, and set up the deaths of millions
more in WWII.
If the U.S. exceeded its proper role, if it disrespected the sovereignty of Latin American na-
tions, if it intervened beyond propriety - then it is because of Wilson’s stretching of Roosevelt’s
corollary to its outer limits.
After the bitter experiences of two worlds wars, a failed effort at isolationism between them,
and the start of the Cold War after them, President Harry Truman worked to define a new
direction for U.S. foreign policy. The progressivism of Woodrow Wilson was a failure. In March
1947, as overt and covert Soviet efforts threatened Greece and Turkey, Truman enunciated his
policy:

One of the primary objectives of the foreign policy of the United States is the creation
of conditions in which we and other nations will be able to work out a way of life free
from coercion. This was a fundamental issue in the war with Germany and Japan.
Our victory was won over countries which sought to impose their will, and their way
of life, upon other nations.
To ensure the peaceful development of nations, free from coercion, the United States
has taken a leading part in establishing the United Nations. The United Nations is de-
signed to make possible lasting freedom and independence for all its members. We
shall not realize our objectives, however, unless we are willing to help free peoples to
maintain their free institutions and their national integrity against aggressive move-
ments that seek to impose upon them totalitarian regimes. This is no more than a
frank recognition that totalitarian regimes imposed upon free peoples, by direct or
indirect aggression, undermine the foundations of international peace and hence the
security of the United States.
The peoples of a number of countries of the world have recently had totalitarian
regimes forced upon them against their will. The Government of the United States
hasmade frequent protests against coercion and intimidation, in violation of the Yalta
agreement, in Poland, Rumania, and Bulgaria. I must also state that in a number of
other countries there have been similar developments.
At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must choose between
alternative ways of life. The choice is too often not a free one.
One way of life is based upon the will of themajority, and is distinguished by free insti-
tutions, representative government, free elections, guarantees of individual liberty,
freedom of speech and religion, and freedom from political oppression.
The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed upon
the majority. It relies upon terror and oppression, a controlled press and radio, fixed
elections, and the suppression of personal freedoms.
I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who
are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.
I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own
way.
I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid which
is essential to economic stability and orderly political processes.
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The Truman Doctrine, as it came to be known, can perhaps be seen as a moderation of pro-
gressivist foreign policy. While going beyond the Monroe Doctrine in allowing U.S. involvement
overseas, it curbed the imperialism and adventurism of Wilson’s willingness to consider U.S.
involvement nearly anywhere for nearly any reason.
Truman’s criteria for intervention seem to be narrower than Wilson’s. Truman works to give
some definition to his concept of freedom, creating at least some notion of the test for whether
or not intervention is appropriate in any given concrete situation. By contrast, Wilson seemed
willing to intervene overseas motivated either by the domestic political opportunities created
by foreign wars, or by the desire to impose a progressivist internationalist framework on the
nations of the world, or by a sheer desire for adventurism.
Specifically, Truman argued that the U.S. should respond against aggression, whereas Wilson
did not restrict himself in this way, i.e., Wilson would be willing to consider intervention even
in the absence of aggression. The complex political dynamics which led to the start of WWI
forestall any simplistic analysis in which one nation is cast as an aggressor and the other as
victim. The Cold War, on the other hand, was a clear case of ambition on the part of the USSR
over against smaller nations of eastern Europe.
Unlike Wilson’s enthusiastic romp into WWI, motivated at least in part by his notion that a for-
eign war would give him prerogatives in implementing his domestic policies, Truman’s 1947
announcement of his doctrine was directly motivated by geopolitical realities. As Charles
Krauthammer writes:

In March 1947, with Greece in danger of collapse from a Soviet-backed insurgency
and Turkey under direct Russian pressure, President Truman went to Congress for
major and immediate economic and military aid to both countries.

More than sixty years later, Secretary of State John Kerry would attempt to adjust U.S. foreign
policy again, with a statement about the Monroe doctrine. In November 2013, he said:

When people speak of the Western Hemisphere, they often talk about transforma-
tions that have taken place, but the truth is one of the biggest transformations has
happened right here in the United States of America. In the early days of our republic,
the United States made a choice about its relationship with Latin America. President
James Monroe, who was also a former Secretary of State, declared that the United
States would unilaterally, and as a matter of fact, act as the protector of the region.
The doctrine that bears his name asserted our authority to step in and oppose the
influence of European powers in Latin America. And throughout our nation’s history,
successive presidents have reinforced that doctrine and made a similar choice. To-
day, however, we have made a different choice. The era of the Monroe Doctrine is
over.

Careful analysis shows that Kerry cannot have meant what he said, and that he cannot have
said what he meant. A latecomer to the Obama administration, Kerry is inheriting a policy
which might be described, not as ending the Monroe Doctrine, but rather going even farther in
the same direction as the Monroe Doctrine. The Obama administration has worked to change
the status of the Falkland Islands. Under the original understanding of the Monroe Doctrine, the
United States was content to allow England to retain the Falklands, because the islands did not
represent an imperialistic expansion on the part of Britain, but rather were already long-held
and long-established British holdings by the time President Monroe issued his statement. The
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Monroe Doctrine was designed to keep European powers from barging into the New World and
claiming territory as colonies. The Monroe Doctrine is content to allow nations from outside
the western hemisphere to retain their already established holdings. Monroe was interesting
in prevented new acquisitions, not in confiscating old ones.
The Obama administration, however, is attempting to transfer ownership of the Falklands from
the English to the Argentinians. Although most of the administration’s actions on this topic
occurred before Kerry became Secretary of State, Kerry is still carrying the flag of the admin-
istration. The administration not only retains the Monroe Doctrine, but goes much further and
embraces the much more interventionist and activist Roosevelt corollary. Kerry continued his
statement:

The relationship that we seek and that we have worked hard to foster is not about
a United States declaration about how and when it will intervene in the affairs of
other American states. It’s about all of our countries viewing one another as equals,
sharing responsibilities, cooperating on security issues, and adhering not to doctrine,
but to the decisions that wemake as partners to advance the values and the interests
that we share.

A clearer insight into the Kerry/Obama foreign policy can be gained to ascending to a broader
global level. The Monroe Doctrine, the Roosevelt Corollary, and the Truman Doctrine are nei-
ther sincerely embraced nor sincerely rejected by Obama; instead, they are used or ignored
depending on the policy needs of a higher order.
At the macro level, one of Obama’s foreign policy goals is to weaken the USA’s relations with
its allies: recall the incident in which he rejected the bust of Winston Churchill. Another goal
is to weaken those allies themselves: hence the desire to pry the Falklands from England. A
final goal is to weaken the United States: in part by means of the first two goals, in part by
relinquishing power and failing to project an image of power, and in part by a self-abasing
rhetoric.
In the service of these goals, which are the core of Obama’s global vision, the historic foreign
policy doctrines of the United States are mere tools, to be used, reinterpreted, misinterpreted,
or discarded in the service of dismantling a reliable diplomatic structure. While Obama and
Kerry may have some acquaintance with the Monroe Doctrine, neither cares about it.

4.6.3 Inconveniencing the Stalinists: the Smith Act (2014-06-22 12:03)

The Smith Act, a bit of legislation passed by the Congress in 1940, made explicit the notion
implicit in any form of government: that those who advocate the violent overthrow of the
government are afoul of the law. In a free society, which the United States attempts to be,
there is a constant tension between freedom of speech and the security of the citizens.
On the one hand, criticism of the government, and even proposals to replace the government
with a different one, are within the realm of a civil liberty, while the advocation of violent
overthrow is a premeditation bent on harming individuals and therefore punishable by law.
But where, exactly, is the boundary line between the two?
A number of famous trials involved the Smith Act, and some of them reached the Supreme
Court. A few of them involved leaders of the Communist Party (CP), which was operating in the
United States as both an intelligence-gathering network for the Soviets, and as a network for
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those who were prepared to sabotage the U.S. government. This latter, active, aspect of the
CP’s presence in the USA ranged from influencing policy decisions in the federal government,
so that decisions were made against the nation’s best interests, to developing and preparing
saboteurs who were prepared for acts of violence against persons and objects - prepared to
shoot people and dynamite buildings. Ronald Radosh writes:

the post-war Smith Act trial that took place in 1949, when the Justice Department
brought to the docket the top leaders of the American CP, and indicted them for
conspiring to advocate the overthrow of the U.S. government by force. The case went
all the way to the Supreme Court. In Dennis v. U.S., the Court, led by Chief Justice
Fred M. Vinson, ruled in a 6–2 decision that the convictions were legal and that the
Smith Act under which the defendants were indicted was constitutional. The Court’s
majority decision stated that the government had a right to prohibit the intention to
commit acts meant to overthrow the American republic, and to prosecute the plotters
before they acted.

In reaction to the verdict in Dennis vs. U.S., those who supported the communists claimed that
First Amendment rights were violated; that the defendants were being prosecuted for what
they had merely said. The legal task here is to find the boundary between speaking about
an act and preparing to commit an act. If a man speaks, in an abstract way, about changing
governments, about the need for a new government, and even about the possibility of doing
so by means of violence, then his speech, however unpleasant, may still be protected by the
First Amendment. But when he begins to stockpile bombs and guns, when he makes specific
and concrete plans about whom he will shoot and which buildings he will explode, when he is
receiving instructions and materials from of hostile foreign government, and when he trains
and organizes others to do so, he will at some point move out of the realm of those things
which are protected by the First Amendment.

Over the past two decades, since the release of the so-called Venona decrypts of
Soviet intelligence operations in the U.S. and the more recent Vassiliev KGB files,
as well as documents found in Moscow by Harvey Klehr and John Earl Haynes, much
evidence has been assembled that proves beyond any doubt that the American Com-
munist party was not just another political party, but an institution whose policies,
leadership, and programs were forged in Moscow, and that served as a recruiting
ground for Soviet intelligence, with the participation and cooperation of the Ameri-
can party’s top leaders.

Despite the claims of the communists and their supporters, evidence proved beyond a reason-
able doubt that they were under the supervision of Soviet intelligence agencies like the KGB.
It must be remembered that in the late 1940s and 1950s, the USSR was actively preparing for
war, anticipating a major conflict when it attempted to overrun those parts of Europe which
it had not already dominated. The USSR was also preparing to trigger an overthrow of the
United States government from within, by means of the Communist Party of the United States
of American (CPUSA) - the official and alternative title for the American Communist Party.

the American Communist party was an organ of Joseph Stalin and a ready fifth column
in the event that war broke out between the U.S. and the USSR.
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Elizabeth Bentley was a spy for the Soviets from 1938 until 1945, when she defected from the
communists and revealed what she knew to the FBI. She provided one of the biggest breaks in
terms of uncovering Soviet espionage activity on American soil.

Soviet spying was not a figment of the imagination, and that the Smith Act indict-
ments took place concurrently with the revelations by Elizabeth Bentley concerning
the spy networks she handled in the United States.

One of the espionage networks with whom Elizabeth Bentley worked, and about whom she re-
vealed data to the FBI, was the Silvermaster network, which carried out a number of operations
for the NKGB (a predecessor of the KGB). One such operation was the theft of currency printing
plates, which allowed the Soviet government to counterfeit currency, thereby simultaneously
destabilizing the economy of the western allies and siphoning wealth from the United States
to the Soviet Union.
Not only did members of the American Communist party have direct contacts with the NKGB,
the KGB, and other Soviet espionage agencies, but some of them had been taken to Russia to
be trained. Ronald Radosh explains that

a labor historian named Albert V. Lannon wrote a post on a historians’ Internet discus-
sion group. Lannon is the son of Al Lannon, later a Smith Act defendant in the second
New York Communist trial in 1951, who was the CP’s head of Communist waterfront
dock workers in New York City. Lannon wrote that, at the time of his father’s trial,
his father told him that while he was in Moscow at the Lenin school for party cadres,
he was instructed that if war broke out between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, he
was to organize party cadres in the factories and get those at the Celanese plant in
Cumberland, Md., to engage in sabotage.

Some branches of the communist network in the United States were more violent than others;
some directly planned to use physical violence, others kept it as an option to be used if needed.

one defendant, Gil Green, acknowledged that he had, in a speech, urged the use
of violence to attain the party’s goal of achieving Communism in America. Green,
he writes, “admitted that he had at times advocated violence — though only ... if,
‘heaven forbid, America becomes the victim of a fascist dictatorship and change
became impossible by orderly, majority, and, above all, democratic means.”’

The insiders in the American Communist party were so thoroughly indoctrinated that they saw
little difference between Adolf Hitler and Harry Truman. They saw the U.S. government as
utterly unjust and as needing replacement. Holding such opinions, as bizarre as they might be,
was within their First Amendment rights; planning sabotage was not.

hard as it is to comprehend, in 1949 the CPUSA believed that the U.S. was most of the
way to fascism already, and that Pres. Harry S. Truman was the leader of the Wall
Street warmongers who desired war with the USSR and the head of an essentially
fascist government. Thus Green’s own words reveal that the prosecution was indeed
correct in its assertion that the Communists were advocating force and violence,
necessary because they lived in a fascist America.
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In the minds of the CPUSA members, if Harry Truman were the moral equivalent of Benito
Mussolini, and if the United States in the late 1940s and early 1950s were as fascist as Hitler’s
Nazi-controlled Germany, then a violent overthrow of the government was not only justified, it
was a duty. To be sure, the United States wasn’t then, and isn’t now, perfect; but these moral
equations seem at least odd, and perhaps even surreal. It is important to understand, however,
that these equations were integrally woven into the worldview of the inner circle of the CPUSA
members, which explains their readiness to use violence. Undeniably, there were also CPUSA
members on the fringe of the organization who had not fully internalized the demonization of
the United States and who were not contemplating the use of force in a political overthrow.
There is a historical irony in the tension between the fact that, on the one hand, the 1950s saw
advanced in civil rights for African-Americans and a rise in the number of women obtaining
college educations, while on the other hand the CPUSA saw the United States as a fascist
country. Even as the USA was moving in the direction of still greater freedom, the CPUSA
members were convinced that it was repressive, and to compound the irony, the CPUSA wanted
to replace the U.S. government with a Soviet-style dictatorship, the alleged cure for the alleged
repression!
The powerful hold which this worldview had on the minds of CPUSA members is seen in their
behavior after they were convicted. Having been found guilty under the Smith Act, and awaiting
verdicts, Ronald Radosh reports their continued preparations for a violent communist revolution
on American soil:

After the guilty verdict came in, a few of the convicted defendants fled while on
bail, and hid out for years. One of them was World War II hero Robert Thompson,
who had received the Distinguished Service Cross. He came to the home of another
underground party cadre, Carl Ross, asking to be put up in a safe house. He told
Ross it was important that he, Thompson, stay free because he was both a senior CP
leader and had military experience in both World War II and the Spanish Civil War,
and he would be needed to lead U.S. Communist guerrillas against the American
fascist regime, or during World War III should war break out between the U.S. and
Russia.

Prosecutions under the Smith Act identified a list individuals who were undoubtedly Soviet
agents. The lives and safety of ordinary citizens in the United States were in an amount of dan-
ger which seemed unlikely at the time. As the nation worked to return to a sense of normal life
after WWII, the everyday concerns of living were about sending returning soldiers to colleges,
an upsurge in the house construction market, and the Baby Boom as millions of young couples
got married and began families. Few of them were thinking that the Soviets were so close to
destroying their way of life.

So when key FBI informants — including ex-Communist Louis Budenz and Herbert
Philbrick, an FBI infiltrator into the party — testified that, in the event of domestic
repression, they would have become underground saboteurs, they were telling the
truth.

The CPUSA was, then, a direct extension of Stalin’s KGB and of other Soviet intelligence agen-
cies, and carefully prepared to unleash a wave of sabotage and assassinations on U.S. soil.
This is the unpleasant reality behind the image of daily life in the United States in the 1940s
and 1950s.
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4.6.4 Downgrading the U.S. Federal Government’s Creditworthiness
(2014-06-22 16:34)

In 2011, major financial agencies reduced the rating of bonds and other forms of debt issued
by the United States federal government. Simply put, the USA isn’t as good a risk as it used to
be.
This doesn’t mean that the nation is teetering on the edge of bankruptcy. Yet. But it does
mean that by standards as objective as any can be, we’ve not done a good job of managing
our budget.
Naturally, efforts were made to hold someone responsible for this. Who to blame? The
Democrats and Republicans blame each other; the liberals and conservative blame each other;
the Congress and the President blame each other. Perhaps themost realistic, and least political,
location in which to lodge blame is in the past, about forty years earlier.
President Lyndon Johnson, under his slogan of a "Great Society," orchestrated a mathemati-
cal impossibility, a sort of generational Ponzi scheme stretching over decades. One financial
engine motivating the eventual downgrade of the nation’s credit is the Medicare Plan. Kevin
Williamson writes:

The blame for Standard & Poor’s downgrade of U.S. sovereign credit belongs almost
exclusively to the president, the most socialistic American chief executive in living
memory, but also to key congressional Republicans, who got carried away by their
emotions. The president is Lyndon Baines Johnson, and the congressional Republi-
cans are the 70 members of the House and 13 senators who, led by Rep. John W.
Byrnes (R., Wis.), voted to create Medicare, a welfare handout disguised as an insur-
ance program and structured as a Ponzi scheme. The handiwork of these illustrious
gentlemen has taken some time to catch up with us, but catch up it has.

One definition of ’Ponzi scheme’ in a common dictionary tells of "the payment of quick returns
to the first investors from money invested by later investors." LBJ’s Medicare setup was never
financially viable; but it took forty years to reach critical mass. Exacerbating factors included
other Great Society programs like Medicaid.

Medicare cannot go out of business, no matter how boneheaded its financial deci-
sions. Because enrollment in Medicare is automatic rather than voluntary, because
it is funded mainly out of payroll taxes, and because its premiums are mostly sym-
bolic, Medicare encourages beneficiaries to makemaximum use of it, which drives up
both overall healthcare expenses and the deficit. We have managed to cut ourselves
with both sides of that double-edged sword.

Hence the downgrading of the USA’s credit. Medicare is an example of what some economic
textbooks call a perverse incentive. Selling insurance for far less than its market value encour-
ages consumers to buy it and use it - and those most likely to see the benefit to themselves
in the arrangement are those least likely to need it: educated consumers, used to calculating
comparative advantages, tend to come not from the lowest income classes. Kevin Williamson
explains that while a number of various Great Society programs pose dangers to the nation’s
credit rating, Medicare is by far the most dangerous, precisely because it appeals to those
savvy consumers who need it least:
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And it’s really Medicare. Medicaid is a clear and present fiscal danger, but it will be
relatively easy to fix, because it is easier to take benefits away from poor people
than to take them away from well-off people, and the oldsters who collect Medicare
are one of the most affluent and therefore politically powerful demographic groups
in the country, age and wealth going together in our society more or less.

Medicare is also an example of a regressive tax. The poor are likely to put more money into
it, while getting less out of it. Life expectancy alone would insure this regressiveness, but
education does as well. Well-educated people tend to live longer and accumulate greater net
worths.

It is worth keeping in mind that, as a National Bureau of Economic Research report
found, “Medicare has led to net transfers from the poor to the wealthy, as a result of
relatively regressive financing mechanisms and the higher expenditures and longer
survival times of wealthier beneficiaries. Even with recent financing reforms, net
transfers to the wealthy are likely to continue for at least several more decades.”

When the USA’s credit rating was lowered in 2011, it was the fault of neither President Obama
nor President Bush. It was a long time coming, and it was due to President Johnson.

4.7 July

4.7.1 The Senate Breaks Bad (2014-07-17 21:20)

Since the United States Congress held its first meeting in 1789, the bicameral legislative pro-
cess has been adjusted and refined over the centuries. Many small changes, and a few large
ones, have taken place, but perhaps none more impactful than the Seventeenth Amendment
in 1913.
Originally, the Constitution called for the legislatures of each state to elect two senators. The
Constitution did not specify how the legislatures were to elect them, it merely said the senators
were to be “chosen by the legislature” of each state. In practice, the state legislatures usually
chose the senators by a simple majority in each of the legislature’s two houses.
The Seventeenth Amendment introduced the direct election of senators by the electorate of
each state. Those in favor of the amendment indicated two reasons for their support of it: first,
they felt that the original system created opportunities for corruption; second, there had been
several cases of deadlocked state legislatures which sent, for a period of time, no senator to
the national capital because they could not agree.
Those opposed to the amendment noted that opportunities for corruption would also be present
after the adoption of the amendment, and that the deadlocked legislatures remained so for
relatively brief periods of time, after which a duly appointed senator was properly sent to the
Congress.
The amendment also reduced the stability of the original system, in which representatives were
directly elected and senators chosen by the state legislatures. The original system balanced
the more-quickly changing opinions of the voters with the more stable configurations of the
legislative bodies, whose blocs remained steady between elections.
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In favor of the amendment wereWilliam Jennings Bryan, who at the time was Secretary of State,
and William Randolph Hearst, who owned and controlled majors newspapers across the United
States. Hearst was able to manipulate media coverage of discussion about the amendment
prior to its adoption; Hearst’s influence was a decisive factor in moving both individual states
and Congress to approve the amendment.

Opposed to the amendment were Elihu Root, who had been both Secretary of State and a
member of the U.S. Senate, and George Frisbie Hoar, a senator from Massachusetts who died
before the amendment was approved.

The net effect of the amendment’s adoption was to make the election of senators into a sort of
national referendum. While the smaller size of congressional districts ensured that the direct
election of representatives to the U.S House of Representatives remained a matter of local
concern, the state-wide nature of senatorial races effectively removed local concerns from
those races, and attracted political attention and campaign resources from out of state.

Before the amendment, local concerns dominated the selection of senators. After the amend-
ment, out-of-state factors influenced senatorial elections to the extent that truly local matters,
the matters which senators are supposed to represent in Washington, were nudged aside by
national questions.

Mathematically, if there are senatorial elections in one-third of the states in a given year, then
two-thirds of the states - or more precisely the political groups in two-thirds of the states -
are free to direct their resources to the campaigns going on in other states. Thus out-of-state
influence on what is supposed to be a local election might be twice the domestic influence.

The U.S. Senate, in the wake of the Seventeenth Amendment, changed its tone. No longer
representatives of their home states, the senators were now representatives of nationwide
political movements. The Senate thereby became a sort of “club,” as Matt Kibbe notes:

The filibuster, a last-ditch attempt by a single member of the Senate to stall con-
sideration of legislation, has a storied history in legislative warfare. Typically, this
roadblock has been used to defend the status quo inside the cloistered walls of the
most closed, insulated institution in America - the U.S. Senate. They don’t call it a
club for nothing: It’s a privileged cadre unaccustomed to the bright light of public
attention. And that’s the way they like it.

The impact of the Seventeenth Amendment, transforming the Senate into a club-like atmo-
sphere, had implications for many pieces of legislation, e.g., for the 1957 Civil Rights Act.
Backed by President Eisenhower, the bill intended to clearly restate the voting rights of Blacks,
and articulated specific measures to ensure that those rights were fully available for Blacks.
Eisenhower’s popularity gave the bill reasonably good prospects of passage.

A truly representative body - i.e., a body in which the legislators represented the interests
and opinions of the state which sent them to Washington - would have quickly passed with bill
without objection. That’s what happened in the House of Representatives. But the Senate, in its
post-Seventeenth Amendment condition, was different: the senators did not feel themselves
compelled to represent their home states. They were representing political parties and interest
groups - they were representing the powers which had put them into office.

And so it was that there was significant Senate opposition to the 1957 Civil Rights Act. Matt
Kibbe continues:
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The most infamous use of the filibuster, of course, was by Democratic senator Strom
Thurmond, then a segregationist who famously fought against the the efforts of Mar-
tin Luther King.

Senator Thurmond organized and energized the senators from his party. If they could not stop
the bill entirely, they would at least attempt to remove its most effective provisions.

Thurmond would later argue that “King demeans his race and retards the advance-
ment of his people.”

The “civil rights movement” was in motion and had gained momentum during the early 1950’s.
Eisenhower, during WWII, had desegregated the army’s combat troops, and during his presi-
dency worked to systematically implement that desegregation throughout the armed services.
The momentum of the civil rights movement was strong enough that only a legislative body
which had ceased to be truly representative of its home states could afford to oppose it. The
House of Representatives, more closely reflecting the electorate, was more supportive of the
1957 Civil Rights Act. As Matt Kibbe notes,

In 1954, the landmark Supreme Court case of Brown v. Board of Education had
ended “separate but equal” and started the process of integrating schools all over
the country. A year after that, Rosa Parks famously refused to sit in the “blacks
only” section of a bus in Montgomery, Alabama. Her bravery helped force racist
government policies into the public psyche.

Contradicting the Supreme Court decision, contradicting public opinion, and contradicting the
American voters, the Senate, now safely removed from public pressure, now clearly under the
direction of lobbyists and political parties, was comfortable in its opposition to the civil rights
bill.

On August 28, 1957, at 8:54 P.M., Thurmond took the Senate floor in opposition to
major provisions of the 1957 Civil Rights Act. He would not stop until more than
twenty-four hours later. He denied that any blacks were being denied a right to vote
and argued that every state already had sufficient voter rights protections in their
existing laws. “I think it is indicative that Negroes are voting in large numbers. Of
course, they are not so well qualified to vote as are the white people.”

Initiating a filibuster under any circumstances requires audacity, but Thurmond, and his fellow
senators from the Democrat Party, were not only starting a filibuster, but doing so in direct
contradiction to a clear and growing public opinion - the voters of the nation were affirming the
civil rights movement in increasing numbers, and the Supreme Court had voiced itself in the
Brown decision.
African-American political freedoms had fallen from the highpoints they had reached between
the late 1860’s and the 1890’s. After enduring the humiliation of having their voting rights
violated for several decades, Blacks demanded a return of their political liberties, and the
majority of United States voters sided with them. But safely insulated from the pressure of
having to represent their alleged constituents, the senators blithely moved in the opposite
direction. Matt Kibbe writes:
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To this day, Thurmond’s remains the longest verbal filibuster in U.S. history. Ulti-
mately, the Civil Rights Act of 1957 passed the Senate and was signed into law, but
not before Thurmond and his Democratic colleagues had stripped the legislation of
key provisions.

In a masterpiece of political deception and doublespeak, Thurmond, whose presence in the
Senate was the result of a violation of states’ rights, claimed that he was acting in the name of
states’ rights. The seventeenth amendment harmed the rights of states to freely choose their
own senators; the senators now so chosen could safely ignore the states’ desires.
Had the states truly had their rights, the nature of the Senate would have had a different
composition, a different self-conception, and a different set of operating habits. The presence
of Thurmond and others like him was a direct result of a violation of states’ rights. Had states’
rights been observed, the opposition to the Civil Rights Act of 1957 would have been weaker.
Matt Kibbe continues:

Segregationists like Thurmond had thoroughly corrupted the notion of “states’ rights”
and the Tenth Amendment to the Constitution - vital and legitimate check on federal
abuses of power - to obfuscate their real agenda. Thurmond and many others used
the excuse of federalism to justify the oppression of individuals - unequal treatment
under law - but that was never the intention of the federalist system. Yes, the states
must not submit to federal tyranny, but that does not give them license to be tyran-
nical themselves. It was all about the rights of the individual.

The result was mixed: the Civil Rights Act of 1957 was passed by the Congress, and President
Eisenhower signed it into law. But the act had been weakened, and some of the key provisions
altered, by the Democrat Party’s filibuster. This was partly remedied when Eisenhower sup-
ported the Civil Rights Act of 1960, which was then passed by the Congress. But three years
were wasted.
After Thurmond’s filibuster ended, and after Eisenhower signed the bill into law, Arkansas gov-
ernor Orval Faubus denied the rights of Black students to attend a public high school in Little
Rock. In a display of resoluteness, President Eisenhower sent the 101st Airborne Division to
escort the African-American students into the high school.
In the wake of Thurmond’s filibuster, the Republican Eisenhower would not let another segre-
gationist member of the Democrat Party, in this case Orval Faubus, stand in the way of equal
civil rights. As Matt Kibbe writes,

Free people should judge others based on the content of their character, not the
color of their skin. If you believe in liberty and the dignity of the individual, you
inherently believe in treating everyone equally under the laws of the land. This is a
first principle. It’s nonnegotiable. Defending the rights of the individual, including
equal treatment under the law, is a fundamental responsibility of a constitutionally
limited government, as James Madison had so eloquently argued in Federalist 51.

Thus, in a long and complex narrative, the Seventeenth Amendment was passed by a progres-
sivist movement, headed by a racist president, WoodrowWilson, who, as head of the Democrat
Party, imposed racial segregation into the offices of the federal government which had been
racially integrated since the Reconstruction era. That same amendment, and its effect on the
culture of the U.S. Senate, would be used half a century later as Strom Thurmond organized
his fellow Democrat Party senators to oppose civil rights.
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4.7.2 Obama: the New Nixon? (2014-07-18 14:57)

Scholars continue to find President Nixon to be a complex and intriguing figure. Possessing
both keen insight into policy and an excess of personal ambition, Nixon alternated between
brilliant political maneuvers and tragically self-defeated power-grabs.
When he discovered that his campaign staffers had broken into, and attempted to steal infor-
mation from, an office in the Watergate building complex, his pride prevented him from simply
turning them over to the police. Had he done so, he might have retained the presidency. But
instead, like Shakespeare’s MacBeth, his ambition and pride led him down the path to destruc-
tion.
But the Watergate scandal was merely the occasion for further investigations into, and reve-
lations of, improprieties in the Nixon administration. His use of the IRS to bully his enemies
was troubling. The press labeled his administration “the imperial presidency” because of his
overbearing and officious attitudes and expectations. Matt Kibbe writes:

In January 1973, Richard Nixon ended the military draft in the wake of a series of high-
profile draft-card-burning protests by antiwar activists. (That’s right, a Republican
ended the military draft. And it was Nixon.) His presidency would soon enough end
ignominiously, though, in part due to his eagerness to use the IRS to selectively
punish his political enemies. The Democrats, the Republicans, the left, and the press
were all outraged by this remarkable abuse of executive power.

The parallels between Nixon and Obama are striking: the use of the IRS to harass political
enemies; the “imperial” attitude; illegal monitoring of telephone conversations and other infor-
mation intercepts for political, not policy, purposes; the staff’s functioning as a White House
“under siege” administration; and a growing psychological distance leaving the president “out
of touch.” Matt Kibbe continues:

The current IRS scandal, where the agency systematically targeted moms organizing
their communities to defend constitutional principles like the freedom to associate
and peaceably assemble, elicits no such outrage from Democrats or the many tenta-
cles of leftist activist organizations. Few seem willing, or even interested in, defend-
ing everyone’s civil rights and the First Amendment protection of political speech
those guys. How sad.

Obamamay be spared Nixon’s fate, however, because themedia are either inclined, or required
by their employers and owners, to be less critical of Obama, and because the machineries of
Congress have either been neutralized or are controlled by Obama’s partisans.

4.7.3 Coal’s Second Chance? (2014-07-30 05:55)

By the second half of the twentieth century, it had been established with reasonable certainty
that high-sulfur coal had the potential, when burned, to damage the environment. Scientists
hypothesized that this type of coal, also known as ‘lignite’ or brown coal, could be a contributing
factor to “acid rain.”
Anthracite, a low-sulfur coal, was by that time recognized as environmentally friendly. Also
known as hard coal, it is composed of nearly pure carbon and gives off few pollutants during
combustion.
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Between those two is a third type, bituminous coal. Known as ‘black coal,’ it contains detectably
more sulfur than anthracite. For this reason, some lobbyists and activists wondered if it posed
a threat to the environment.
Given the possibility of pollutants from bituminous coal, legislation was enacted to reduce, and
in some cases nearly eliminate, its use. Industries hurried to find alternative energy sources.
Nuclear power was seen as the future of electrical generation in the early 1970s, and while
those plants were being built - a nuclear power plant takes several years to build - natural gas
was burnt as a temporary measure to replace some of the coal. Jeanne Marie Laskas writes:

The federal Clean Air Act of 1970 and its amendments in 1977 and 1990 placed
stringent controls on the sulfur dioxide emissions from burned coal. Acid rain was
the thing. Power plants were forced to turn to more expensive but cleaner-burning
natural gas, while the industry flirted with nuclear technology.

The United States had relatively few lignite reserves, and not much of it was mined or burned.
The ban on such high-sulfur brown coal had little impact on industry, and seemed reasonable,
at least as a temporary measure, until the matter could be further studied.
But bituminous coal was a major industry. It was, and is, a major source of electrical power.
Millions of refrigerators, microwaves, computers, lights, iPods, phones, and other devices rely
on black coal. Electricity prices increased significantly and suddenly as utility companies tried
to quickly find other sources of power. Jeanne Marie Laskas records the impact of this shift in
fuel, as thousands of people lost their jobs:

Coal? Suddenly, you could hardly give away the stuff they mined in the East, the
medium-sulfur bituminous coal of the Pittsburgh Number 8 seam and similar-grade
stuff of the 6A seam.

The media gave black coal a bad reputation and called it “dirty.” Activists had yet to demon-
strate any clear link to alleged environmental damage. For the sake of possible connections
between bituminous coal and pollution, lobbyists were willing to demand huge strip-mining op-
erations in the western United States, which yielded a type of coal which the industry deemed
inferior to bituminous:

That coal burned dirty. Power companies turned to the far less efficient but cleaner
coal out west, where very large-scale stripmines became coal’s new cash crop. Mines
throughout Pennsylvania, Ohio, Kentucky, and West Virginia closed as the industry
in Appalachia went into a free fall.

A full-fledged economic disaster threatened thousands of mining families in the eastern states,
while all Americans faced rising electrical prices. Regulations were crippling the ability of one
large industrial sector, and retarding the ability of several others - all because of an allegation
of a hypothetical risk of environmental damage.
Happily, a total disaster was avoided: “The eastern mines started reopening in the late 1990s,”
Laskas notes, writing in 2012:

The mines reopened because the power plants had figured out how to burn that
gloriously efficient dirty coal and was the emissions, meeting EPA standards. They’re
still reopening today, at a fierce rate, thanks to “clean-coal technology.”
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Although the “scrubbers,” as the emissions-reducing devices are called, removed even the
possibility of environmental harm, they did raise the cost of doing business, and so did not
completely remove the burden from ordinary families who must pay for their electrical power
needs.
Despite continued attacks from regulators, the coal industry experienced a partial renaissance.

Scientists are figuring out how to convert coal into liquid fuel to power cars and jets.
The country is in a decidedly passionate mood to let go of its dependency on foreign
oil.

Geologists continue to find new coal reserves, both anthracite and bituminous. Because al-
ternative energy sources - like solar, wind, and geothermal - are still decades away from con-
tributing a significant percentage to the nation’s electrical supply, coal, together with nuclear
power, remains the most likely option for the future.
The opponents of the coal industry falls into two camps: first, the sincere environmentalists,
who are concerned about the possibilities of environmental harm, no matter how remote or
hypothetical; second, the cynical manipulators, who exploit environmentalism as a cover for
their true motive, which is a desire to harm the U.S. economy and reduce the standard of living
for the ordinary citizen.
The United States has, needs, and can benefit from its large coal reserves, and can do so
without measurable harm to the environment. The only obstacle to coal, and to the health of
a large segment of our industrial sector, is politics.

4.8 October

4.8.1 Lois Lerner’s Long Train of Abuses and Usurpations (2014-10-15 14:20)

In 2013, Lois Lerner’s role in using the IRS as tool for political harassment became widely known
in Congress, in the news media, and among the general public. Although Lois Lerner achieved
her greatest fame, or infamy, in this matter, she had been involved in political machinations
already for several decades. Matt Kibbe writes:

There is real evidence that Lois Lerner is a partisan with an ax to grind, and is willing
to use her positions of power to advance her personal agenda. In 1996 she used
her position as a Federal Elections Commission lawyer to go after Illinois U.S. Senate
candidate Al Salvi, a Republican challenging Senator Dick Durbin. Late in the election,
Salvi was hit by an FEC complaint filed by the Democratic National Committee, a
charge that would dominate the headlines for the remainder of the campaign, which
Salvi lost to Durbin. The charges were later dropped in court as frivolous, but not
before Lois Lerner put Salvi through a bureaucratic and legal wood chipper.

Lerner’s abuse of power conforms to a predictable pattern. The Investor’s Business Daily re-
ports that not only did Lerner again use a federal agency to intimidate a political opponent, but
that her partner in crime was the same in 1996 as a decade later: Senator Dick Durbin. Durbin
and Lerner designed a plot to keep opponents hamstrung by false accusations:
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 225



BlogBook 4.8. OCTOBER

Before his 2010 letter urging the IRS to target conservatives, the Senate majority
whip’s 1996 campaign benefited from the targeting of his opponent by a Federal
Election Commission official with a familiar name.
Perhaps not surprisingly, the IRS scandal may have its roots in Illinois politics with
the 1996 targeting of Illinois conservative Al Salvi by a familiar name, Lois Lerner,
then head of the Enforcement Division of the Federal Elections Commission.

Lerner has been able to subvert not only the IRS, but also the Federal Elections Commission,
and - as described below - even FBI agents to serve her political ambition.

That year, Democrat U.S. Rep. Dick Durbin and Republican State Rep. Al Salvi were
locked in a battle for the U.S. Senate seat Durbin would eventually win.
As the journal Illinois Review details, Salvi was confronted with an "October surprise,"
not one, but two, FEC complaints filed against him — one by Illinois Democrats about
the way he reported a loan he made to himself, and another by the Democratic
Senatorial Committee about a reported business donation.

What worked in an Illinois senatorial campaign also worked in a national presidential campaign.

The late inning complaints stalled Salvi’s campaign against Durbin. "We couldn’t get
our message out because day after day, the media carried story after story about
the FEC complaint," Salvi told Illinois Review.
This tactic of keeping political opponents busy was repeated by IRS Exempt Orga-
nizations Division chief Lerner on her targeting of Tea Party and other conservative
groups in the 2012 presidential campaign.

Salvi refused to bargain and instead fought to clear his name in court. Although he lost the
election, because the voters didn’t learn of Lerner’s and Durbin’s crimes until a court cleared
Salvi after the balloting, Salvi has been acknowledged by the court as not guilty, while Judge
Lindbergh determined that Lerner and Durbin had filed frivolous charges. By contrast, years
later, when confronted with her crimes, Lerner did not seek to clear her name, but pled the
Fifth Amendment. The Investor’s Business Daily explains:

Salvi recognized Lerner when she invoked her Fifth Amendment right against self-
incrimination before Rep. Darrell Issa’s House Oversight Committee as the woman
who made him an offer: "Promise me you will never run for office again, and we’ll
drop this case."
This was an offer he could and did refuse, running again in 1998 for Illinois state
treasurer.
"That’s the woman," Salvi said. "And I didn’t plead the Fifth like she did."

In addition to harnessing the power of the IRS, the FBI, and FEC, Lerner managed also to use
ATF agents and the OSHA bureaucracy in her extortion and intimidation efforts.

Nearly four years and $100,000 in legal fees later, federal Judge George Lindbergh
dismissed the frivolous FEC case against Salvi for lending his campaign his own
money, leaving FEC attorney Lerner, who was present and actively arguing before
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the judge, dismayed. "We never lose!" Lerner said, in a veiled threat to Salvi after-
wards.
In an action reminiscent of the harassment of Tea Party activist Catherine Engle-
brecht, who was visited by an alphabet soup of federal agencies including the ATF,
the IRS and OSHA after she sought tax exempt status for her group, Salvi received
other special scrutiny.
The FBI was called in at one point to gather evidence on the case. According to Salvi,
two FBI agents unexpectedly visited the Salvis’ home, and interrogated his elderly
mother about her $2,000 check to her son’s campaign and where she got "that kind
of money."

The case of Lois Lerner serves to demonstrate that federal power, housed in agencies formed
with good intent and staffed by civil servants of good intent, can be a tool of blackmail and
extortion if high-level appointees are so inclined.

4.9 November

4.9.1 Good Intentions, Bad Results (2014-11-08 20:38)

Decisions about spending reveal actual priorities, whatever the alleged priorities may be. A
man might talk about how much he values healthy food, but if the records show that he spends
much of his money on donuts and bologna, his true preference has been shown.
The same is true of government spending. Political leaders may express deep concern for the
poor, but if they allocate millions and billions of dollars in programs which actually make the
condition of the economic underclasses worse, the true priorities of these bureaucrats make
themselves manifest.
Programs which harm low-income citizens do so even if they are presented as strategies to
help the poor.
In the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, the United States has experienced a series of ac-
tions which were labeled with ambitious phrases like “War on Poverty” and “Great Society.” In
reality, these programs not only failed to help the poor, but they measurably made the lot of
the lower class worse.
The “food stamp” program has worsened the nutrition of both the urban and the rural poor,
and created “food deserts” in major cities. Social Security and Medicare have worsened the
economic status of elderly citizens, reduced their independence, and brought them under more
government control.
The “war on drugs” has increased illegal drug smuggling, domestic production, sales, and
consumption. The federal government’s attempts to raise the quality of education have merely
worsened the standards of the nation’s schools.
Many people with sincerely good intentions worked to promote and enforce these programs.
But sincerity, intentions, and compassion are not the same as observable and measurable
results.
A program may have the best of intentions, but why continue to fund it if it produces the
very opposite of its stated goals? Although people of genuine goodwill may have instituted
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the program, legions of cynical bureaucrats will receive comfortable paychecks from it. They
have an interest in keeping such programs in place, even when the programs fail to help the
intended beneficiaries - even when the programs harm the intended beneficiaries.

Thus it is that the machinations of bureaucrats keep funding flowing to institutionalized failure.
Scholar William Voegeli writes:

America’s welfare state has been growing steadily for almost a century, and is now
much bigger than it was at the start of the New Deal in 1932, or at the beginning of
the Great Society in 1964. In 2013 the federal government spent $2.279 trillion —
$7,200 per American, two-thirds of all federal outlays, and 14 percent of the Gross
Domestic Product — on the five big program areas that make up our welfare state: 1.
Social Security; 2. All other income support programs, such as disability insurance
or unemployment compensation; 3. Medicare; 4. All other health programs, such as
Medicaid; and 5. All programs for education, job training, and social services.

The clear trend in government is to fund those programs which both fail to help their intended
recipients and which harm their intended recipients. The government has funded almost ex-
clusively those anti-poverty programs which in fact increase poverty.

The other side of the coin is that programs which help citizens are prone to funding cuts. Given
that the unambiguous purpose of a government is to protect the lives, freedoms, and properties
of its citizens, it is at least counterintuitive that defense spending in the United States has been
repeatedly cut. In the mid-1950s, defense spending was 15 % of GDP. Since then, it has been
chopped to 9.5 % at the height of the Vietnam War, to 6.2 % during the so-called “Reagan
Buildup,” to less than 4 % during the “war on terror.”

One need only to pose the rhetorical question whether the lives, freedoms, and property are
more or less secure as a result.

A similar decline in security for the ordinary citizen has resulted from cuts to funding direct
police presence. While total police funding has in some cases actually increased, posting of
armed police to patrols in urban or suburban neighborhoods has in many cases decreased.

While it is true that violent crime, by some measures, has decreased in the last decade or two,
it has increased in the last fifty years or so.

There is a sort of emotional satisfaction that a truly compassionate person feels when directing
funding to a social program. But that satisfaction is an illusion if that program, despite its
facade, fails to help people.

There is an unfortunate interplay between sincerely compassionate people and insincere bu-
reaucrats. Good intentions can be exploited by public-sector careerists. People of genuine
goodwill are exploited by governments.

A promising alternative is offered by private-sector charities. Meaningful and measurable help
is offered by organizations like Ypsilanti’s Hope Clinic, which does not squander donated funds
on overhead.

Rural and urban residents of all races and religions can receive significant and observable
benefits from private sector charities which efficiently use the funds voluntarily donated by
citizens.
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4.9.2 Statism (2014-11-09 12:59)

The word ‘statism’ does not occur frequently in ordinary conversation, and even in political
discussions it is not common. But this word identifies an idea which has a measurable impact
on the world.
Various reference books will define ‘statism’ in different ways. Statism is the notion that
whichever question or need or problem a citizen may have, the state has the answer, or the
state is the answer.
Statism begins with sentiments about what the government can do for citizens, but gradually
morphs into questions about what the citizen can do for the government. President Kennedy
famously encouraged people to think about “what you can do for your country” - statism con-
ceptually reverses that phrase into “what you can do for your government.”
In statist thinking, Lincoln’s “government for the people” meets it opposite: “people for the
government.”
Because statism begins, however, by presenting itself as a benign or even beneficial effort to
help people by means of government action, its true nature is not immediately seen. People
of honest good will embrace social programs which are designed to help the poor.
But as the nature of the world works its inevitable way, sincere efforts to help society’s vul-
nerable members are exploited by cynical bureaucrats who understand that they can receive
steady paychecks for administering social programs, whether or not those programs actually
help anyone.
The Oxford English Dictionary offers this definition of statism:

The theory or system of social organization in which the State has substantial cen-
tralized control over a nation’s social and economic affairs.

While an effort to offer social benefits is almost always part of the justification offered for giving
ever more controlling power to state - which is the same as taking power away from the people -
, the anticipated benefits are often replaced with outright harm to the very social classes which
one hoped to help by means of some statist scheme.
The programs which were introduced as ways to help the poor reveal themselves to be pro-
grams which actually hurt the poor, and take freedom away from all social classes, rich or
poor.
Taxation in any form is, in the final analysis, a reduction of individual civil liberty. Mark Levin,
who served as chief of staff for the United States Attorney General, writes:

In the name of “economic justice” and “equality” the Statist creates the perception of
class struggle through a variety of interventions, including the “progressive” income
tax. In the Communist Manifesto, Karl Marx wrote, “In the most advanced countries
the following will be pretty generally applicable: a heavy progressive or graduated
income tax.”

Decisions about funding are observable and quantifiable. If the foundational purpose of a
government is to protect the lives, freedoms, and property of its citizens, the defense programs
would be seen as a priority. Instead, however, defense spending fell from 70 % of federal
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outlays in the mid-1950s, to 46 % at the height of the Vietnam War, to 28 % during the so-
called “Reagan Buildup,” to 19 % during the “war on terror.”
Meanwhile, spending on programs which verifiably harm the poor - those would be programs
which claim to help the poor - has increased. The language surrounding such programs has
moved from unintentionally ironic to Orwellian doublespeak. A range of social programs have
increased both urban and rural poverty.
Programs like food stamps, now part of EBT, have decreased nutrition for the poor and created
“food deserts” in major urban areas. Medicare and Medicaid have decreased both the quality
and the quantity of healthcare available to senior citizens and to low-income families, and has
trimmed their ability to make independent decisions about their medical treatments.
Themore the government funds programs to help the poor, the more the poor are harmed. This
dynamic has a twofold root: good intentions gone wrong, in which a sincere desire to help the
poor has been stymied by administrative incompetence, and cynical bureaucrats, who merely
see a chance for a steady paycheck.
Scholar William Voegeli documents how funding is directed largely to programs which do not,
and cannot, help their intended beneficiaries:

That amount has increased steadily, under Democrats and Republicans, during
booms and recessions. Adjusted for inflation and population growth, federal welfare
state spending was 58 percent larger in 1993 when Bill Clinton became president
than it had been 16 years before when Jimmy Carter took the oath of office. By 2009,
when Barack Obama was inaugurated, it was 59 percent larger than it had been in
1993. Overall, the outlays were more than two-and-a-half times as large in 2013 as
they had been in 1977. The latest Census Bureau data, from 2011, regarding state
and local programs for “social services and income maintenance,” show additional
spending of $728 billion beyond the federal amount. Thus the total works out to
some $3 trillion for all government welfare state expenditures in the U.S., or just un-
der $10,000 per American. That figure does not include the cost, considerable but
harder to reckon, of the policies meant to enhance welfare without the government
first borrowing or taxing money and then spending it. I refer to laws and regulations
that require some citizens to help others directly, such asminimumwages, maximum
hours, and mandatory benefits for employees, or rent control for tenants.

Government-organized social programs are necessarily subject to inefficiencies, incompetence,
and corruption. These characteristics plague any public-sector endeavor.
While the programs to help the poor are necessarily ineffective, statist tax schemes are quite
effective at harming citizens. Mark Levin writes:

A recent study by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
found that when measuring household taxes (income taxes and employee Social
Security contributions), the United States “has the most progressive tax system and
collects the largest share of taxes from the richest 10 percent of the population,”
placing a heavier tax burden on high-income households than other industrialized
nations do. The latest Congressional Budget Office figures show that the top 1 per-
cent of income earners in the United States paid 39 percent of the federal income
taxes while earning 18 percent of the pretax income and the top 5 percent of income
earners paid 61 percent of federal income taxes while earning 31 percent of pretax
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income. Indeed, the top 40 percent of income earners paid 99.4 percent of federal
income taxes. The bottom 40 percent of income earners paid no federal income tax
and received 3.8 percent from the tax system. And the middle 20 percent of income
earners pay only 4.4 percent of federal income taxes.

Citizens of good will see the fairness in paying taxes for the communal good. A reasonable
voter

does not object to wealthier individuals paying more to finance the legitimate func-
tions of government, the government has grown well beyond the limits placed on
it by the Constitution, particularly since the New Deal. Redistributing wealth is a
central objective of the progressive income tax.

But there is another purpose to graduated or progressive tax structures: to emphasize different
levels of wealth among the citizens, and to pit them against each other in class struggle. Bu-
reaucrats and elected politicians can, if they forego ethical considerations, profit from creating
divisiveness among the citizens:

For the Statist, there must be a class struggle and it must be a never-ending struggle,
for it is perhaps his most valuable weapon in his war against the individual, the free
market, and ultimately the civil society. The Statist, therefore, not only opposes
efforts to eliminate the progressive income tax, including such alternatives as the
FAIR tax (a national sales tax) of the flat tax (a flat-rate income tax), he opposes
most any income tax reductions that might weaken the “class structure.”

There is an alternative to the statist nightmare, in which the government takes wealth from
citizens to fund programs which do not benefit those who most need help, and in which the
government controls ever larger segments of private life which pitting groups of citizens against
each other.
A more humane, and more effective, option is private-sector charity. Organizations across the
United States operate effectively, without government funding, soup kitchens and homeless
shelters, scholarships for needy students and daily care for low-income senior citizens.
Such private-sector charity routinely has much less corruption and inefficiency. Overhead is
also lower, and in many cases, reduced to near-zero levels when individuals volunteer and
donate their time and effort, as well as their money.
Private sector charities are not only a measurable and significant way to benefit the poor, but
they can also preserve our civil liberties.

4.10 December

4.10.1 The Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics
(2014-12-09 18:55)

In 2013, The National Association of School Nurses, citing a 2005 study titled “The influence of
parent education and family income on child achievement: The indirect role of parental expec-
tations and the home environment” published in the Journal of Family Psychology, summarizes
the findings of the study’s author, P.E. Davis-Kean, this way:
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Children from single‐parent households have an increased risk for dropping out of
school, becoming teen parents, and face barriers to success in the workforce. Al-
though many children from single parent homes fare well, others face challenges in
their educational, occupational, and social well‐being.

In 2012, according to the Obama administration’s Federal Interagency Forum on Child and
Family Statistics, 27 % of children aged 0 to 17 years live in single-parent households.
The problems identified in 2012 were visible a decade or more earlier. As noted author Ann
Coulter writes,

A 2004 New York Times Magazine article on welfare families by Jason DeParle said,
"Mounds of social science, from the left and the right, leave little doubt that the chil-
dren of single-parent families face heightened risks." Calling a single-parent family "a
double dose of disadvantage," the Times article cited as "the definitive text" a book
by sociologists Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur that concluded, back in 1994, "In
our opinion, the evidence is quite clear: Children who grow up in a household with
only one biological parent are worse off, on average, than children who grow up in
a household with both of their biological parents, regardless of the parents’ race or
educational background."

Mounds of statistical evidence show that children raised in a single-parent home are more likely
to abuse drugs, end up in jail, have lower educational achievement, have lower adult incomes,
have poor health, and have nearly any other measurable demographic disadvantage.
The problem has been repeatedly quantified, by university researchers, and by agencies at the
federal and state levels:

Controlling for socioeconomic status, race, and place of residence, the strongest pre-
dictor of whether a person will end up in prison is that he was raised by a single
parent. By 1996, 70 percent of inmates in state juvenile detention centers serving
long-term sentences were raised by single mothers. Seventy-two percent of juvenile
murderers and 60 percent of rapists come from single-mother homes. Seventy per-
cent of teenage births, dropouts, suicides, runaways, juvenile delinquents, and child
murderers involve children raised by single mothers. Girls raised without fathers are
more sexually promiscuous and more likely to end up divorced. A 1990 study by the
Progressive Policy Institute showed that after controlling for single motherhood, the
difference between black and white crime rates disappeared.

Questions about policy responses to this situation have also been raised many times. One
obstacle to any policy action is that such action could have an unintended result of further
reducing the nation’s already too-low birth rate. Far from a population explosion, like those
seen in some third-world countries, the United States has a birth rate so low that if it drops
further, serious economic repercussions would threaten.
But a still larger obstacle also blocks policy action regarding single parenthood: it is a societal
phenomenon, not a governmental one, and so the most direct solutions are to be found among
the organic institutions of society, not in legislation.
Governments are not free to change the laws of nature, including the law which says that even
well-intentioned federal programs, perhaps especially well-intentioned ones, will yield a result
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in direct opposition to their stated purpose. Thus, any governmental program designed to
strengthen families can only, and will inevitably, weaken them.
Society, if unimpeded by governmental regulation, is often capable of self-correction. Legis-
lation, while well intended, is often ham-fisted and triggers unintended consequences - often,
consequences which effect precisely those results which are opposite to the intended ones.

4.10.2 Dorothy Kenyon: an Unexpected Danger (2014-12-11 20:26)

When the Soviet Union’s spy network was active in the United States, the distinction between
an active Soviet agent and an unwittingly utilized instrument was not always obvious. Such
was the case of Judge Dorothy Kenyon.
Even after the fall of the Soviet Union, whenmany of the Venona project’s files were declassified,
and the large extent of the KGB network inside the United States became widely known, it is not
clear to which extent Judge Kenyon understood that she was being used as a tool of espionage.
Dorothy Kenyon first came to the attention of authorities in early 1950. At that time, it was
discovered that she was a member of at least twenty-eight different communist front organi-
zations. These were groups which had been identified, usually by the United States Attorney
General or by legislative committees in one of the forty-eight states, as being substantially
linked to the Soviet government.
Such organizations served several different purposes. The KGB - and its predecessor, the MGB
- could found the group, working under the cover of one or more of its agents in the United
States. To the public, these organizations appeared in various guises, never disclosing their
links to Moscow.
These groups could then recruit members, some of whom were knowingly and deliberately
seeking to harm the safety and security of United States citizens, and others of whom had
perhaps no idea that they were being shaped into either intelligence gathering tools or policy-
influencing tool of the Soviet Union.
Concerning Dorothy Kenyon, evidence is inconclusive, and will perhaps always be so. It is
plausible and probable that she did not consciously enlist her services to weaken the security
of the United States. She was more likely a well-intentioned, if naive and idealistic, individual
who joined groups which claimed to favor some progressive cause.
How would these organizations have used Judge Kenyon? Most likely, she was not a major
source of valuable information. Although well-connected in the government, her branch of the
government was not a storehouse of military information, nor was it privy to private discussions
of foreign policy.
She was, however, connected in a way which gave her the ability to informally influence policy.
Not a source of intelligence, she was capable of nudging the thinking of policymakers and writ-
ers on policy topics. The Soviets could school her in ways which led her to favor policies which
played into the hands of the Kremlin. These views she would then casually and unwittingly
spread through her social circle, which included prominent leaders in government and in the
media.
Given her role in government, away from military and foreign policy matters, and given her
probable unawareness of the ways in which she was being used, it surprised many when her
involvement in so many subversive organizations came to light. One historian, M. Stanton
Evans, writes:
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The case was that of Dorothy Kenyon, a former New York City judge and State Depart-
ment appointee to a U.N. commission on the status of women. It seemed a curious
selection. Judge Kenyon wasn’t a well-known or high-ranking official, and her con-
nection to the State Department had recently concluded.

The organizations to which Judge Kenyon belonged were not merely interested in free speech
and free debate about U.S. policy. These organizations had direct links to the Kremlin, to the
KGB, to the MGB, or to other branches of Soviet military intelligence.
The surprise surrounding the revelations about Dorothy Kenyon support the hypothesis that
she had not fully understood how she was being exploited. The Soviets valued her well-placed
friends, and sought to influence the thinking of those friends through Kenyon’s social contacts.
The Soviets would value the ability to steer an influential policymaker’s line of thought or the
writing of a media personality.
Kenyon’s connections in the United Nations would also be valuable to the Soviets. Two histori-
ans, L. Brent Bozell and William F. Buckley Jr., write:

The name of Dorothy Kenyon was little known to the public - much less in associa-
tion with Communist activities. Judge Kenyon was a reputable New York City lawyer,
had once served as a municipal court judge, and had attracted some attention as a
political activist, especially in the advancement of women’s causes. She had been
hired by the State Department in 1947 to serve as American delegate to the United
Nations Commission on the Status of Women.

While there can be no doubt that Judge Kenyon served the Soviet cause, it may never be cer-
tain whether she did so knowingly, or whether she was exploited as an unwitting accomplice.
In either case, however, her career path from municipal judge to State Department employee
simultaneously made her more interesting to the Soviets, but also revealed a lack of discern-
ment on the part of the State Department in creating, not only a security risk, but an actual
security breach.

4.10.3 Haldore Hanson - Inconspicuous Danger (2014-12-12 15:47)

During the years of the Soviet Union, infiltration and the planting of subversives into various
positions in the United States government was a standard tactic of the KGB. The list of such
moles, when mostly, although not entirely, revealed after the fall of the Soviet Union, was
longer than most observers had suspected.
In addition to such plants, however, were those who freely supported the Soviet cause without
being directly employed by the Soviet intelligence agencies. These individuals were equally
dangerous to the lives and safety of United States citizens.
The tension between liberty and security was highlighted as the United States worked to pre-
serve freedom of speech, freedom of association, and freedom of assembly, even while it
worked to protect itself from the Soviet espionage apparatus which aimed to destroy the United
States.
An interesting example is offered by Haldore Hanson, a pro-communist author who came to
the attention of the United States government in early 1950. Merely writing a book which was
favorable to the expansion of communism in Asia was no crime. But there was evidence which
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suggested, if it did not at first prove, that Hanson was involved in a more direct connection
with the Soviet government.
Hanson had lived in Peiping (now known as ‘Peking’ or ‘Beijing’) and had substantial contact
with Chinese communist leaders. At this time, the Chinese communists were solidly in league
with the Soviet communists. Two historians, L. Brent Bozell and William F. Buckley Jr., report
that:

For three years Hanson had taught school and had written as a freelancer, mostly
while living in Peiping. The turning point in his career had come in 1937, when
Japanese and Chinese troops clashed at the Marco Polo Bridge: he then took a job as
war correspondent with the Associated Press. Two years later, at the age of twenty-
seven, he published a book called Humane Endeavor.

Hanson’s writing career would include working with Edgar Snow and Helen Foster Snow. The
latter used the pseudonym ‘Nym Wales,’ and both were known members of the Communist
Party. In addition, Louis Budenz, who had been a well-connected member of the Communist
Party, testified to Senator Brien McMahon of Connecticut that Haldore Hanson was a member
of the Communist Party.
In Hanson’s book, he clearly expressed his pro-communist views, and portrayed the commu-
nists sympathetically, while depicting the non-communists as, at best, mediocre. The book
also apparently influenced John Service, a State Department employee. Concerning this, M.
Stanton Evans writes:

The book was full of plaudits for the Red Chinese similar to those expressed a few
years later by John Service, a Hanson friend and sometime roommate. In the 1930s,
a united front was in effect between the Reds and Chiang Kai-shek against Japan,
and in this context Chiang merited some kind words from Hanson, as well as some
that weren’t so kind. However, Hanson showed no similar ambiguity toward the Red
Chinese, on whom he showered lavish kudos.

Because he was an United States citizen, Hanson certainly had the right to freely believe, write,
and publish whatever he wanted. But being a communist during the Soviet era was not merely
a matter of expressing certain political views. Members of the CP took action.
In the early 1950s, to be a member of the Communist Party was not like being a member of
the Republican Party or the Democratic Party. The Communist Party was not merely a subver-
sive organization, it was a clandestine organization, involved in compromising military security,
subversively influencing U.S. policy, and even sabotage. It was a direct threat to the lives and
safety of United States citizens. To be a member of the Communist Party was to be advocat-
ing the overthrow of the U.S. government, the end of American civil and human rights, and
destruction of the American physical infrastructure. To be a member of the Communist Party
was to advocate, plan, and work toward the deaths of many innocent civilians.
The Communist Party, in the 1950s, was not merely a group which advocated free speech, free
thinking, and free debate about policy questions. The Communist Party advocated violence,
destruction, and the end of civil rights and of human rights. The Communist Party was or-
ganically and directly connected to Moscow and to the Kremlin’s actions, e.g., the deaths of
thousands of Ukrainians in an artificially-created famine.
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Haldore Hanson was connected to this Communist Party, and in the meantime, Haldore Hanson
had obtained a job in the State Department. Hanson’s case contained an added urgency be-
cause he was now working within the United States government, where he might gain access
to sensitive information and might have input into the thought process of policymakers.
At one point, however, it seemed that suspicions about Hanson might be wrong: in one hearing,
Senator Bourke Hickenlooper of Iowa questioned Earl Browder about Haldore Hanson. Browder
was a former member of the Communist Party, and while a member, had engaged in commu-
nications with the KGB and the NKVD. Browder worked with Philip Jaffe, who was an editor of
a periodical called Amerasia. Jaffe and his fellow editors were found to be in possession of
classified documents from the OSS and other branches of the United States government. Jaffe
and Browder had met with a highly-placed Chinese Communist named Tung Pi-Wu (Dong Biwu).
Clearly, Browder was well-placed in the networks of the international communist conspiracy,
and Senator Hickenlooper wanted to hear what Browder said about Haldore Hanson.

Hickenlooper then questioned Browder about the meeting at Philip Jaffe’s New York
home five years before this, attended by Browder and Red Chinese official Tung Pi-
wu. When Hickenlooper asked if either John Carter Vincent or John Stewart Service
had been at this meeting, Browder refused to answer. Hickenlooper then read a
list of names, nine in all, asking if they were known to Browder as CP members.
Two of the people on the list were Dorothy Kenyon and Haldore Hanson. In these
cases, as in others, Browder said, “I refuse to answer.” This caused great distress to
McMahon and Tydings, both of whom implored the witness to reconsider. Appealing
to standards of “fairness and truth,” Tydings at last got Browder to say neither Kenyon
nor Hanson “had any organized connection to the Communist Party.”

This latter statement seemed, at first, to possibly exonerate Hanson. The 1995 release of
information from the the “Venona” project - finally declassified after the fall of the Soviet Union -
confirmed Browder’s resume as an important Soviet agent. There was even some evidence that
Browder may have had a hand in planning the assassination of Leon Trotsky. So his statement
that that Hanson had had no “organized connection to the Communist Party” would seem to
carry weight.
But one historian, M. Stanton Evans, noted Browder’s curious qualification in the statement:
“organized.”
If Hanson had no “organized” connection to the CP, did he have some other type of connection?
It was known that the Soviets sometimes used casual social connections to infiltrate various
agencies. Along these lines, M. Stanton Evans writes:

The locution used here by Browder, who was careful in his choice of words, seemed
odd, speaking of an “organized connection.” Did this mean there was some other
kind of connection on the part of Kenyon or Hanson to the Communist Party? Brow-
der’s way of putting the matter cried out for clarification, but no effort of this nature
was made by an inert committee.

Senator Hickenlooper, and the others investigating the matter, failed to follow up on this tan-
talizing clue.
Informally linked with the Amerasia periodical was the Institute of Pacific Relations, a network
of business and academic leaders around the Pacific Rim. IPR had been infiltrated by confirmed
Soviet agents, including T.A. Bisson. Two historians, M. Stanton Evans and Herbert Romerstein,
note that:
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Among U.S. officials who at various times served on the board of the IPR were such
prestigious mainstream figures as General George C. Marshall and Undersecretary of
State Sumner Wells, plus others who were of lesser stature but in their way important.
Government staffers who served as IPR trustees included Soviet agents of influence
Hiss and Currie and State Department official John Carter Vincent. Meanwhile, Owen
Lattimore and Joseph Barnes, both on the IPR payroll in the 1930s, would become
government information specialists in the war years. Others connected to the IPR
included State Department Far East experts Michael Greenberg and Haldore Hanson
and Soviet intelligence asset T.A. Bisson, who like others mentioned shows up in the
pages of Venona.

There are many questions about Haldore Hanson. The most relevant one is not whether or
not he was a member of the Communist Party, or whether he was an active Soviet agent,
but whether the State Department was guilty of negligence for not having discerned him as a
security risk.
Perhaps Hanson was neither a CP member nor a Soviet agent. He was, however, beyond all
doubt surrounded by, and in constant contact with, both. They could, perhaps even without
his knowledge, use him, either to gain information or to steer U.S. policy decisions.
The case of Haldore Hanson reveals a lack of care, and a lack of due diligence, in the hiring
processes used by the State Department.

4.10.4 Nixon and the Grape (2014-12-28 10:08)

When Jack L. Davies, a graduate of both Harvard and Stanford, organized fourteen other in-
vestors to join him in purchasing a vineyard in 1965, he probably never guessed the manner
in which their wines would become famous.
By early 1969, Richard Nixon was in the White House, and by early 1972, Nixon was making
a historic journey: the first visit by a U.S. president to communist mainland China. Nixon had
only one meeting with Mao, but many with Chinese premier Zhou Enlai.
Both Nixon and the Chinese placed emphasis on ceremony and protocol. They visited historic
locations and arranged for full media coverage. Concerning one meal, Leon D. Adams writes:

In February 1972, Schramsberg Champagne became world-famous overnight. Pres-
ident Richard M. Nixon had flown an American champagne to Peking to serve at his
historic, globally-televised banquet for Red Chinese Premier Chou Enlai. On the day
of the banquet a Washington newspaper columnist identified the shipment as thir-
teen cases of Schramsberg, Nixon’s favorite champagne. Press, TV, and radio spread
the name, Davies’s story, and the fame of Napa Valley wine.

The results of Nixon’s trip to China were a gradual normalization of the diplomatic relation-
ship between the United States and mainland communist China, and the sudden popularity of
Schramsberg sparkling wine.
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5.1.1 Churchill Identifies Key Issues (2015-01-13 17:24)

Not only did Winston Churchill popularize the phrase “Iron Curtain” in a 1946 speech to describe
the geopolitical situation which shaped global politics from 1946 to 1990, he also used a 1949
speech as the occasion to articulate one of the defining characteristics of that situation.
If most, but not all, of the world’s nations were placed into one of two camps, two camps divided
by that Iron Curtain, then one of the contentions between those two was the ability to gather
intelligence about the other’s military secrets. One historian, William F. Buckley Jr., writes:

On the 31st of March, in 1949, Mr. Winston Churchill (he was then ungartered) was to
address the Mid-Century Convocation of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
and he had advertised his forthcoming remarks as “not unimportant.”

The United States held a decisive edge from 1945 until August 1949, when the Soviet Union
succeeded in constructing its first working atomic bomb. The Soviets gained valuable intelli-
gence from a variety of spies which it had placed within the United States, including physicist
Klaus Fuchs, and couriers Julius and Ethel Rosenberg.
Churchill’s speech at M.I.T., then, came at a time when the United States still held a monopoly
on nuclear weapons. He did not know, but perhaps suspected, that the Soviets would eventu-
ally break that monopoly. Many observers at the time were surprised, not that the communists
eventually developed its own atomic bomb, but that they did it as soon as they did. This speed
was made possible by the spy network which had infiltrated the State Department and other
agencies within the United States government.
But the four or five years during which the United States had the nuclear advantage over the
communists were enough to allow western Europe to be solidified. That time, purchased by the
atomic monopoly, meant that the westward expansion of the Soviet Union, which had already
swallowed up Poland and Czechoslovakia and other regions, would be halted at the Iron Curtain.
Buckley writes:

After it was delivered, the press services had a hard time deciding what aspect of
Churchill’s address was most newsworthy. They settled, finally, on this: “It is certain
that Europe would have been communized like Czechoslovakia, and London under
bombardment some time ago, but for the deterrent of the atomic bomb in the hands
of the U.S.”

Had Fuchs and the Rosenbergs sold the military secrets about the atomic bomb to the Soviets
earlier than they did, an emboldened communism might have pushed westward to consume
Switzerland and France. Although America’s nuclear monopoly ended too soon, it had at least
lasted long enough to preserve both millions of lives and the civil freedom which lent dignity
to those lives.
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5.1.2 Small Acts of Treason Have Big Effects: Alger Hiss and Klaus Fuchs
(2015-01-14 17:09)

In an early 1949 speech at M.I.T., Winston Churchill noted that, had the United States not held a
monopoly on the atomic bomb, the Soviet Union would have continued the westward expansion
which had already consumed nations like Poland and Czechoslovakia.
That same year, the communists would finally succeeded in developing, with the help of plans
stolen from the U.S. by Soviet spies, their own atomic bomb. But the four- or five-year head start
which which the United States experienced was enough to grant security to western Europe.
The Soviets could not restart their westward conquest, because NATO had used those years to
solidify the security and defense of western Europe.
Commenting on Churchill’s speech in Massachusetts, historian William F. Buckley Jr. writes:

Sir Winston, of course, normally speaks with a robust certitude about everything. It
is perhaps not “certain” that our monopoly on the atom bomb served during those
years as the controlling deterrent to Soviet expansion. But whatever Churchill’s ex-
travagances, he cannot be taken lightly. This time, no doubt, he put his finger on
the dominant feature of mid-twentieth century international relations: conceivably
a single individual could shift the balance of power by delivering to the Soviet Union
technological secrets through the use of which they could overcome their strategic
disadvantage and proceed to communize Europe.

Naming Alger Hiss and Klaus Fuchs as example, Buckley notes the dynamic of the atomic age.
In a post-1945 environment, one person can smuggle data from the United States to the Soviet
Union, and that data can carry significance on a scale previously unimaginable.
The historical effect of technology has been called ‘proliferation’ - the notion that technology
makes the actions of one individual more significant. The secrets which Fuchs and Hiss sold
to the Soviets were powerful enough that they caused ten of thousands of deaths, and could
have caused, in a worst-case scenario, millions.

This is something new in the world. Traitors have played critical parts in the past. But
many factors - primarily the indecisiveness of any single weapon - have mitigated
the consequences of treason. The great traitors of the past have swung battles,
but not wars. The situation is different today. An Alger Hiss, critically situated, can,
conceivably, determine the destiny of the West. A Klaus Fuchs can deliver to “the
thirteen scheming men” what may well be the key to world conquest.

A few sheets of paper, handed to a Soviet intelligence agent by a State Department employee,
prolonged the Cold War by years or even decades. One or two individuals had the ability to
create misery for millions around the globe.

5.1.3 Cold War Then, Jihad Now (2015-01-15 20:39)

During the years we now call the ‘Cold War era,’ the United States faced a significant threat
from an international communist conspiracy. The U.S. encountered a clear and present danger,
mainly from the Soviet Union, but also from mainland China, North Korea, and Cuba. That era
can be marked out, roughly as ranging from 1917 to 1990.
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In the post-Cold War era, the United States faces lethal danger from a global jihadist move-
ment. Although this militant Islamic network has historical roots which are centuries old, it has
emerged in its most recent form since the fall of the Soviet Union. A long list of Muslim terrorist
attacks during the last two or three decades of the twentieth centuries shows both a departure
from more sporadic attacks earlier in the century and the increased pace of attacks during the
first few years of the twenty-first century.
One central task for historians is to compare and contrast the Cold War to the subsequent wave
of Islamic Jihadism. How are they similar? How are they different?
One clear difference between the two is the in tactics of the aggressors: the officers of the
Soviet military were professional soldiers, who had been trained for their careers in military
academies. A Soviet officer, for example, was neither trained for, nor inclined to, a suicide
attack. Soviet pilots, trained to potentially drop atomic bombs on the United States, would
execute their missions with care for their own safety. Many were married, had children and
homes and were integrated parts of their communities.
By contrast, a Jihadist is not only willing to plan and execute a suicide attack, but also plans
non-suicide attacks which are rather cavalier toward the safety of the attacker. Jihadis don’t
typically embrace a lifestyle which includes a house in the suburbs, picnics with the family, or
baseball games.
As ruthless as the Soviet Union was, and as aggressive as its ideology was, Soviet officers did
conform roughly to the pattern of a middle-class professional and paterfamilias, and could be
expected to carry out their duties as such.
Although on opposite sides, a Soviet military officer and a United States military officer func-
tioned in similar ways, shared a foundational set of presuppositions, and were able to under-
stand each other as peers.
A Jihadist, on the other hand, does not have a set of commonalities to share with the ‘infidels’
or ‘westerners’ he attacks.
We can also find a similarity between the Soviet threat and the Islamic threat. Both were able
to exploit a hesitancy found in western democracies to clearly state identified threats. Just as
the State Department was in some ways hesitant to articulate the extent of the Soviet’s ability
to compromise U.S. security, so also a segment of leadership has been hesitant to express the
extent of Islam’s threat to societies around the globe.
In both the Cold War and in the subsequent era of Islamic Jihad, technology allows one individ-
ual, or a small group of individuals, to have a disproportionately large effect. One individual,
smuggling information about the atomic bomb to the KGB, could cause a massive shift in the
Cold War dynamic. One Jihadist, likewise, can cause the deaths of many civilians, hijack media
coverage for days or weeks, and throw the security services of many nation-states into high
alert.
This phenomenon, in which technology amplifies the actions of one individual, is sometimes
called ‘proliferation.’ It requires a recalibration of how threats are perceived, and how we
respond to them. During the Cold War, William F. Buckley Jr. wrote:

It is largely because of this new face of treason that we in the free world are writing,
preaching and discussing ways to adapt our traditional concepts into serviceable
weapons with which to protect ourselves from hazards the architects of our society
never contemplated. The job will be hard. The new consequences of treason will not
allow us to settle for a security program based on the idea - in itself venerable - that
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ten suspected traitors working in the State Department should not be molested lest
one of them should prove to be loyal. It is one thing for Lizzie Borden to benefit from
the charity of the doubt; it is something else again to protect Klaus Fuchs until after
he has committed the “overt” act.

Both the Cold War and the post-1990 wave of Muslim terror took place in the age of elec-
tronic media. While the Cold War ended before the 24/7 cable TV news cycle, and before the
widespread use of online internet news, it nonetheless was covered differently than, e.g., WWII.
Telecommunications allowed for near-instantaneous coverage of events during the Cold War.

Both Islamic terrorism and the Soviet threat were, therefore, well known to the general public.
Buckley notes:

By 1950, we were more or less agreed that the overt act a Fuchs might commit was
something we dared not risk. The majority of us now knew that, for all the twists and
turns of the Party Line, the Communists have never swerved and, barring a philo-
sophical or political revolution, never would swerve from their ambition to occupy
the world. And we knew, moreover, that they had hit upon an uncommonly success-
ful formula for achieving their goal. The era was past when Americans needed to be
educated about the threat of Communism.

While the general public was well aware of the international communist conspiracy, significant
segments of both the government leadership and of the media were hesitant to acknowledge
the full danger it posed. Instead, coverage downplayed the Soviet threat, and cast those who
were aware of it as paranoid or overly reactive.

Likewise, the threat of global Jihad is well known to the public, but some government leaders -
and somemedia leaders - are loathe to publicly recognize the danger, and those who accurately
describe the onslaught of Islamic terrorism are labeled as xenophobic or paranoid. Buckley
writes:

But a new era arrived, the dominant characteristic of which was and remains - in-
decision. Undecided how to cope with the new menace, we lacked even the will
to find a solution. Our confusion and our purposelessness were crippling. A sym-
bol of it, perhaps, was our society’s relentless persecution of what John Chamber-
lain has shrewdly labelled “premature anti-Communists.” The evolution from pro-
Communism in the direction of anti-Communism seemed to have ground to a halt in
an intermediary stage, aptly described as anti-anti-Communism.

The challenge in both the Cold War era and the Jihadist era lies in persuading segments of the
government and segments of the media to acknowledge what is already known: name the
enemy and identify the threat the enemy poses. For those seeking to preserve some sense of
peace, security, and liberty, the “overriding problem” is, in Buckley’s words, this:

Having acknowledged the nature and the immediacy of our peril, how might we get
by our disintegrated ruling elite, which had no stomach for battle, and get down to
the business of fighting the enemy in our midst?
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Just as there were individuals in the State Department and in the media who failed to recognize
the Soviet menace, or failed to act appropriately upon the recognition of such menace - just as
there were those in the State Department and in the media who were actively complicit with
the Soviet Union and on the KGB payroll to keep Americans complacent and to belittle those
who attempted to alert Americans to the danger: so also there are those who do not recognize
the threat posed by the efforts of Islam to establish an international caliphate, or who recognize
but do not respond proportionately to this Jihadist threat - there are those who are enabling
Muslim terror.
It remains for calm and articulate scholars to state the historical reality of such threats.

5.1.4 The Cold War and the First Amendment (2015-01-20 14:47)

The Cold War Era, roughly 1917 to 1990, challenged the United States on two different levels.
First, the physical safety and freedom of U.S. citizens were in danger; second, the U.S. had to
counter these dangers without violating its own principles of freedom of speech and freedom
of the press.
Correspondingly, the word ‘communism’ hasmanymeanings, two of which reflect this ColdWar
dilemma. On the one hand, communism is an idea which citizens should be free to discuss,
research, and even advocate. On the other hand, the word ‘communism’ referred during these
years to an international conspiracy to kill U.S. citizens or subjugate them under a dictatorship
- a conspiracy equipped both with the resources of the powerful Soviet military and with a
sophisticated and extensive espionage network within the United States.
Regarding communism as an idea, the books of Karl Marx were never banned in the United
States. Citizens were free to print, sell, buy, own, read, discuss, and even publicly endorse his
books. Marx’s books were read and taught in universities, and citizens could, and did, form
private groups to discuss them. This was America’s attempt to live up to its ideals of freedom
of expression, freedom of thought, freedom of association, and freedom of assembly.
Regarding communism as an international conspiracy to overthrow the U.S. government and
oppress Americans under a totalitarian regime, some historians argue that the United States
was slow to develop an effective response. Already after the revolution of 1917, and increas-
ingly after the communist victory in 1920 in the Russian civil war, Soviet intelligence organiza-
tions were creating a network of agents within the United States. By the 1930s, this network
had infiltrated the federal government to the extent that one agent, Alger Hiss, had risen within
the State Department to be a top advisor to FDR, consulting directly with the president.
A long list of such agents, verified by Soviet records made public after the 1990 fall of the
communist government, was able both to relay confidential information to Moscow, and to
influence policy decisions made in the United States. Many were native-born U.S. citizens, who
willing chose to serve the communist conspiracy. One historian - William F. Buckley, Jr. - wrote
in 1954:

Certainly one of the most effective arms of Soviet imperialism has been the strategi-
cally placed native of the free world who, for whatever perverse reason, has deter-
mined to serve the Communist cause.

One tactic used by the Soviets was the formation of a “popular front.” Using this tactic, com-
munist agents would make alliances with already established social or political groups within
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the United States, usually groups whose views were similar to, but not the same as, commu-
nism. These alliances were formed for the sake of expediency - the communists were willing
to befriend a group today and attack it tomorrow.
The “popular front” allowed communist agents to gain support and help from individuals and
groups who were in some way sympathetic to aspects of the communist cause, but who were
not communists themselves. The communists played on their naivety and on their sympathy
for what seemed to be reasonable causes.
Thus a number of social and cultural organizations, large and small, scattered geographically
across the country, began to function as communist fronts. At one point in the 1950s, there
were over a hundred such fronts, including groups like the United May Day Committee, the
Quad City Committee for Peace, Palo Alto Peace Club, Michigan School of Social Science, Indus-
trial Workers of the World, Chopin Cultural Center, and many others.
Some of these fronts, and the individuals in them, helped unwittingly, and were known as
‘dupes.’ Others were aware that they were directly aiding Soviet agencies, and were sometimes
called ‘fellow travelers.’
The Soviets recruited opinion makers in the media as part of this tactic. Famous journalists
like I.F. Stone, known as “Izzy,” were on the payroll of the Soviet intelligence agencies like the
NKGB and the NKVD (predecessors to the KGB). Stone wrote for the New York Post newspaper
and Nationmagazine from 1933 to 1946. Others, like New York Times reporter Walter Duranty,
were not documented to have received payment from the Soviets, but aided them based on
personal conviction.
A small but active group of academics and fine arts professionals constituted another front.
Many of them were drawn to the Communist Party (CPUSA) because it seemed to espouse
noble humanitarian ideals. This ‘front’ group was not a formal organization, but more like a
social fad. Some were, and some were not, aware of internal CPUSA documents which set a
“violent revolution” as the party’s goal. In 1954, Congress passed the Communist Control Act,
which came close to making the party illegal, but stopped short of actually doing that. The
nation valued the freedom of ideas too much to make a party illegal. The party’s espionage
and sabotage activities were still, however, outlawed.
Surveying Congress’s efforts to reduce the Soviet threat, Buckley writes:

As far back as the twenties, many Americans were aware that Communism was more
than a proposal for political change which would take its chances “in the marketplace
of ideas.” Communism, it was recognized, was a relentless political-military conspir-
acy. A Committee of the House of Representatives was soon instructed to investi-
gate the Communist conspiracy in the United States. The Committee operated in
the increasingly difficult climate of the Popular Front, when great numbers of West-
ern intellectuals had entered into an enthusiastic concordat with Stalin. Slowly and
haphazardly our lawmakers sought to adjust our statute books to the realities of the
Communist menace.

Congress passed various bits of legislation to deal with the danger. When it became clear that
paid Soviet agents like Hiss had worked their way into jobs which gave them one-on-one access
to the president in private conversations, the legislation focused on how to screen federal
employees, especially those shaping policy or having access to sensitive military information.
The difficult aspect of such legislation was ensuring that civil rights would not be injured in the
course of - paradoxically - trying to preserve the society which is based on them and which
values them. Buckley describes Congress’s actions:
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In 1938, the McCormack Act ordered all agents of foreign governments to register
with the Department of Justice. The Hatch Act of 1939 excluded from Federal em-
ployment members of any organization that advocates the forcible overthrow of our
constitutional form of government. The Smith Act of 1940 forbade Americans to con-
spire to teach or advocate the overthrow of the U.S. government by force or violence.

Of these laws, the Smith Act caused the most concern. Did it injure First Amendment rights
to freedom of expression? It not only outlawed the violent overthrow of the government, but
outlawed any action to “teach, advocate, or encourage” such violence. It made liable anyone
who “prints, publishes, sells, circulates, or displays” material which teaches, advocates, or
encourages this violence. This is a nuanced question for any free society: how do we protect
freedom without destroying it in the process of protecting it?
Other actions taken by federal agencies, by contrast, clearly did not injure civil rights. It is
noncontroversial that those hired to shape policy or have access to military intelligence must
be vetted. National security took a step toward the safety of ordinary citizens by doing this, as
Buckley notes:

In 1942, surprisingly, an alert Civil Service Commission enunciated loyalty criteria
which were to govern federal agencies in determining whom to hire. It was stipulated
that, in case of “reasonable doubt” as to his loyalty, an applicant must be regarded
as unemployable.

Writing in 1954, Buckley could not have guessed the details and surprises that waited in the
remaining thirty-five years of the Cold War. While he focused on legislative means to a victory,
and some of his contemporaries focused on military means to the same, it would, in the end,
be an economic struggle, and on that field, the Soviets would lose, when the Reagan adminis-
tration discovered that it could trigger an economic collapse within the Soviet Union by causing
it to spend ever-increasing amounts in an effort to keep pace with U.S. military developments.
In any case, Buckley was looking to future legislative actions to neutralize the Soviet threat:

These, of course, were primitive and inadequate tools for dealing with the kind of
penetration against which our best students of Communism were warning us. It is
best to think of them as the first efforts of the American people, acting through their
representatives, to master by fiat a problem that, in the long run, would require much
more, perhaps even a Constitutional Amendment.

Buckley was of the opinion that the Smith Act, introduced by Democrat Congressman Howard
W. Smith, and signed into law by FDR, did constitute injury to the First Amendment. The remedy,
argued Buckley, was perhaps another constitutional amendment. Left to stand as it was, the
Smith Act would eventually reveal itself as part of an internal contradiction within our legal
system.

The Smith Act, in our opinion, in effect did amend the Constitution, the circumlocu-
tions of the slim majority of the Supreme Court that upheld it notwithstanding. The
First Amendment states that “Congress shall make no law … abridging the freedom
of speech.” It does not go on to say that certain social exigencies, as for example
war, or a foreign conspiracy, invalidate this explicit limitation of congressional com-
petence.
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The complexity of debate and legislation in response to Soviet espionage and sabotage inside
the United States reflects the complexity which will arise any time a free society needs to
defend its freedom. Defense commandeers resources, yet liberty is the safety of knowing that
one’s resources will not be commandeered.
The Cold War had to be won, and won in a way which minimized any injury to liberty. If the
victory had done great damage to freedom, it would have been a defeat in disguise and no
victory at all.

5.1.5 Counterespionage (2015-01-21 13:45)

During the Cold War years, the United States faced the threat of Soviet aggression. Communist
agents had infiltrated the federal government, and by the 1930s, spies like Alger Hiss had
reached to the top levels of American government: he occupied a post as presidential advisor
in the State Department, and had face-to-face meetings with FDR. In 1946, the Klaus Report,
issued by the State Department, documented shocking numbers of Soviet agents in the State
Department, and the declassified Venona files, made public five decades later, shows that
there were even more of them than the Klaus Report suspected.
Agents of the international communist conspiracy extracted classified information from the
government, shaped policy decisions, steered the media to form public opinion, and even
planned sabotage activities within the United States.
Facing the Soviet threat, Congress passed the McCormack Act, the Smith Act, and the Hatch
Act between 1938 and 1940. Yet, because some officials did not believe that the communist
menace was real, and because other bureaucrats were actually sympathetic to the communists,
they failed to fully implement these bits of legislation, designed to ensure that government
employees were properly vetted. In 1954, William F. Buckley wrote:

Moreover, the laws were not enforced; or, insofar as they were enforced, they were
enforced tardily and halfheartedly. The Hatch Act bothered nobody. Even after it was
passed, no less than 537 members of the American League for Peace and Democracy
alone (as palpable a Communist front as ever existed) remained in federal service.

The Communist Party (CPUSA) had, in its official written materials, explicitly stated that one
of its goals was a “violent revolution” to overthrow the government of the United States. The
CPUSA did not merely contemplate taking life, it planned to do so.
Among those whose actions enabled the spy network inside the United States, some were
unaware of precisely what they were doing. As unwitting “dupes,” they were perhaps not alert
to the connections between the CPUSA and the seemingly noble goals of “front” organizations.
Some of these fronts presented themselves as supporting culture and the arts; others spoke
of justice, peace, equality, and rights. Support, in the forms of money or volunteered effort,
given to such groups was actually used, however, to smuggle military secrets to Moscow, to
influence federal policymakers to act against the interests of ordinary American citizens, or to
prepare saboteurs for the anticipated violent revolution.
For the safety of American citizens, it was logical that members of the CPUSA, or those who
supported them, should not be hired into governmental posts involving sensitive intelligence
or policy formation. This would be true even for those whose support was given unwittingly.
Buckley writes:
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However, the Civil Service Commission’s “reasonable doubt” criterion for applicants
moved toward the heart of the matter. The Commission made a start toward com-
mitting us to the principle that the federal government has the right to draw up its
own requirements for government service - that employment by the Government is
a privilege, not a right.

While such hiring and personnel efforts were correct in their intentions, their implementation
was weak. Buckley continues:

The Commission’s effort did not, however, prevent further Communist penetration
of the government, much less undo that which had already occurred. For the Com-
mission did not rule on personnel already hired. Moreover, the Commission, under
existing statutes and budget limitations, could not use the FBI in its investigations.
Consequently, most of the Commission’s information was obtained from the files of
the House Committee on Un-American Activities. The rest came from a handful of its
own investigators.

Upon closer examination, it became clear that there was disarray among various agencies and
departments concerning how, and to which extent, they vetted potential hires and current
employees.
Between 1934 and 1937, two Democratic Congressmen, John W. McCormack and Samuel Dick-
stein, operated a committee to investigate the influence of foreign agents infiltrating the fed-
eral government. It later emerged, however, that Dickstein himself was an operative of the
NKVD (a forerunner to the KGB), and was being paid by the Soviets, presumably to ensure that
communist agents were not detected as they applied for, or worked in, federal posts. Dickstein
also nudged policy discussions in various directions as Moscow requested, and sent documents
to the NKVD.

Meanwhile, the Attorney General had entered the field. In 1941, he directed the FBI
to probe complaints of alleged disloyalty among Federal personnel. The FBI reported
its findings to the appropriate agencies, and these agencies made their own deci-
sions. It soon became clear that standards varied widely from agency to agency. In
1942, therefore, the Attorney General created an Interdepartmental Committee on
Investigation to assist in standardizing procedures and evaluative criteria. This Com-
mittee, like the Civil Service Commission, confined itself to regulating applications
for employment; and even then it recommended a manifestly inadequate standard:
rejection on loyalty grounds was to be based on proof that the applicant personally
advocates the overthrow of the government; or else that he is a conscious and willing
member of an organization advocating such overthrow.

Thus time elapsed until the 1946 Klaus Report disclosed the greater extent of the problem.
Democratic Congressman Martin Dies operated a committee from 1938 to 1944, for the pur-
poses of examining subversive operations in the United States. In 1946, this committee was
renamed the House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC). Concerned with all manner of
subversive activities, not only with communist and socialist ones, the HUAC would investigate
the KKK as well as Soviet agents.
During the Cold War, the full extent of the Soviet spy network in the United States was never
discovered. Enough of it was exposed to alert the nation to stop it. After the 1990 fall of the
Soviet Union, the Venona files would indicate that communists infiltrated the United States to
an extent not previously imagined.
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5.1.6 Soviet Agents - Missing Evidence (2015-01-25 20:44)

During the summer of 1946, Samuel Klaus, a State Department employee, wrote a document
about security risks facing his department. Historians refer to this text variously as the ‘Klaus
Memo’ or the ‘Klaus Report’ and it discussed the existence of known Soviet agents and Com-
munist Party members employed by the State Department.
During the Cold War years, during the dictatorship of Stalin, being a member of the Communist
Party (CPUSA) in the United States was not merely a matter of holding a set of political views.
Rather, the CPUSA had stated in writing that its goal was a “violent” revolution and overthrow
of the United States government.
In addition to Soviet spies and CPUSA member, there were individuals who were “dupes” - sym-
pathetic to noble rhetoric of the CPUSA, naive about its true intentions, these individuals could
sometimes be persuaded to help the allegedly idealistic causes, not of the CPUSA directly, but
rather of various “front” organizations - cultural and social groups which had hidden connec-
tions to the Soviet espionage network. Donating time and effort to, or speaking on behalf
of, these fronts, otherwise innocent individuals could, unwittingly, encourage and maintain ef-
forts to compromise U.S. military secrets, efforts to steer U.S. policy away from the interests
of ordinary citizens, and efforts to prepare saboteurs to injure key points of infrastructure.
Such a document was important to defending the peace and freedom in whichmillions of United
States citizens lived at the time. The threats were real. One such spy, documented to be on
the payroll of Soviet intelligence agencies like the KGB and the NKVD, was Alger Hiss, who had
direct access in face-to-face meetings with the president. The Klaus Memo got attention. As
one historian, M. Stanton Evans, writes:

A Senate subcommittee chaired by Sen. Millard Tydings (D-Md.) requested a copy
from the department and in due course received one. Thus, one of the most reveal-
ing documents ever put together about Red infiltration of the U.S. government was
supplied to Congress. But thereafter, so far as the public record shows, the Klaus
memo would mysteriously vanish.

Information released decades later - both the Venona files of Soviet messages intercepted by
American intelligence agencies, and the files released by the Russians after the fall of the
Soviet Union - would confirm the extent of the Soviet spy network inside the United States,
and confirm the degree of its infiltration into the federal government. This network was, in
fact, capable of making documents like the Klaus Report disappear.

In the National Archives of the United States there are at least two places where this
report should be on offer. One is the legislative archive of the Tydings panel.

As noted above, the Tydings committee obtained a copy of this document. Like every other
congressional committee, the Tydings committee kept records, and those records are, or should
be, preserved in the archives.
When this historian, M. Stanton Evans, inquired at the archives about the memo, the archivists
there found it to be missing. The State Department had sent the memo to the Tydings commit-
tee, which received it. Yet, in the committee’s papers, the memo is nowhere to be found.

This is reflected in the department’s letter of transmittal, which survives and is in-
cluded in the subcommittee records. So the memo should also be in the files, but
isn’t.
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At least one other copy of the memo existed: in the files of Samuel Klaus himself. Yet among
those papers, too, the memo was not to be found:

The other place where this memo ought to be is in the papers of Sam Klaus, held
in another section of the Archives. In the index to the Klaus papers, the document
is listed, under its proper official heading. However, when the file was examined by
this writer it turned out the report again was missing. In this case, at least, we know
what happened to it. The file contained a notice where the memo had been, saying
it was withdrawn from the Archives in March 1993 — not quite half a century after
it was written. So this important document is twice over absent from the nation’s
official records.

The network of Soviet spies, their willing accomplices, and naive but willing dupes was large
enough and pervasive enough to reach into the supposedly secure storage of sensitive gov-
ernment documents. Further, the curious question must be posed: why would anyone devote
effort to destroying evidence about ColdWar espionage at a time when the ColdWar was clearly
over and done? The Cold War ended, for practical purposes, in either 1989 or 1990. Who went
to great effort to steal and destroy these documents in 1993, and why would they do so?
The Klaus Report is not the only piece of evidence to disappear in this way. Clearly, an or-
ganized effort had been made to remove evidence - evidence of the international communist
conspiracy - from federal records. Whoever made this effort clearly had access inside the
federal government.

Unfortunately for researchers of such matters, this elusive memo is but one of many
Cold War papers that have gone AWOL. Some two dozen other documents from the
State Department relating to security issues were likewise supplied to Tydings and
should be in the Archives also. In these cases handsomely embossed cover sheets,
signed by Dean Acheson, Secretary of State in 1950, are still there in the folders.
In every case as well, however, the material once enclosed has been stripped from
the cover sheet, leaving small wads of paper beneath the staples that held the doc-
uments together.

The questions facing historians are these: Can, or will, any of the stolen evidence about the
Soviet spy network ever be recovered? Who was stealing such documents in 1993? Why were
they stolen? Can some or all of the contents of those documents be reconstructed from other
bits of evidence?
We can speculate about the evidence we don’t have. The evidence in hand, however, points to
an amazing degree of infiltration by Soviet agents inside the United States federal government.

5.1.7 Mysteriously Missing Documents (2015-01-28 10:30)

Documents containing details of Soviet spy networks inside the United States mysteriously
disappeared from the national archives: real-life events as gripping as any suspense movie
from Hollywood.
In 1946, a State Department employee named Samuel Klaus wrote a memo detailing commu-
nist infiltration in the federal government. At that point in time, the Communist Party was
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not about ideas; it was about, in its own words, the “violent revolution” to overthrow the U.S.
government.
At least two copies of the Klaus report existed: one in Klaus’s own files, the other sent to
Congress’s Tydings committee. Yet, by the late 1990s, neither copy could be found, despite
the otherwise meticulous record-keeping of the national archives. The Klaus report named
specific individuals. Was someone’s identity kept secret by this theft?
The Klaus memo was only one of a number of such documents to disappear. One historian,
M. Stanton Evans, made a careful study of the archives, including the Tydings committee, and
noted that “other historical data that ought to be in the subcommittee records are documents
provided to the panel by” senators, by the State Department, and by the FBI, among other
sources.
One document was a letter to Senator Millard Tydings “of March 18, 1950, listing the names of
eighty loyalty/security suspects at State and elsewhere.” Enclosed with that letter “was a letter
from the head of the Central Intelligence Agency concerning one of the eighty suspects.” The
Tydings committee gathered quite a bit of intelligence. It had, also in March 1950, obtained “a
list of two dozen other names as potential subjects of inquiry. All told, a pretty sizable package
of information on the most burning issue of that day, and many days thereafter.”
There is a significant lacuna in the historical data about how much, and how thoroughly, for-
eign espionage permeated the United States government. It seems reasonable to conjecture
that foreign agents, or their accomplices, orchestrated the theft and probable destruction of
documentation from the archives. As historian M. Stanton Evans notes,

As these papers were part of an official proceeding of the Senate — and as we know
from other sources they were in fact provided — they should all be in the Tydings
archive. Again, however, so far as diligent search reveals, all of them are missing,
with no explanation of what happened to them, no hint that they were ever there,
and no withdrawal notice. They are simply gone.

In trying to understand the Cold War, the international communist conspiracy, and the Soviet
spy network inside the United States, these texts are crucial to historians. In trying to protect
ordinary citizens, these texts are crucial to understanding the methods and identities of such
agents. “Since they were documents central to any assessment of” Soviet espionage, “their
absence is a critical gap in the archival record. That absence, it bears noting, affects” our ability
to measure the damage inflicted by communist infiltration, and affects “our comprehension of
the Cold War era.”
Historians seek data to answer specific, measurable questions: Which classified documents
were compromised by Soviet agents? How was misinformation fed to policy makers, and how
did that misinformation cause policy to play into the hands of the Soviets? How did the Soviets
nudge media outlets and news coverage to slant reports according to their strategies? Which
types of sabotage were planned?
A long list of various agencies and departments within the government had responsibilities
regarding counterespionage activities, and produced documentation about the Soviet spy net-
work. “Such problems,” Evans notes, “didn’t cease with Millard Tydings but would occur also
with the records of” other House committees, Senate committees, FBI memoranda, etc. “It’s
evident that a lot of records here are likewise missing. A notable instance involves the case of
Annie Lee Moss, a security suspect in the Army who appeared before” to testify
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at an historic committee session. In the hearing record, reference is made to an
“Exhibit 18,” an FBI report about Mrs. Moss that was obviously important in gauging
the merits of the case.

After a careful search, “there is no ‘Exhibit 18’ to be found in the archive” pertaining to the
Moss case. Once again, a central bit of evidence has disappeared.
In addition to missing documents, other documents have been mysteriously redacted. This
was done simply by using ink to obliterate words, sentences, and entire paragraphs in such a
way that no technology can recover the missing text. This happened, for example, to a 1946
memo from the director of the FBI to the Attorney General Tom Clark. The memo concerned a
Soviet agent named David Wahl. Did someone inside the government obliterate text in order
to hide Wahl’s activities?
Historians face a double mystery. First, which data did these missing documents contain?
Second, who stole them, and when? Why were they stolen, and where are they now?

5.2 February

5.2.1 The Disappearing Newspaper (2015-02-04 16:12)

Historians have documented that Soviet agents were able to permeate classified archives and
remove or eliminate specific documents which would have revealed the details of their espi-
onage network in the United States: the Klaus Memo, a 1946 State Department analysis of
internal security weaknesses, and a September 1946 FBI memo to Attorney General Tom Clark
are but two examples. Both are missing after thorough searches.
But the communist conspiracy did not stop with government archives. Similar documents have
disappeared from private files. One historian, M. Stanton Evans, known as “Stan” Evans, writes:

Nor are such troubles confined to official sources. They extend to private-sector data
that should in theory be open to researchers.

“A significant case in point concerns the famous speech” which drew some attention to security
risks in the State Department. The speech was “delivered in February 1950 at Wheeling, West
Virginia, kicking off the whole” series of investigations. While it was finally proven that Soviet
agents were indeed planted inside the State Department, Stan Evans notes that some of the
assertions “in this speech became a hotly controverted issue. Much of the dispute revolved
around a story in the local morning paper, the Wheeling Intelligencer.”
Allegedly, this newspaper story mentioned “a ‘list’ of 205 Communists working at the State
Department. This quote appears in every book we have about” the attempts made to stop
Soviet espionage during the Cold War. The FBI, Secret Service, and several Congressional
committees worked to uncover as much as they could about this underground spy network.
This list, if it existed, and if it was indeed mentioned in the newspaper article in question,
would be a valuable bit of data. Although it is mentioned in various narratives “and many
histories of the Cold War,” there is no evidence that any such list was mentioned in Wheeling
in February 1950.
It should be a simple enough task to discover whether or not an article appeared in theWheeling
Intelligencer in February 1950mentioning a list of security weaknesses in the State Department.
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Back copies of newspapers are kept by their publishers, by public libraries, university libraries,
and various archives.
Yet historians seeking a copy of this article meet lacunae at every turn. Every library and
archive has systematically been robbed of this one item. Stan Evans writes:

The task of researching the Wheeling speech, and sifting collateral data on it,
prompted the thought that, while all discussions of the subject fixate on this one
story, there may have been other items in the local paper about such a major event
in the life of Wheeling.

While a newspaper article may count only as a secondary source, and not a primary text, in
a historical investigation of Cold War espionage activity, it apparently still contained enough
incendiary data that someone went to considerable effort to eliminate every known copy of it.

This hunch, as it turned out, was correct. However, a trip to Wheeling would reveal
that these documents, too, were missing.

Mysteriously, the Wheeling Intelligencer, an otherwise peripheral document, had been the
object of one of the world’s most powerful intelligence agencies. Historians may never know
what was published in that article.
Although the article has been mentioned numerous times, it is cited in vague and ambiguous
ways, leaving its exact content unclear. The dangers exposed in that speech were apparently
dangers which did not want to be exposed, and which were capable of working to restore some
of their anonymity.
In the city of Wheeling itself, apparently, no copy of the paper can be found. Stan Evans
recounts search efforts made there:

For one thing, the Intelligencer no longer had a morgue of stories from the 1950s.
Instead, back issues of the paper were now on microfilm at the Wheeling public li-
brary. This seemed fair enough, and as the library was only a couple of blocks away,
not an overwhelming problem. However, a visit there produced another disappoint-
ment. All issues of the paper, dating to the nineteenth century, were microfilmed
and apparently in their appointed places — except the issues that were in question.
Conspicuously absent were editions for January and February 1950 — the sequence
jumping, without explanation, from December 1949 to March 1950. Written inquiry
to the librarian produced no reply as to what had happened to these records.

The same mysterious disappearances took place in the nation’s capital.

The further thought then occurred that the Library of Congress, which maintains back
issues of numerous journals from across the country, might have Intelligencers in its
holdings. And indeed, the Library does have such a collection — except, again, not
these particular issues. According to the notice provided by the clerk who checked
the records, the Library had no copies of the Intelligencer prior to August 1952. That
made three trips to the well, and three times the bucket had come up empty.

This one incident by itself, certainly, does not reshape world history. But this incident, together
with many others like it, show power and reach of an international conspiracy, a conspiracy
working to prevent itself from being uncovered, a conspiracy able to reach into any town, any
library, and business - and a conspiracy able in those places to erase, eliminate, or rewrite
records and documents as it finds advantageous.
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5.2.2 What Is Classified? (2015-02-13 07:50)

When historians seek data about Cold War activity, they often find that some of such evidence
is “classified” - not available to the public for reasons of national security. Likewise, documents
detailing questions of military intelligence and espionage from even older eras of history are
still often not yet released to the public.
The reader will understand that some information does need to be kept secret, inasmuch as
releasing it could compromise the safety of the nation and jeopardize the lives of citizens. But
it seems odd that documents which are forty, fifty, sixty or even more years old are still kept
under lock and key.
What could those documents contain? Information about mechanical or electrical technology
would be of no value, the communication and military equipment of those eras being long
outdated. Any person named in such documents is most likely long dead. What reason compels
the current intelligence agencies to continue to label those papers as classified?
Perhaps by looking at what is declassified, one might find hints about the contents of those
texts which are still classified. One historian, M. Stanton Evans, writes:

Among the more voluminous collections of such data are the once-secret records of
the FBI. These files are a treasure house of information on Communist penetration
of American life and institutions, suspects tracked down by the Bureau, countermea-
sures taken, and related topics. To its credit, the FBI was watching these matters
pretty closely while others allegedly standing guard were dozing, or in the throes of
deep denial. The material in the Bureau files is both revealing and extensive.

Some of these cases have become icons, taking on symbolic value. The Oppenheimer case is
one. Could it be that iconic figures like Oppenheimer are being protected, or manipulated, by
selectively declassifying only those documents which serve some agenda?

Thus, to pick some prominent cases, the Bureau knew as early as December 1942
that J. Robert Oppenheimer, the nuclear physicist then becoming a central figure in
the atomic energy project, was identified by Communist leaders as a secret party
member who had to be inactive because of the wartime work that he was doing.
Likewise, in 1945, the FBI obtained credible information that high-ranking govern-
ment figures Alger Hiss, Lauchlin Currie, and Harry Dexter White were Soviet agents.
Also in 1945, the Bureau knew the espionage case of diplomat John Stewart Service
and the pro-Red magazine Amerasia had been fixed, lied about, and covered up by
a cabal of top officials.

Other documents are available only in part. FBI files and memo are edited by hand, and histo-
rians receive either documents with missing pages, or documents in which black ink has been
used to obliterate words, phrases, sentences, and sometimes entire paragraphs.
Again the question arises, what information could be so sensational in, e.g., a 1946 memo from
the FBI written to Attorney General Tom Clark? The memo contained information about known
Soviet agent David Wahl. Historians who request copies of the memo are still given versions
in which one-third of the text is missing. What information is so sensitive that, seventy years
later, the government insists on keeping it classified?
After detailed research, M. Stanton Evans, also known as “Stan” Evans, reports:
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Such are but a few of the revelations in the colossal trove of records housed in the
J. Edgar Hoover Building, and while they concern some of the more notorious cases
that would later come to view are by no means the most astounding. That said, there
is still other information in the Bureau files that isn’t open to researchers. In case
after significant case, entries have been held back or heavily “redacted” (blacked
out), sometimes for dozens of pages at a stretch. In nearly every instance, such
redactions concern materials fifty years of age and counting. It’s hard to imagine
any national security interest of the present day that would be threatened by these
ancient data.

Some of the withheld evidence might be partially reconstructed, at least speculatively, by bits
of text coming from sources outside the United States. Some documents from defunct Soviet-
era intelligence agencies - agencies which evaporated with the fall of Soviet communism - have
been released, e.g., documents from the KGB and its predecessors, the NKVD and the MGB, as
well as from the East German “Stasi.”
It may be possible to extrapolate, interpolate, or triangulate, given evidence from these Soviet
agencies, and get a clue as to which data are still being withheld.
Regarding the question of motive, it is very unlikely that there are still any Soviet agents -
“moles” as they are sometimes called - employed within the U.S. government at this late date in
history. The Soviet Union collapsed twenty-five years ago, and with it, much of the international
communist conspiracy.
Mainland China, while continuing some form of the communist vision, did not have the Soviet
Union’s central role in Cold War espionage, and so would have little interest in documents from
the late 1940s or early 1950s.
The remaining communist states, like North Korea and Cuba, are neither significant enough,
capable enough, nor interested enough to sift through half-century old FBI files.
Who’s trying to keep this information hidden, and why? If the Soviet Union, its intelligence
agencies and their operatives inside the United States government, and vast majority of the
international communist conspiracy all disappeared twenty-five years ago, who still cares about
this data, and who has the positions of influence inside the federal government to make this
evidence disappear?
Although the Soviet espionage network is long gone, are there remainders of it, the U.S. citizens
who, while not Soviet agents, were sympathizers to the international communist cause? Are
there leftover “fellow travelers,” even though the ones with whom they were “travelling” don’t
exist anymore? Are there still good-natured and idealistic “dupes” who are still unwittingly and
naively performing the tasks assigned to them by their KGB handlers, long after those handlers
have left the stage of world history?
Did the international communist conspiracy build such an effective network of collaborators
- some knowing collaborators, others not even aware that they were being used - that this
network continues on its own momentum, long after the conspiracy itself collapsed?
These are the questions which historians must investigate. But such investigation may be
contingent upon the declassification of more documents.

5.2.3 Vital Documents Vanish from National Archives (2015-02-16 00:25)

Through careful research, historians have come to the inescapable conclusion that foreign
spies have been at work in the repositories which house the most sensitive and confidential
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documents relating to the national security of the United States. Classified memos and reports,
texts which would help to identify threats to the country, have inexplicably disappeared from
archives.
One such document is a memo written by Samuel Klaus in the State Department in 1946. It
contains data about security risks. Yet this document is not to be found in the archives, despite
that fact that at least two different copies of it were housed in two different parts of the archives.
This systematic purging of information vital to national security can only point to the activity
of an espionage network.
One historian, M. Stanton Evans, also known as “Stan” Evans, who explored the archives seek-
ing some of these documents, writes:

In discussion of these cases, there is no suggestion that officials of the National
Archives have been remiss in the performance of their duties. In my experience, the
archivists are meticulous in safeguarding papers entrusted to their keeping and go
to elaborate lengths to prevent any tampering with or removal of such records. In
the cases cited, it appears the missing papers were removed from the folders before
the archivists ever saw them. (Though, as more recent events suggest, there are
people who do try to take things from the Archives, and doubtless some such project
could have succeeded in the past if sufficient skill and cunning were devoted to the
effort.)

Although Sandy Berger is not a member of a foreign-based espionage network, his activity is
instructive. In October 2003, he successfully removed classified and confidential information
from the national archives. It may never be known whether or not all the documents he stole
were recovered. His example shows that it was possible for others to have done similar things
over the decades.
Many documents in the archives are unique: only one copy of them has existed - no photo-
copies, carbon copies, or other versions of them serve as backups. If these documents are
removed from the archives, then the information in them may be permanently lost.
This is true especially of documents from an era prior to the electronic age. A single handwritten
or typewritten memo is a priceless historic record. No computer backup files exist.
Concerning some of the mysteriously disappearing texts, Stan Evans writes:

(It should be added that some of the items mentioned did survive in other, less
predictable places and were recovered.) However, a couple of connected points
need making about primary source material on such issues, and its availability — or
lack thereof — to would-be researchers.

The attempt to clearly capture the realities of history depends on primary source materials.
Evans notes that “these problems concern” especially records about the activities of Soviet
agents planted inside the United States government, and “the entire clandestine history of the
Cold War.”
The fact that these documents have been the object of a sophisticated espionage network
indicates that they contain information which would be deeply damaging to the international
communist conspiracy. The effort to eliminate this evidence underscores the importance of
this evidence.
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5.2.4 What We Don’t Know about David Wahl (2015-02-26 07:31)

Historians and researchers have had a rich field for exploration, particularly since the end of
the Cold War allowed a number of documents to be declassified and and available for public
inspection, and since Don Rumsfeld sponsored the Freedom of Information Act and obtained
Congressional approval for it.

Historians like M. Stanton Evans, known as “Stan” Evans, have sifted through files in the
archives of the FBI, learning about various investigations and the individuals who were the
objects of those inquiries. New insights into history have been gained by the accessibility of
these texts.

Yet not everything is open to the public. Some documents remain classified, either unavail-
able to the public, or available only in redacted versions - with important words and phrases
removed or rendered illegible. These redactions are, naturally, tantalizing hints about what we
don’t know. Stan Evans writes:

Considering the stuff that’s available in the Bureau records, one has to wonder about
the stuff that isn’t.

Intriguing indeed! Consider the case of one memo,

written in September 1946 by FBI Director Hoover to the Attorney General (at that
time Tom Clark) concerning a shadowy Cold War figure named David Wahl. A former
federal employee, Wahl had come to notice in one of the most intensive probes ever
conducted by Hoover’s agents. In this memo, Hoover says Wahl “as early as 1941 …
was reliably reported to be a ‘master spy’ for the Soviet government while employed
by the United States government in Washington, D.C.” After this jolting revelation,
however, the next paragraph is blacked out entirely. The obvious question arises: If
the Hoover comment that Wahl was “reliably reported” to be a Soviet “master spy”
is left in the records, what must be in the part that’s missing?

What did the FBI know about David Wahl? In hindsight, the United States may have faced
dangers during the Cold War which were greater than we suspected, and which came from
unexpected sources.

Perhaps the greatest danger facing the United States was not the Soviet Union’s arsenal of nu-
clear weapons, but rather its network of agents placed into sensitive positions inside the federal
government. Only the release of more information will enable a more accurate assessment of
the danger.

These matters are brought up, not to ask the reader’s sympathy for the researcher
(well, maybe a little), but to suggest the rather parlous state of the historical record
concerning some important topics. Without the documents referred to, and without
the items blacked out in the records, attempts to chronicle our domestic Cold War,
while not entirely futile, are subject to the most serious limits. Lacking these ma-
terials, we are left in many cases with secondhand data of doubtful value that are
nonetheless recycled from place to place as supposed truths of history.
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Indeed, much of what passes for knowledge about the Cold War is little more than “urban
legend” and the stuff of movies and novels. When Alger Hiss, whom we can identify with
certainty as a Soviet agent, sat in face-to-face meetings with FDR in the White House, which
network of “moles” supported him in his operations?
While Hiss was subtly nudging Roosevelt’s policy decisions in directions which benefitted, not
ordinary American citizens, but rather Joseph Stalin, what chain of individuals connected him
to his NKGB and NKVD handlers? While he was passing inside information from the administra-
tion’s foreign policy deliberations, to whom was he passing them, and how did that data leave
the country and arrive in Moscow?
For each bit of evidence we obtain, more questions arise. We know with certainty that the
communist espionage network inside the United States was well-developed and reached to
the highest levels of the government. It has now been demonstrated to be much larger than
was suspected during the Cold War era.

It’s not too much to say, indeed, that the loss of so many primary records has created
a kind of black hole of antiknowledge in which strange factoids and curious fables
circulate without resistance — spawning a whole other group of research problems.

While searching for reliable data about Soviet espionage activities inside the United States, the
researcher must not only work to gain each bit of evidence, but must also work to clear the
field of the unreliable fables which have wrongly been presented as fact.
The amount of such misinformation, and the depth and breadth to which it has been spread, is
a result of this international communist conspiracy itself, which has worked to cover its tracks.
The Soviets made an organized and deliberate effort in this direction going back at least as far
as the 1930s, and most probably earlier, and extending to the 1980s, right up until the fall of
Soviet communism in 1989 - 1991.
With more than fifty years of opportunity, and with highly-placed agents, not only inside the
federal government, but in key positions in the news media, misinformation and “red herrings”
about Soviet intelligence-gathering activity inside the United States has been deeply planted
inside the public consciousness, and appear as accepted fact in everything from textbooks to
encyclopedias, from documentary films to analysis presented in the electronic media.
David Wahl is but one example. Historians attempting to construct an accurate account of the
Cold War era face a double challenge. First, the data we don’t have: what has either totally
disappeared from archives, or is still in the archives but still labeled ‘classified’; second, the
misinformation deliberately spread by Soviet agencies, which has ironically lived on long after
the end of the Soviet Union.

5.3 March

5.3.1 Historians Seek Cold War Data (2015-03-01 21:55)

Historians exploring the Cold War era face a double challenge when trying to collect accurate
and reliable evidence.
First, there are the missing or unavailable data: many items located in various archives are
still categorized as ‘secret’ or ‘confidential’ - and historians are not permitted to inspect such
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documents. Even invoking the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), a bill sponsored by Donald
Rumsfeld and voted into law by Congress, isn’t enough to force disclosure of these texts. Docu-
ments vital to national security are normally kept classified, but one wonders about FBI memos
from the 1940s. Such papers can hardly be essential to national security almost seventy years
later, but they would have historically relevant information.
Beyond those files which are not disclosed are those which have simply disappeared. In the
various archives of the federal government, evidence is simply and unaccountably missing:
documents which are known to have detailed the Soviet espionage network which existed
inside the United States. Who removed them, presumably in order to destroy them, and why?
Whoever did it must have had high-level security clearances, or had expertise in circumventing
or cracking the security systems around such documents.
Second, a sea of misinformation and urban legend has filled the void created by missing or
unavailable evidence. Where the facts are not known, fictions are created, either by well-
meaning speculation in the new media, or by intentional misdirection via the Soviet operatives
inside the United States. The great historical irony is that fables created to hide the spy network
have outlived that network by more than a quarter of a century.
As historian M. Stanton Evans, also known as “Stan” Evans, notes, “some of these stories
are simply fabrications.” Invented narratives are filled with details of things which various
Americans or Soviets “supposedly said, or did, that can’t be confirmed from credible records.”
Evans points out that “in particular, there seems to have been a cottage industry that cranked
out purported statements by” various political leaders. These statements are designed to
credit or discredit, to polish or tarnish, the reputations of these politicians by making them
seem variously wise or foolish. But such statements “have no known valid basis.” One example
is a purported

comment that welcomed the support of the Communist Party in the Wisconsin Re-
publican primary of 1946 against Sen. Robert M. La Follette Jr. Nobody has ever
been able to verify this quote, despite a considerable effort to do so, and it is almost
certainly bogus.

Despite the bizarre nature of the alleged statement, and despite the fact that there is no verifi-
able source for it, “it has been recycled many times in treatments of” Cold War political debate.
The organized disinformation campaign, designed to confuse the public about Soviet tactics
and intentions, had other instruments in addition to the fabricated quotes. “On top of such
inventions, and more common, are episodes from” the political narratives of the time, which
are partially factual, but either spun and interpreted so as to play into the hands of the Soviet
attempt to discredit American leaders, or which omit central elements.
These omissions allow for narratives to be told “that did in fact occur but are presented in such
a way as to be unrecognizable to anyone somewhat familiar with the record.” Many Cold War
“factoids are of this nature, many resulting from the work of the Tydings panel, fons et origo of
countless errors.”
While much of this is the product of a malicious Soviet effort, other aspects of Cold War mythol-
ogy

are just plain mistakes, some fairly obvious, some more subtle and harder to disen-
tangle. These often stem from jaw-dropping ignorance of the subject matter.
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Good-natured and well-intentioned, the occasional errors of reporters and journalists are usu-
ally quickly corrected. But concerning Cold War events, the correctives are sometimes docu-
ments still under lock and key as “classified,” or are simply missing, having been purloined
from the archives. In the absence of any accurate data, these errors live on, being naively
quoted or reprinted, year after year. Such errors shape the characterizations of

happenings in the Cold War or of American history and institutions. A few such mis-
cues are of serious import, some merely goofy, but all add to the smog bank that
veils the story.

During the Cold War era, both part of the federal legislature - the House and the Senate -
formed various committees to protect the nation from the activities of the Soviet espionage
network. It is an important feature of the Constitution that each chamber of Congress function
independently and separately from the other: this ensures the “check and balance” needed
so that both sides can balance or correct the other.

Yet this relatively simple concept of government was mangled by those who sold Cold War
fiction as fact. Stan Evans writes:

We are informed, for instance, by two of the nation’s leading dailies— the Los Angeles
Times and Washington Post — that there was once a weird mutant entity of the U.S.
government.

This “mutant” was created when these newspapers published stories which reported that a
senator was the leader of the

“House Un-American Activities Committee.” It seems inconceivable, but is obviously
so, that there are people writing for major papers who don’t know we have a bicam-
eral legislative system, so that a senator wouldn’t head a House committee. And
while such bloopers are amusing, they can have effects that historically speaking
aren’t so funny.

From someone employed to be knowledgeable about United States government and politics,
such an gaffe is breathtaking. Yet historians are forced to confront such error-ridden texts. It
is difficult, in the face of such lamentable sources, to construct accurate accounts of the Cold
War era.

The Los Angeles Times printed its story about a senator leading a House committee on Decem-
ber 29, 2002. The Washington Post did the same on July 18, 2004. Stan Evans collects and
identifies these quotes about the Senate’s House Un-American Activities Committee. A third
newspaper managed to print this oxymoron on August 11, 1999, when the New York Times
defined ‘HUAC’ as a senator’s group.

If the public record contains errors as basic as muddling the Senate and the House of Represen-
tatives, it is to be expected that historians will have a difficult task in attempting to document
the Soviet espionage network inside the United States, and in trying to map its infiltration of
the federal government.
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5.3.2 Hiding Oscar’s Guilt (2015-03-04 09:59)

Academic freedom is a special subset of the freedoms of speech, of the press, and of belief.
Like all such freedoms, it involves an internal tension: it can be used against itself if it is used
to promote totalitarian efforts.
To be associated with the Communist Party (CPUSA) was not merely to be engaged in the free
exchange of political ideas. The CPUSA’s stated goal was, at least during key Cold War years,
a “violent revolution” to overthrow the United States government.
To be a member of the CPUSA, or to be a supporter or sympathizer of it, was to advocate
death and destruction as inevitable and necessary - the death of United States citizens and
the destruction of infrastructure on U.S. soil. The CPUSA was involved in espionage, smuggling
classified information out of the country to the Soviets; involved in subversion, influencing
policymakers inside the federal government to weaken the security which protected the lives
of U.S. citizens; and involved in sabotage, preparing in various ways for the anticipated violent
revolution.
Soviet agents - ‘moles’ - obtained significant posts within the government. Alger Hiss, for
example, advised President Franklin Roosevelt on foreign policy matters, nudging FDR to make
decisions which were against the interests of the United States and in the interests of the Soviet
Union.
The CPUSA was quite clear about its goal. In its own printed materials, it stated:

The communist party will systematically and persistently propagate the idea of the
inevitability of and necessity for violent revolution and will prepare the workers for
armed insurrection as the only means of overthrowing the capitalist state.

Thus being a member, supporter, sympathizer, or ‘fellow-traveler’ of the CPUSA was not a
matter of holding various beliefs or expressing political opinions. It was an act of violence, a
disregard of human life, and a deliberate effort to reduce the liberties of U.S. citizens.
Cataloguing examples of how the notion of “academic freedom” was subverted and exploited
by Soviet agents, historian M. Stanton Evans, also known as “Stan” Evans, writes:

One further instance in this vein is worth a bit of notice, as it illustrates not only the
ignorance problem but the unwillingness or inability of some who write about such
matters to get the simplest facts in order. In this case the offender was the New York
Times, which in May 2000 published an obituary of a recently deceased New York
professor with a domestic Cold War background. This ran on the Times obit page
under a four-column headline.

The narrative presented in this obituary proceeded to mangle the facts about Oscar Shaftel, a
known communist sympathizer. Shaftel had cooperative working relations with known commu-
nists, and testimony had been given under oath concerning his involvement with the CPUSA.
Although Oscar Shaftel was, at the very least, a security threat, the obituary attempted to
depict him as a victim:

This article said Shaftel, once a teacher at New York’s Queens College, had lost his
job back in the 1950s when he refused to answer “some questions” about alleged
Red connections posed by the “investigations subcommittee of the Senate Internal
Security subcommittee.”
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Instead of noting that Shaftel was fueling efforts toward a violent revolution which would cause
the deaths of United States citizens and a reduction in their civil liberties, the obituary dwelt
on the alleged hardship endured by Shaftel as a result of his choice to voluntarily identify with
a group of violent extremists.
The text of the obituary more than plays into the hands of the international communist con-
spiracy which maintained a substantial espionage network inside the United States between
1919 and the fall of the Soviet Union in 1989 / 1991. The reader may well wonder why, a
decade after the fall of Soviet communism, efforts were still made to protect, hide, and justify
the efforts of Stalinist operatives working in the U.S.
Perhaps the momentum of the Soviet spy network outlived the Soviet Union itself. Although the
Soviet regime had collapsed and disappeared, its operatives still needed to cover their tracks
to escape the legal consequences of their actions. Although Oscar Shaftel was now beyond
the reach of the law, perhaps his associates feared detection if his facade were to fall.
So the obituary deflects the reader’s attention from Shaftel’s relevant activities, and instead
works to generate sympathy for him.

The obit then went on to offer a lengthy tribute to Shaftel, describe his lonely years
of exile, and suggest that, despite this ill treatment, his gallant spirit had remained
unbroken.

If, however, the reader sets aside the emoting of the text, and examines its propositional con-
tent, then the text quickly collapses under the weight of its own errors and misrepresentations.
Stan Evans notes that “the errors in this story were stunning, starting with the bedrock fact
that” alleged sufferings of Shaftel were impossible. Shaftel was depicted as the victim of non-
existent organizations.
Oscar Shaftel was not a noble hero for the principle of academic freedom. He was, knowingly
or not, an instrument of Soviet aggression.
The text contains flat violations of fact. It named a committee which did not exist. It wrongly
identified the senator of another committee. The people, events, and processes listed in the
obituary

had nothing to do with the late professor, the committee that brought him to book,
or his alleged hardships. Indeed, there was no such thing as “the investigations
subcommittee of the Senate Internal Security subcommittee.” The security unit, as
the name clearly says, was itself a subcommittee (of the Judiciary Committee), its
chairman at the time of the Shaftel hearing Sen. William Jenner of Indiana.

Attempting to set the record straight, Evans then contacted the newspaper about the errors in
the obituary. The sluggish bureaucracy of a large institution - the Times has shrunk since the
date in question - always makes such corrections difficult.
Was there more to the delay in correction than merely the sluggishness of a large bureaucracy?
Was the misdirection about Oscar Shaftel deliberate?

Almost as odd as the obit itself were the events ensuing when, in my self-appointed
role as part-time ombudsman on such matters, I wrote the Times about it, giving
the facts above related, plus some pertinent data on the case the Times account
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omitted. Over the course of a month and a half, I sent the Times three different
missives on the subject without having a letter printed or receiving an answer, made
two references to it on C-SPAN talk shows, and enlisted the aid of the late media
critic Reed Irvine, who wrote directly to Times publisher Arthur Sulzberger trying to
get the thing corrected.

As is always the case with news media, retractions do little to repair the damage created by
the original published error. Corrections of factual error are not given prominence in electronic
or print media, and create little interest among readers.
For historians, however, the retraction did create an acknowledgement that the newspaper
had printed a collection of factual errors.

This apparently did the trick, as the Times at last provided on September 1 (the
Friday of the Labor Day weekend) an obscure retraction, tucked into a corrections
box between two numbingly soporific items (confusion of Mexican local politicians in
a photo, misidentification of birds in Brooklyn). This confessed in bare-bones terms
that the Times had erred as to the name and chairman of the committee that heard
Shaftel. It thus took six weeks, half a dozen efforts, and the labors of two people
to get a terse, nit-sized correction in no way comparable in scope or impact to the
original mammoth error.

A narrative about a single, error-ridden obituary and its retraction is not a major piece of world
history. It remains obscure, even to specialists in Cold War espionage.
But the facts accumulate to indicate a puzzling pattern: a decade or more after the fall of the
Soviet Union, a coordinated effort continues to minimize the total threat posed by the Soviet
espionage network which operated inside the United States prior to 1989, and to conceal the
activities of individuals who were agents, knowing accomplices, or unwitting dupes.

5.3.3 Demographic Diversity and the Historical Impact of Christianity in U.S.
History (2015-03-10 09:35)

The history of Christianity in the United States, and its impact on culture and politics, has been
both significant and complex. From asserting that “all men are created equal” and launching
the abolitionist movement which ended slavery, to long tradition of private-sector charity which
helps those in poverty both in the U.S. and around the world, the Christian faith has had a
concrete impact on American history.
Perhaps one of the most puzzling aspects of this history is the word ‘Christian’ itself. Although
it means, simply and directly, a follower of Jesus, it has often been used cynically, by those
who have no desire to act as Jesus would act - those who call themselves ‘Christians’ but in
fact are not, acting in selfish and destructive ways.
Thus the word has led to a great deal of confusion.
Further misunderstandings have been generated by those who would link the word to cultural
and traditional practices, rather than to the simple and direct ideas of Jesus. The United States
is a the great melting pot of social influences from Asia, Africa, and Europe. People from all
of these heritages have been followers of Jesus and have impacted the history of the United
States.
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Demographers inform us, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, that Christianity in the
United States is becoming increasingly diverse: a majority of people in the U.S. identify them-
selves as Christians, but the category “white Christian” is now a minority.
The number of Asians, African-Americans, and Latinos who identify as Christians have grown
rapidly over the decades. The definition of ‘Christian’ has no connection to race, to ethnicity,
or to cultural heritage.
Demographers have documented the not only the growth of Christianity among various demo-
graphic groups, but the relocation of this belief system to different segments of the population.
A media outlet known as RNS reports:

“The U.S. religious landscape is undergoing a dramatic transformation that is funda-
mentally reshaping American politics and culture,” said Dan Cox, research director
for Public Religion Research Institute (PRRI).

The growing numbers of Hispanics, African-Americans, and Asians who identify as ‘Christian’
will create new social, cultural, and political contexts for a core of ideas which has spread from
group to group.

5.3.4 Education and Elections (2015-03-11 13:58)

Does education influence how people vote? Obviously, yes, it does. But the nature of that
influence is not always clear.
Multiple and sometimes divergent agendas are at work in educational institutions, and the
actions taken to further those agendas may either in fact further them or unintentionally work
against them. Some of the agendas are public, others hidden.
Educational institutions themselves are not monolithic, and so the aggregate results of all
schools tells us little about any one school.
CNN reports that, in the 2004 general election, the only educational category in which John
Kerry won a majority was among those who did not complete high school. As educational
levels ascend, the percentage of ballots cast for Kerry declines.
In that same election, moving up to the next category, those who completed high school,
George W. Bush’s percentage increased to 52 %, while among those who attended college,
he obtained 54 % of the votes. In those same two categories, Kerry received 47 % and 46 %
respectively.
Comparing these results to the 2000 election, Bush received more votes in every educational
category in the 2004 election.
A study completed by Elon University shows that in the 2008 election, Obama’s biggest win
was in the category of those who didn’t complete high school; he obtained 54 % of those votes.
Among those who graduated from high school, Obama’s share of the ballots declined to 46 %,
and in the category of those who attended college, only 41 % voted for Obama.
Mitt Romney, in that same year, received only 36 % of the vote among those who did not
graduate from high school. Among high school graduates, his percentage increased to 44 %.
At the university level, 48 % of those who attended college, and 49 % of those who graduated
from college, voted for Romney.
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5.4 April

5.4.1 California’s Educational Decline (2015-04-01 08:38)

Amidst the flood of statistics about education in the United States, it’s sometimes difficult to
discern what’s really happening. Together with Mark Twain’s famous saying, the reader will
note that the same data set can be manipulated to support hypotheses which are not only
divergent, but contradictory. Scholar Heather MacDonald notes that

In the 1950s and ’60s, California led in educational achievement.

Whether measured by anecdotal evidence, or by any statistical metric, or by common sense,
California’s school system has declined dramatically. One reason is that it is a statewide system,
instead of one controlled by local cities and counties. But there are other causes at work here
as well. Heather MacDonald writes:

California is at the bottom of the educational heap. Over a third of California eighth
graders lack even the most rudimentary math skills; 28 percent are equally deficient
in reading.

By contrast, states like Iowa have outperformed California by almost every metric. Iowa has
experienced dramatic demographic shifts: increasing immigrant populations, including both
legal and illegal immigrants; which translates into increasing numbers of students for whom
English is not a native language, and in some cases not even a functional language. Iowa has
also experienced an increase in African-American and Asian-American populations, as well as
populations for whom Spanish is a native language.
Why does Iowa so starkly outperform California?
Some observers attribute California’s decline to demographic factors, but the Iowa example
seems to undermine that line of argumentation.
In addition to being a state-wide system, another factor which may weaken California’s edu-
cational system is its choice of methodologies, textbooks, and operational ideologies. It has
directed a significant portions of its resources, i.e. taxpayer dollars, into programs which do
not correlate to academic achievement.
California’s intellectual self-destruction must be viewed in the context of its broader political
and social decay. Given those factors, the deterioration of the California school system may
have been inevitable.

5.4.2 George Wright: a Murderer Escapes Justice (2015-04-09 18:10)

In 1962, George Wright robbed a hotel in New Jersey with three accomplices: Walter McGhee,
Elizabeth Roswell, and Julio DeLeon. They proceeded to a gas station, which they also robbed.
While robbing the gas station, they shot and killed Walter Patterson. The four were arrested.
George Wright pleaded nolo contendere at his trial, and was sent to prison.
In August 1970, Wright and three other convicts escaped from prison. Wright and one of the
other escapees, George Brown, made their way to Detroit, where they joined a nascent terrorist
organization, the Black Liberation Army.
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The Black Liberation Army was formed when Eldridge Cleaver left - or was expelled from - the
Black Panther Party. Cleaver and others formed the new organization, promising to be more
revolutionary and more violent.
In July 1972, George Wright and George Brown boarded a Delta Airlines flight in Detroit. They
had three accomplices: Joyce Brown, Melvin McNair, and Jean Carol Allen McNair. Joyce Brown
sometimes also used the name Joyce Tillerson.
The five hijacked the plane as it approached Miami, Florida. On the ground, they demanded
one million dollars in exchange for the lives of the passengers and crew. They received the
money.
They ordered the crew to fly to Boston, where they refueled and took off for Algiers.
In a narrative of legal technicalities, they were arrested but then released by the Algerian
government; Algeria had only recently obtained its political independence, and was in the grip
of socialist regime which had a certain fondness for violent revolutionaries and for terrorists.
They went to France, where they were captured, tried, and convicted, but then released after
a few years. Along the way, George Wright somehow obtained Portuguese citizenship.
In September 2011, he was arrested in Portugal. Again, however, legal technicalities helped
him to evade justice. In April 2012, the National Review wrote:

In 1962, George Wright murdered a New Jersey gas-station owner named Walter
Patterson. The victim was a decorated World War II vet with two daughters. Wright
went to prison but escaped in 1970. He then joined something calling itself the Black
Liberation Army. He and four of his comrades hijacked a plane in 1972. Wright was
dressed as a priest, and hid a gun in a hollowed-out Bible. The hijackers demanded
$1 million. Wright said over the cockpit radio, “If that money is not here by 2 o’clock,
I’m going to start throwing a dead body out the door every minute.” The government
paid. The hijackers forced the plane to Algeria. Wright took up residence in Guinea-
Bissau, rechristening himself José Luís Jorge dos Santos. For the last many years,
he has lived in Portugal, with his wife and two children (the same number Patterson
had). U.S. authorities discovered him last September. Wright told the New York
Times, “Knowing the Americans, I always feared that they had their antennas up.”
He need not have feared much. In a decision last month, the Portuguese refused to
extradite him, citing a statute of limitations. Wright is now entertaining book and
movie deals. “Justice has been done,” his lawyer said.

A murderer and hijacker successfully used international legal articulations to escape the lawful
consequences for his actions.
Now over seventy years of age, George Wright has coached basketball, married a woman
thirteen years younger than he is, and raised two children who are now over the age of twenty.
He has operated a restaurant, worked as a bouncer in a nightclub, and sold souvenirs to tourists
on the nearby beach. His neighbors were shocked to learn that he is a convicted murderer,
prison escapee, hijacker.

5.4.3 Barack Obama, FOIA, and Donald Rumsfeld (2015-04-13 10:18)

In the 1960s, Congress developed a piece of legislation known as the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA). The purpose of this law is to make sure that the government gives as much infor-
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mation as possible to the voters, and keep only that information secret which really needs to
be secret.
There is a legitimate need to retain as confidential any information which would compromise
national security if released, or which would unnecessarily violate a citizen’s privacy. But the
executive branch is tempted to keep other information secret, unnecessarily secret, for political
reasons.
A president, or his administration, might choose to deny access to information because of how
it would affect policy debates or elections. To prevent the improper withholding of information,
FOIA creates a process by which voters can formally request information.
In the nearly fifty years since FOIA was introduced, the Obama administration, along with the
Johnson administration, set a record for obstructing citizen access to information. Ted Bridis,
writing for the Associated Press (AP), analyzes information requests during the year 2014:

The Obama administration set a new record again for more often than ever censoring
government files or outright denying access to them last year under the U.S. Freedom
of Information Act, according to a new analysis of federal data by The Associated
Press.

Historians draw a number of parallels between the Obama and Johnson administrations. Both
have a technocratic aspect which nudges both of them toward secrecy, and therefore draws
both of them into conflict with the FOIA legislation.
President Lyndon Johnson was concerned that if he released information about the Vietnam
War, it might block legislation he wanted from Congress, or influence elections against him. In
order to learn the facts of the situation, and to allow the voters to make informed decisions,
Congressman Donald Rumsfeld sponsored the FOIA legislation in the 1960s. Rumsfeld writes:

on a number of occasions I joined other members of Congress in expressing concern
about what appeared to be the White House’s attempts to manage the news on the
war. This was an understandable inclination on the administration’s part, since no
doubt they felt the media coverage of the war was unfair. But the administration
made matters worse with their seeming reluctance to provide much, if any, docu-
mentation that would have given members of Congress a better sense of what was
taking place.

The administrations seek ways to evade the requirements of FOIA. Legal teams working for the
White House find loopholes and technicalities in the text of the act, and use these as excuses
for withholding information.
Ted Bridis lists some of the tactics which the Obama administration uses to deny access to
information. The AP report states:

The government took longer to turn over files when it provided any, said more reg-
ularly that it couldn’t find documents, and refused a record number of times to turn
over files quickly that might be especially newsworthy.

The situations in the 1960s and in 2014 are similar. Donald Rumsfeld promoted FOIA as a
response to LBJ’s secrecy about Vietnam.
Information feeds decisions: whether decisions made by individual citizens, or made by
Congress, people can make rational choices only on the basis of data. Rumsfeld describes
the political process of shepherding the bill through Congress so that FOIA could become law:
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By this time, I had become a cosponsor and advocate for the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA), authored by Congressman John Moss, a Democrat from California. The
legislation, which passed unanimously in 1966, was crafted in reaction to the Johnson
administration’s behavior. As a Democrat, Moss was in the awkward position of pro-
moting a bill that went against the express wishes of the President, so I helped him
develop the legislation and move it through the House. For me, support of the bill
came down to one long-held belief: Good judgments require accurate information.

Like LBJ, Obama has kept details of his policy development secret. In the half-century between
Johnson and Obama, legal scholars have found the loopholes and technicalities which Obama
can exploit to ensure that voters do not have access to information.
In addition to legal maneuvering, the Obama administration has admitted that it has also re-
sorted to illegal tactics. Questioned by Ted Bridis for the AP report,

It also acknowledged in nearly 1 in 3 cases that its initial decisions to withhold or
censor records were improper under the law – but only when it was challenged.

Another tactic is simply to act very slowly in responding to FOIA requests. If the administration
flatly denies a request, the requestor can file an appeal.
But if the administration simply fails to respond, the requestor has no decision to bring to
appeal. The administration might even finally grant the data requested, but several years
after the request, by which time the information is often useless. Ted Bridis continues:

Its backlog of unanswered requests at year’s end grew remarkably by 55 percent to
more than 200,000.

While the number of FOIA requests has increased from year to year, the Obama administration
has decreased the number and percentage of them to which it responds. This leads to a growing
frustration on the part of voters who want to know what the government is doing.
The Obama White House has spent time and money researching new legal maneuvers it can
use to justify withholding information from citizens.

The government’s new figures, published Tuesday, covered all requests to 100 fed-
eral agencies during fiscal 2014 under the Freedom of Information law, which is
heralded globally as a model for transparent government. They showed that de-
spite disappointments and failed promises by the White House to make meaningful
improvements in the way it releases records, the law was more popular than ever.
Citizens, journalists, businesses and others made a record 714,231 requests for in-
formation. The U.S. spent a record $434 million trying to keep up. It also spent about
$28 million on lawyers’ fees to keep records secret.

Another tactic is to grant a FOIA request, but to release only a redacted version of a text,
meaning that key words, phrases, and even entire paragraphs of the desired text have been
blacked out. This can be done with black ink on photocopies, or electronically if there is no
physical ‘hard copy’ of the text to be released.
Naturally, this is done with the pretense that the information denied is either vital to national
security, or would violate a citizen’s privacy:
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The government responded to 647,142 requests, a 4 percent decrease over the pre-
vious year. It more than ever censored materials it turned over or fully denied access
to them, in 250,581 cases or 39 percent of all requests. Sometimes, the government
censored only a few words or an employee’s phone number, but other times it com-
pletely marked out nearly every paragraph on pages.

With a wide variety of tactics, the Obama administration denied a record number of requests.
The amount of information denied, and the number of citizens requesting such information, are
significant.
This reflects a declining inclination among the electorate to trust the Obama administration.
Such secretive behavior creates suspicion in the minds of the voters.

On 215,584 other occasions, the government said it couldn’t find records, a person
refused to pay for copies or the government determined the request to be unreason-
able or improper.

There is considerable distance between the spirit of FOIA and its implementation. The law in-
tended to releasemore information has become a set of technicalities by which less information
is released.
There is a conflict of interest in the dynamic in which the administration decides which data
are exempt from the FOIA and therefore not to be released.

Anyone who seeks information through the law is generally supposed to get it unless
disclosure would hurt national security, violate personal privacy or expose business
secrets or confidential decision-making in certain areas. It cited such exceptions a
record 554,969 times last year.

In one amusing case of FOIA maneuvering, the staff of First Lady Michelle Obama attempted to
use the law to conceal the fact that staffers were concerned about the administration’s reaction
to the cost of the First Lady’s dresses:

the U.S. should not withhold or censor government files merely because they might
be embarrassing, but federal employees last year regularly misapplied the law. In
emails that AP obtained from the National Archives and Records Administration about
who pays for Michelle Obama’s expensive dresses, the agency blacked-out a sen-
tence under part of the law intended to shield personal, private information, such as
Social Security numbers, phone numbers or home addresses. But it failed to censor
the same passage on a subsequent page.
The sentence: “We live in constant fear of upsetting the WH (White House).”

While the narrative about the First Lady’s fashion expenses is entertaining, other FOIA topics
are more serious. In a republic with freely elected representatives, the ordinary citizens who
cast ballots need realistic knowledge about who has been hired to do what for the government,
and the size of the paychecks involved.
Ted Bridis goes on to quote his fellow AP writer, Gary Pruitt, who sees the FOIA situation as
reflecting on the basis of democracy itself: voters need accurate data about the regime in
Washington.
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“What we discovered reaffirmed what we have seen all too frequently in recent
years,” Pruitt wrote in a column published this week. “The systems created to give
citizens information about their government are badly broken and getting worse all
the time.”

While FOIA was first introduced in the context of the Vietnam War, it is now useful in many
areas of policy. The details of the 2012 terrorist attack on American diplomats in Benghazi are
still not clear; FOIA could shed light on these.
The details of Barack Obama’s education and how his handlers found him and created a persona
and a political career for him are still unclear. It would be in the best interests of the voters to
know who is shaping the president’s speeches and policies.
Hillary Clinton’s senior thesis at Wellesley was kept from the public during Bill Clinton’s pres-
idency (1993 to 2001), despite the fact that she took an active and official role in shaping
policy.
Information alone does not suffice for a functional electorate, because some amount of reflec-
tion and analysis is needed on top of that information. But information is certainly necessary.

5.4.4 Whittaker Chambers, Alger Hiss, and the HUAC (2015-04-22 07:18)

The Cold War was a time of espionage, counterespionage, and labyrinthian cases of undercover
work. One of the more famous cases involved Alger Hiss and Whittaker Chambers.
Hiss and Chambers met when they were both working for the Soviet Union. Hiss also worked
inside the United States federal government, in the State Department.
With a successful and rising career, Hiss gained access to classified information inside the
State Department, and was able to send it to Moscow. He was also able, as an advisor to
President Franklin Roosevelt, to give distorted information and misleading guidance, so that
the administration made certain decisions which played into the hands of the Soviets.
Chambers, meanwhile, grew disillusioned with the international communist conspiracy. He saw
Stalin’s spree of ruthless murders, and eventually left the Soviet intelligence agencies for which
he had been working.
Quitting one’s job as a Soviet spy is dangerous. Chambers had hidden his own set of docu-
ments so that Stalin’s agents wouldn’t harm Chambers or his family. The agents knew that if
they killed him, the papers would be made public, destroying the cover of large parts of the
espionage network inside the United States.
In late 1937 or early 1938, Chambers left the spy network, went into hiding for a few months
to cool off, and then began a successful career as a journalist, writing for Time magazine from
1939 until 1948.
Around 1939, Chambers met with Assistant Secretary of State Adolf Berle. He offered informa-
tion about the Soviet spy network, which had operatives inside the United States government.
Surprisingly, Berle expressed little interest in the offer.
Berle’s notes from the conversation with Chambers would, however, become important evi-
dence a few years later, when a group of congressmen realized the importance of the infor-
mation which Chambers could give. An account of the events published by Three Rivers Press
explains:
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 269



BlogBook 5.4. APRIL

In 1948, almost a full decade later, when he was working at Time magazine, Cham-
bers was called to testify before the House Un-American Activities Committee, more
famously known as HUAC. Chambers again named Hiss as a Soviet agent.

The notion that a Soviet agent could not only get a job inside the State Department, but could
also rise in his career to the point that he was giving face-to-face advice to the President of the
United States, was shocking. “HUAC showed somewhat more heightened interest in this fact
than had the” Roosevelt administration.
Perhaps FDR didn’t believe the Soviet threat was real. Perhaps his seriously worsening health
robbed him of the energy to pursue an investigation of the matter. Perhaps his staffers didn’t
want to risk the scandal that might ensue if the public learned that the executive branch was
filled with communist spies.
Since the late 1930s, Whittaker Chambers had been offering evidence about the Soviet espi-
onage network. Understanding that this information alerted the nation to a serious threat, the
House of Representatives was interested, in contrast to the

administration of Franklin Roosevelt. Here at last, Chambers said, was “a force that
was fiercely, albeit clumsily, fighting Communism.” Rumors had long dogged Hiss,
but as Chambers said, “for the first time, a man had stood up and said, ‘I was there,
I knew them. The rumors are facts.”’

At long last, after more than a decade of work as a Soviet agent, Alger Hiss was exposed and
proven guilty. In addition to evidence from Whittaker Chambers, other witnesses came forth.
Hiss served three year and eight months in prison.
In the years after Hiss’s trial, more evidence has surfaced. Had that evidence been available
at the time of the trial, his sentence might have been longer.

5.4.5 Claiming the Moral High Ground: 71 Years after it was Time to Act,
Congress Passes HR 5739 (2015-04-23 19:55)

On Tuesday, December 2, 2014, the House of Representatives approved a bill, HR 5739, unani-
mously. On Thursday, the Senate approved the same bill, unanimously. On Tuesday, December
23, the president signed the bill into law.
In an era often described as “bitterly partisan” and filled with “gridlock,” which urgent ques-
tion created such bipartisan unity and occasioned such smooth functioning of the legislative
process?
HR 5739 is known as the “No Social Security for Nazis Act.” It is designed to ensure that
anyone who participated in Hitler’s genocide does not received retirement benefits from the
United States government.
Naturally, it was passed quickly and unanimously. Who would oppose such a bill?
But there’s a problem: the new law may not affect anybody. The people to whom it might apply
are probably already dead.
To have been a knowing and culpable accomplice to Hitler’s brutalities, an individual would
have to be approximately 92 years of age, or older, in the year 2015. Such an individual would
have reached the age of majority, 21, in 1944, and would have been born in 1923.
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If we stretch it a bit, it might be possible to assign liability to someone aged 18 at the time,
which would make such a person 88 years of age now.
While there are many people who are 88 or 92 years old, the percentage of them who actively
engaged in atrocities and crimes against humanity is microscopic. By the government’s own
estimates, there may not be any at all. The largest possible number of people to whom the
law might apply is, by those same estimates, four.
Had such a law been passed ten or twenty years earlier, it might have carried numerical sig-
nificance.
The Congress and the President seem to want to claim the moral high ground for this coura-
geous piece of legislation. By the same logic, they might also choose to deny Medicaid benefits
to citizens who actively supported Benedict Arnold’s defection.
CNN reports the logic of the legislative branch:

Democratic Rep. Carolyn Maloney of New York, who has been a key proponent in
changing the law, told CNN that she has asked both the Justice Department and
Social Security Administration to find out how much money was paid out and how
many were still receiving any social security funds. She estimated there were roughly
four individuals who were still eligible for the payments.
“They are dying out, but anybody who gets it is too much. They came to this country
under false pretenses,” Maloney told CNN.

The rationale which Representative Maloney offers is interesting. She believes that legislative
action should be taken against those who “came to this country under false pretenses.”
One might expect Rep. Maloney to oppose paying benefits to people who’d participated in
grievous violations of human rights and people who’d committed mass murder. Instead she
presents a justification based on immigration procedure.
If Rep. Maloney knows and understands what she says, and says what she means, then her
statement would have interesting implications for immigration in other contexts. It is, however,
not probable that she does.

5.4.6 Bull Connor and the Consequences of Racism (2015-04-24 05:06)

In May 1963, brutal and horrific images shocked not only the United States, but the world:
images of peaceful protesters being attacked by dogs and pummeled by high-pressure fire
hoses.
These images - newsreels or still photographs - have been seared into the consciousness and
into the conscience of humanity. They stand as a symbol for the cruelty, viciousness, and
hatred which racism is, and which racism engenders.
More than half a century later, these images retain their shocking power, and energize new
generations to seek equal opportunities for people of all races.
But who was the man behind these images? Who ordered the savage dogs to be released onto
innocent men, women, and children? Who commanded that high pressure water be directed
at people?
And which consequences did he pay?
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These images come from Birmingham, Alabama. The protesters were part of an event orga-
nized by the Southern Christian Leadership Conference. Their peaceful protest walk through
the city was designed to elicit a statement from Birmingham’s mayor.
Instead, they got the attention of “Bull” Connor, who was the Commissioner for Public Safety
for the City of Birmingham. His legal name was Theophilus Eugene Connor. He personally
made the decision to unleash the dogs and fire hoses at the young protesters.
Within days, the images of brutality directed against African-Americans, and against the white
people who joined them in their protest, had turned large parts of the nation against Birm-
ingham. The city’s government quickly negotiated a settlement with the protesters, which
included the desegregation of some public accommodations.
But what happened to “Bull” Connor? Following the events of early 1963, the Democratic Party
nominated him, later that year, to be its candidate for the Presidency of the Alabama Public
Service Commission. This would be a promotion for him; he had previously been commissioner
over a single city - now he would have authority over the entire state.
Not only was he nominated for the statewide ballot, but he was also chosen by the Demo-
cratic Party to be the state’s national committeeman. In September 1964, the New York Times
reported that

Mr. Connor, the former Birmingham City Police Commissioner, is this state’s Demo-
cratic National Committeeman.

Leading up the November elections that year, the newspaper goes on to explain who’s sup-
porting Connor’s bid for statewide office:

Mr. Connor is the Democratic nominee for the chairmanship of the state Public Ser-
vice Commission.

With the support of his party, Connor won handily and took office in January 1965. This is how
his party rewarded him for his work in Birmingham in May 1963.
In 1968, the Democratic Party nominated Connor for reelection, and helped him to victory
again.
Historian James L. Baggett writes that “Connor was unrepentant and never repudiated his de-
fense of racial segregation.”

5.4.7 Hillary Learns from Daley (2015-04-27 08:24)

Although Hillary Clinton’s career has been consistent since she emerged into the national con-
sciousness in the early 1990s, it had some dramatic reversals prior to that. She was, in suc-
cession, a moderate Republican and a conservative Republican, before finally ending as a left
progressivist.
What series of events took Mrs. Clinton through these, and other, political categories? Histo-
rians Jeff Gerth and Don Van Natta write that “Hillary was a spirited and deeply conservative
Republican.”
It is worth noting that words like ‘liberal, conservative, Democrat, Republican, moderate, left,
right, progresive’ are ambiguous, and their meanings change significantly from context to con-
text. What was Hillary Clinton’s context?
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In 1960, her favorite teacher, much of her local community, and “her father supported Vice
President Richard M. Nixon for the presidency.” As a young person, Hillary was formed by her
environment, by the people around her, “And, of course, Hillary also wanted Nixon to win.”
What did she find attractive about Nixon? After eight years in office, he functioned largely as
an extension of Eisenhower’s policies: he was working for what would become the twenty-sixth
amendment, lowering the voting age from 21 to 18. Nixon also embraced Ike’s view that the
United States should not enter, or commit militarily to, the war in Vietnam.
Not only Hillary, but much of her generation liked what Nixon meant for young voters.
Nixon’s loss in the 1960 election was heartbreaking for the young Hillary Clinton. “The day
after the election, Hillary’s social studies teacher showed his students the bruises” which

he had received when he challenged the Democratic Party’s poll watchers at his
voting precinct on Election Day. Hillary and her friend Betsy Johnson were infuriated.
To Hillary, her teacher’s ordeal dramatically supported her father’s contention that
Chicago mayor Richard J. Daley’s “creative vote counting had won the election for
President-Elect Kennedy.” Hillary and Betsy were so upset about what had happened
to Mr. Kenvin that they took a moment during their lunch period to use a pay phone
outside the school cafeteria to call Mayor Daley’s office to complain.

It was a disillusioning moment for the young Hillary. Her youthful understanding of freely-
elected representation was shattered by the realization that the system was corrupted.
Her father, although disappointed, was more realistic, and accepting of the fact that system
was as good as it could be, given the imperfect nature both of the world and of people. Jeff
Gerth and Don Van Natta continue:

On the Saturday morning after the election, the determined young women decided
to help a Republican group check voter lists against addresses in an attempt to find
voter fraud. Both girls participated without getting permission from their parents.
Hillary was driven to a poor neighborhood on the South Side, where she went knock-
ing on doors, an act that was “fearless and stupid,” she recalled. “I woke up a lot
of people who stumbled to the door or yelled at me to go away. And I walked into a
bar where men were drinking to ask if certain people on my list actually lived there.”
Hillary found clear evidence of voter fraud - a vacant lot that was listed as the ad-
dress for a dozen alleged voters. She was thrilled with her detective work and could
not wait to tell her father that she had discovered that Daley had indeed stolen the
election for Kennedy. “Of course, when I returned home and told my father where I
had been, he went nuts. It was bad enough to go downtown without an adult, but to
go to the South Side alone sent him into a yelling fit,” she recalled. “And besides, he
said, Kennedy was going to be President whether we liked it or not.”

Idealism did not die quickly for Hillary Clinton, however. In 1964, dismayed by LBJ’s foreseeable
escalation and debacle in Vietnam, she supported Barry Goldwater. She liked Goldwater for
many of the same reason she, and others of her generation, liked Nixon in 1960.
Gradually, however, her attachment to a system of representative democracy eased. Seeing
Chicago’s mayor Daley orchestrate a flood of falsified ballots, election after election, she began
to drift toward the notion that an elite corps of experts, installed at the helm of government,
was a better mechanism than any type of voting.
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Of course this view, a type of progressivism, was also not realistic, and would require compro-
mises with reality. She understood that elections would continue to occur. But her participation
in them, as a voter or as a candidate, would no longer be idealistic, but rather opportunistic.
After Goldwater’s 1964 loss, Hillary’s engagement with the system became more pragmatic -
or more cynical, depending upon one’s interpretation. Her experiences at Wellesley College
nudged her in this direction. At Wellesley, she was a supporter of Nelson Rockefeller’s bid to
gain the Republican nomination for the presidency. This marked her move to the left wing of
the Republican Party.
Toward the end of her time at Wellesley, she served as an intern for a group of congressmen,
including Gerald Ford. She would recall, many years later, that she was impressed with Ford,
and believed that he had truly earned his reputation as an extremely honest individual.
Yet she left the Republican Party soon thereafter, when Rockefeller did not gain the nomination.
By 1968, she was no longer supporting Nixon. That year’s Republican National Convention was
the last one she would ever attend.
By 1974, she had long since stopped identifying herself as Republican, and was working to
get Nixon impeached. Her attachment to the Democrat Party grew not out of her beliefs, but
rather out of her perception that she had opportunities for advancement there. She had found
LBJ more distasteful than Nixon, but was willing to use Johnson’s party for her own purposes.
While it is impossible to be certain about a historical figure’s inner thought processes, and wise
historians do not engage in speculation, it seems that the seeds for Hillary Clinton’s eventual
career were sown by Chicago mayor Richard J. Daley.
Although she was disappointed with the outcomes of the elections he manipulated, and out-
raged at the injustice of his electoral corruption, she eventually came to embrace his methods
and his party. Her youthful idealism, once shattered, gave way to a hardened opportunism.

5.4.8 Spiro Agnew Stands for Civil Rights (2015-04-29 08:19)

Significant aspects of the Nixon era remain hidden from the public consciousness, because
the Watergate Scandal so powerfully overshadows others event in this time period. Scholars,
however, examine a number of noteworthy achievements during this time, including Nixon’s
selection of Spiro Agnew for the vice presidency.
Like Nixon, Agnew’s public persona would be dominated by allegations of wrongdoing. Yet
Agnew’s career is also worth studying.
Agnew emerged as a surprise, a relatively unknown figure, suddenly named by Nixon as a
running-mate in 1968. Donald Rumsfeld recalls the astonishment when Nixon unveiled his
pick:

When Nixon announced Governor Agnew’s selection the following day, he said he
had based his decision on three criteria. First, Nixon claimed, Agnew was qualified to
become president. Second, he said Agnew would be a good campaigner; and third,
if they got elected Agnew would be able to manage domestic policy. To my knowl-
edge, Agnew was not particularly noted for those qualities. More than anything Nixon
seemed pleased that he had selected someone so unexpected, catching everyone
off guard. And indeed the choice of Agnew was so startling that it stunned even
Agnew.
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As is often the case, in recent decades, a great deal of speculation preceded Nixon’s announce-
ment. Nixon and his staff had listed potential runningmates. Prominent individuals and Nixon’s
personal friends had been consulted.
Some, like Rumsfeld, reckoned that Nixon had deliberately veiled his thinking, in order to create
a shocking sensation when Agnew was disclosed as the vice presidential candidate. Gerald
Ford, who at the time was House Minority Leader, was surprised and perhaps a bit skeptical.
Later, after having ascended to the presidency himself, Ford would write:

Nixon had selected Spiro T. Agnew, the governor of Maryland, as his running mate. I
couldn’t believe it. Here was a man who had risen from total obscurity a few years
earlier to become a governor of a border state. I remembered meeting him two years
before at a Republican dinner in Annapolis. He’d come up to me, a well-groomed but
somehow diffident man who seemed to talk out of the corners of his mouth. “Hi, I’m
Ted Agnew, Baltimore County executive, and I’m running for governor,” he’d said,
sticking out his hand.

Why did Nixon choose Agnew? In addition to the three reasons outlined by Rumsfeld above,
and in addition to his love for surprises, there was another factor in Nixon’s choice.
In 1968, Nixon was running against “the party of Maddox, Mahoney, and Wallace” - the quote
comes from a 1966 newspaper column authored by Nixon (with help behind the scenes from
his speechwriter and staffer Patrick Buchanan). These three men were the public face and
shaping force of the Democratic Party at that time.
Lester Maddox was a restaurant owner and segregationist governor of Georgia, known for driv-
ing African-Americans out of his restaurant by brandishing an ax handle. George Mahoney
was a segregationist nominated by the Democratic Party for governor of Maryland. George
Wallace was the segregationist governor of Alabama, who uncompromisingly declared, “I say
segregation now, segregation tomorrow, segregation forever.”
Against “the party of Maddox, Mahoney, and Wallace,” Nixon offered the heritage of the Eisen-
hower administration. Eisenhower and Nixon had moved the 1957 Civil Rights Act through
Congress, against resistance from the Democratic Party. When Lyndon Johnson used a proce-
dural maneuver to weaken the act, a technicality about jury selection, Ike and Nixon responded
with the 1960 Civil Rights Act, which they again ushered through Congress over objections from
the Democratic Party.
As Republicans, Ike and Nixon had defended the ’Little Rock Nine’ and broken through the
barriers of segregation. The Democratic Party, in the person of Orval Faubus, worked to keep
the African-American students out of Little Rock’s Central High School in 1957. The Democrats
were so committed to segregation that Eisenhower and Nixon had to use federal troops to
ensure that the Black students were admitted to the school.
In this environment, Nixon chose Agnew. In Maryland, when Agnew ran for governor against
George Mahoney, Agnew earned 70 % of the African-American vote. Ann Coulter writes:

One of themain reasons Nixon chose a rookie like Spiro Agnew as his vice presidential
nominee was Agnew’s sterling civil rights record. Agnew had passed some of the first
bans on racial discrimination in public housing in the nation - before the federal laws
- and then beaten segregationist George Mahoney for governor of Maryland in 1966.

It is one of history’s better-kept secrets that Richard Nixon and Spiro Agnew won a large share
of the Black vote in 1968 because the opposing party was thoroughly populated with leaders
who opposed desegregation and integration.
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5.5.1 Solomon Adler: Multinational Threat (2015-05-08 11:19)

The life of Solomon Adler demonstrates the complex world of international espionage. Born in
England, holding a post in the American government, working for the Soviets, he eventually
defected to China and spent the rest of his life there, after U.S. officials discovered that he was
smuggling classified information out of the U.S. government and on to Moscow.
Alder’s work was multidimensional. He stole secrets from both the United States and from
China for the Soviets; later, he would work for a Chinese intelligence agency, analyzing the
Soviets and the Americans.
From the 1930s until at least the 1960s, and possibly later, Adler was active in various forms
of espionage. Given that these years encompass WWII, the Korean War, and the Vietnam War,
it is not unreasonable to wonder how many deaths were caused, directly or indirectly, by of
Adler’s work.
In 1935, Adler came to the United States, and was hired by the federal government in 1936.
Historian Stan Evans documents that

Solomon Adler was an official of the U.S. Treasury Department who served for several
years in China during World War II and the early postwar era.

A committee led by Senator Millard Tydings was formed in early 1950 to investigate security
risks, specifically those in the State Department. Although the committee’s report failed to
identify individuals as Soviet agents, the work of the committee provided data for others who
eventually did find unambiguous evidence confirming that the persons examined by the com-
mittee were working for Soviet intelligence agencies.
As part of a larger spy network, Adler appeared briefly in the national media and on the coun-
try’s

radar screen on at least two public occasions we know of, suggesting he had been
an object of study and discussion in more private sessions. The first such episode
was in the Tydings hearings of 1950.

It became clear that Adler was working with other identified Soviet agents, specifically, with
Frank Coe, with John Stewart Service, with Harry Dexter White, and with a large ring of com-
munist spies known as the ‘Silvermaster Group.’ The Tydings Committee investigated John
Stewart Service as a result of “original charges of subversion. Assistant committee counsel
Robert Morris” interviewed witnesses for the committee.
Robert Morris, as Stan Evans writes, who frequently worked "in these hearings, was questioning
diplomat John Stewart Service," one of the State Department’s China specialists who’d worked
to subvert U.S. policy to favor the communists,

about his contacts in Chungking, China, in the 1940s. It was in this context that
Solomon Adler was mentioned, as Morris quizzed Service on his linkage to the Trea-
sury staffer.
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Morris had done his homework. “This line of interrogation, and other questions posed to Service,
indicated that” careful investigation of the data meant that Morris

at this point had good insight into the bigger picture of events in China, in which
Service and Sol Adler both played crucial roles.

Rather than relying merely on secondhand or thirdhand accounts, Morris had direct evidence:
“There were also indications that the” members of the Tydings Committee had access to direct
intercepts of conversations among the spies. The committee’s

forces were privy to wiretap information from the FBI concerning Service, including
ties to Adler.

Although the committee failed to explicitly identify him as a security threat, it was clear already
in 1950 that Solomon Adler was working to undermine the United States government. “Adler’s
name would surface again in 1953, when,” as Stan Evans notes, the

chairman of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations questioned for-
mer Treasury employee William Taylor about his relationship to Adler — specifically,
if Taylor and Adler had by any chance lived together at a house in Chungking.

A broad network was uncovered: in addition to William Taylor and Solomon Adler, names like
Harold Glasser, Irving Kaplan, Victor Perlo, William Ludwig Ullman, Edward Fitzgerald, and Bella
Gold formed a constellation of Soviet agents inside the U.S. federal government. These network
was in part uncovered due to the work of Elizabeth Bentley, a former Soviet operative who gave
information to American investigators. John Snyder was either an unwitting dupe or a willing
accomplice, enabling the careers of the members of this network.
Questions posed by subcommittee

in this session also brought up the name of the Chinese national Chi Chao-ting, yet
another Adler contact.

The situation in China was one of internal struggle. The defeat of Japan at the end of WWII
ended a temporary truce in a civil war between the communists and the nationalists. The
Soviets were backing the communists, but the United States was only half-heartedly supporting
the nationalists.
Soviet agents inside the United States worked to ensure that American support for the nation-
alists would be muted, and that whatever support was given, could be subverted or otherwise
rendered less effectual.
Solomon Adler was enmeshed in a multinational espionage network. Evidence increased and
reached the point at which no reasonable doubt about Adler’s guilt was possible. Data came
from many sources, including intercepted Soviet communications.
Messages among Soviet spies were recorded by U.S. intelligence agencies in a program called
‘Venona.’ Stan Evans writes:
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This focus on Sol Adler would be of additional interest when the Venona decrypts
were published. There we find him duly making his appearance, under the cover
name “Sachs,” passing information to the comrades about the state of things in
China. This fits with other official data that show him to have been part of a Treasury
Red combine that included Harry Dexter White, Nathan Gregory Silvermaster, Harold
Glasser, V. Frank Coe, and a sizable crew of others.

The codename assigned to Adler by the NKGB and MGB was also rendered as ‘Sax’ or ‘Saks’
in various documents. As more data was uncovered, “both Coe and Glasser would become”
subjects of investigation, and eventually considered as “committee cases also” by the Tydings
group.
When the matter was finished, it became clear that the Tydings committee “did not err in
targeting Adler, his ties to Service, or his living arrangements while in China,” although the
committee failed to act quickly enough or decisively enough to prevent Adler from continuing
his activity for several more years.

5.5.2 Cedric Belfrage: Soviet Spy (2015-05-09 13:07)

Born in England, Cedric Belfrage was in the United States as early as 1927, working as a re-
porter covering Hollywood and the entertainment industry. He travelled back and forth be-
tween Britain and America for several years, but had settled in the U.S. by the 1930s.
In 1937, he joined the Communist Party in the United States (CPUSA). At that time, this was not
merely an act expressing a political view, but rather it was supporting an organization which
called for, in its printed materials, a “violent” revolution in America.
He shifted his career from journalism to espionage, as historian Stan Evans writes:

He lived and worked in the United States off and on for something like two decades.
In the early days of World War II, he was employed by the British Security Coordinator
in New York, the famous Canadian spy chief Sir William Stephenson (the man called
“Intrepid” byWinston Churchill), who worked in tandemwith the ultrasecret American
Office of Strategic Services (OSS). In this job, Belfrage had access to U.S. as well as
British intelligence data.

Although he lived continuously in the United States for a number of years, he did not become
a U.S. citizen. Not only did he have classified data about national security, but he would also
have influence on the implementation of national policy in postwar Europe.

At war’s end, Belfrage obtained a post with the military government of occupied
Germany as a press control officer, supposedly to help advance the cause of “de-
Nazification” in the defeated country. In this role he was involved with the licensing
of publications, including some of notorious Communist bent (official Allied policy at
the time).

The victorious Allies were anxious to promote freedom of the press, but expressing an ideology
is not the same as working for a “violent” revolution. “It was this background that brought him
to the notice of” people who were concerned about security risks in the U.S. government.
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In Washington, congressional committee members were “looking into U.S. information pro-
grams in Europe and possible subversive influence in their operations.” Cedric Belfrage, and
others, were using Allied and American organizations to plan for the violent overthrow of west-
ern democracies.
When Cedric Belfrage was questioned by

counsel Roy Cohn as to whether he had been a Communist while carrying out his
postwar duties, or if he were a CP member at that very moment, Belfrage declined
to answer, seeking shelter in the Fifth Amendment. He refused to answer similar
questions concerning fellow journalist James Aronson, his sidekick in this and other
ventures. Whereupon the committee called on the Immigration and Naturalization
Service to deport Belfrage.

Because Belfrage had not obtained U.S. citizenship, his case trended naturally toward depor-
tation. A trial, and any subsequently sentenced prison time, would have been fraught with
diplomatic difficulties. Stan Evans writes that

After a lot of legal bickering, this in fact occurred, and Belfrage at last left the United
States to go back to England.

As in many other cases of Soviet espionage, the famous Venona project shed light on the case
of Cedric Belfrage. In this project, American intelligence agencies were able to intercept and
decrypt messages sent between various secret Soviet operatives.

Four decades later, however, came the revelations of Venona. Here we find numer-
ous mentions of Cedric Belfrage, identified by the cryptologists as the KGB contact
“UCN/9,” reporting back to Moscow out of William Stephenson’s office. Venona shows
UCN/9 providing data from the OSS about the then-looming struggle for the Balkans
— a major focus of Soviet, British, and U.S. intelligence efforts. The decrypts also
show UCN/9 trying to sound out British policy toward a second front in Europe to
ease Nazi pressure on the Russians, sharing documents with Soviet spy chief Jacob
Golos, and otherwise acting as a fount of knowledge for the Kremlin.

Cedric Belfrage, then, had a hand in, among other events, the postwar developments in Yu-
goslavia. He carries responsibility for the human misery and deaths caused by a 45-year com-
munist domination of that region.

5.5.3 T.A. Bisson - an Accomplice to Totalitarianism (2015-05-11 08:30)

Of the many Soviet spies to infiltrate the United States government, Thomas Arthur Bisson was
one of the most sophisticated. Born in New York in 1900, he had a successful academic career
and published books and articles, mainly about eastern Asia.
But Bisson’s espionage activities make him partly responsible for deaths in China and Europe.
As part of his academic cover, Bisson was employed by the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR),
ostensibly a think-tank studying the diplomatic relations between various east Asian nations,
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but in reality a communist front organization. In the IPR, Bisson was in contact with Owen
Lattimore, another known Soviet agent.
Bisson also worked for two publications, Amerasia and China Today. An FBI investigation dis-
covered that the offices of Amerasia held hundreds of stolen classified documents from various
government agencies.
Writing for these, and other, periodicals, Bisson could implement Mao’s disinformation cam-
paign in the U.S., attempting to create a public perception of the Chinese communists as
“democratic,” e.g., in the IPR’s periodical Far Eastern Review.
During the 1930s and 1940s, China was in the midst of an internal conflict between Mao’s
communists and Chiang Kai-Shek’s nationalists. The Soviet Union was fully backing Mao, while
the United States was giving only a half-hearted effort to the nationalists.
The role of Bisson and other Soviet operatives was to keep U.S. support for Chiang Kai-Shek to
a minimum, and to undermine whatever support was given.
Evidence about Bisson’s activities comes, in part, from the Venona project, an undertaking
by U.S. intelligence agencies to intercept and decrypt messages between various members of
Soviet espionage network. Exploring the mountains of data gathered by the Venona project,
historian Stan Evans writes:

So who was T.A. Bisson? Here is what Venona tells us, in a message from Soviet
agents in New York back to Moscow Center:

Bisson handed over reams of information, including reports from not only the Americanmilitary,
but also from the British military. The numbers and locations of troops, internal discussions
about negotiating with Maoists about locating U.S. airfields in China, and data about trade
between Japan and China were among classified topics about which Bisson informed Moscow.
The Soviets were eager to get classified information from the Board of Economic Warfare, a
government panel on which Bisson worked during the war. Evans quotes at length from the
Soviet document.

Marquis [Soviet espionage agent Joseph Bernstein] has established friendly relations
with T.A. Bisson (hereafter Arthur) … who has recently left BEW [Board of Economic
Warfare]; he is now working in the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR) and in the ed-
itorial office of Marquis’ periodical [Amerasia]. Arthur passed to Marquis … copies
of four documents: (a) his own report for BEW with his views on working out a plan
for shipment of American troops to China; (b) a report by the Chinese embassy in
Washington to its government in China … (c) a brief report of April 1943 on a general
evaluation of the forces on the sides of the Soviet-German front … (d) a report by
the American consul in Vladivostok …

During the 1940s, during the war, Bisson reported to the GRU, a lesser-known Soviet intelli-
gence agency. The more famous KGB was not founded until 1954. Joseph Bernstein worked
for the GRU, and Bisson delivered information to Bernstein, which Bernstein then forwarded to
Moscow.

According to the FBI, the Joseph Bernstein receiving this material was a self-identified
Soviet spy who would play an equally sinister role in later cases of subversion.
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After the war, Bisson left New York and his GRU contacts for a while, working in Japan for the U.S.
military, “first with the U.S. Strategic Bombing Survey, then as adviser to the Chief, Government
Section, GHQ, SCAP” according to the Fogler Library at the University of Maine. Working with
Douglas MacArthur, who had the title Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP), Bisson
once again had access to classified documents and forwarded them to the Soviets.
The narratives about Bisson, Bernstein, and Lattimore find their context in the larger setting of
the Cold War era. The end of WWII, the Soviet acquisition of America’s secret atomic technol-
ogy, and the Korean War shaped this time period. Stan Evans describes it:

The latter 1940s and early ’50s were a time of tense, explosive conflict, in the world
at large and in the politics of our nation. Soviet expansionism in Europe, the battle for
control of China, and the 1950 invasion of South Korea would shatter once-euphoric
dreams of post-war cooperation with the Kremlin. American policy dealing with this
rapidly changing scene was, to put it mildly, often confused, naive, slow to respond,
and contradictory (reflecting a lot of intramural combat). Correlative to all this were
such domestic scandals as the Amerasia case, the first exposés of atomic spying, the
testimony of ex-Communists Whittaker Chambers and Elizabeth Bentley, and other
such disclosures.

So Bisson was working both for Mao and for Stalin. Nudging U.S. policy in ways favorable
for the Chinese communists and disclosing confidential national security documents to the
Soviets, Bisson was double threat. Because not all the evidence was available at the time, U.S.
intelligence officials didn’t have access to the Venona transcripts cited above. They knew that
Bisson was a security risk, but they didn’t

didn’t know for sure how bad, as reflected in these transcripts. That secret would be
locked up for fifty years, known only to the Kremlin and the keepers of Venona.

Bisson would continue to promote totalitarianism for years to come. He was still active during
the Vietnam War.

5.6 June

5.6.1 Afghanistan: Obama’s Surge (2015-06-06 11:05)

In the wake of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, an international coalition of na-
tions participated in military action against the Taliban government, beginning with aerial bom-
bardment on October 7, 2001. Until December 31, 2014, United States troops have been in
Afghanistan in Operation Enduring Freedom.
Since January 1, 2015, the military designation for U.S. presence in Afghanistan has been Op-
eration Freedom’s Sentinel.
By January 2009, U.S. troop levels in Afghanistan had grown to 32,800. For most of the time
between October 2001 and January 2009, levels were under 20,000.
Upon taking office in January 2009, Barack Obama began a surge of troops, raising levels to
over 100,000 within two years. The Obama Surge lasted until September 2012, at which time
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levels were reduced to 68,000, a number still more than double the troop level when Obama
took office.
Currently, the Obama administration is projecting a gradual drawdown until a force of 1,000 is
left in Afghanistan during 2017. In March 2015, a New York Times headline read “U.S. to Delay
Pullout of Troops From Afghanistan to Aid Strikes,” and a Reuters article was titled “Obama
slows withdrawal of U.S. troops in Afghanistan.”
As of June 2015, the U.S. had around 9,800 troops in Afghanistan.
The American soldiers were the majority of the force in the area, joining approximately 7,000
soldiers from a coalition which included Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Ger-
many, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Poland, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, the UK, and around twenty other nations.
A statistical overview reveals that, compared the U.S. action in Afghanistan during the Bush
administration, the Obama administration engaged in a massive escalation and surge.

5.6.2 Venona: Evidence for the Prosecution (2015-06-22 17:55)

During the Cold War, the ability to intercept and decrypt communications between various op-
eratives in the Soviet intelligence agencies was crucial to keeping U.S. citizens safe. A paradox,
however, arises when the aggressor’s internal messages have been deciphered: if Americans
acted upon that information, the USSR would know that its codes had been broken, and the
information would quickly become worthless.
This same paradox allegedly kept Churchill from warning the city of Coventry that it was about
to be attacked duringWWII: if he had done so, it would have been a clear signal to the Nazis that
their famous ‘Enigma’ encryptor had been understood. However, there is insufficient evidence
that Churchill, or anyone else in England, knew of the Coventry raid before it happened.
While the urban legend’s narrative about Churchill facing the painful decision about Coventry
might be fiction, it is a document datum that U.S. officials made similar difficult decisions.
The ‘Venona’ project allowed U.S. intelligence agencies to decrypt Soviet messages in the
1940s. These intercepted cables documented that there were hundreds of communist spies
operating inside the federal government.
An editor at the University of Michigan’s Michigan Law Review writes that “the Soviet cables
indisputably proved the guilt of” a group of suspects investigated by the FBI: “Alger Hiss, Harry
Dexter White, and Julius and Ethel Rosenberg.” That was merely the beginning. The Soviet
communications yielded many other names. But in court, the FBI did not release the Venona
decryptions, even though that would have given them “slam dunk” convictions. Instead, more
lengthy and difficult cases, sometimes using bits of circumstantial evidence, kept the Venona
project a secret:

Because of Venona, the FBI and certain top Justice Department officials were abso-
lutely sure “they were prosecuting the right people.” But throughout the trial of Julius
and Ethel Rosenberg, J. Edgar Hoover risked acquittal rather than reveal that the U.S.
had cracked the Soviet code.

Some news reporter derided the FBI’s apparently weak cases, not knowing that the defen-
dants were guilty, and that the FBI had a surplus of evidence, not a dearth of it. In addition
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to the Venona information, the FBI had statements from former Soviet spies who’d defected
and agreed to help the Americans. These defectors, Chambers and Bentley, independently
confirmed the Venona data. “Without realizing that the U.S. government had confirmed the
accounts of such informers as Whittaker Chambers and Elizabeth Bentley with Soviet cables,”
the anti-FBI media

smeared ex-Communist informers as lunatics and perverts. Now the world knew
what J. Edgar Hoover knew at the time: The informers were telling the truth.

Hiss was convicted and sentenced in January 1950. The two Rosenbergs were convicted and
sentenced in 1951. Harry Dexter White died before he could be tried. The Venona transcripts
were not released until 1995.

5.7 July

5.7.1 Stalin Deceives FDR (2015-07-09 15:21)

In 1939, when Hitler and Stalin were allies, they jointly invaded Poland: the Nazis from the
west, and the USSR from the east. This unprovoked aggression happened quickly, and by the
end of that year, Poland was a subjugated nation.
Although the combat operations were over, the bloodshed was not. In 1940, at or near a place
called Katyn, the Soviets executed 22,000 Poles, all of them unarmed, many of them civilians,
and by that point in time, none of them part of the war effort.
This cold-blooded killing of civilians was conducted by the NKVD, one of the communist secret
police agencies.
By 1941, the geopolitical landscape had changed. Hitler had betrayed Stalin, and Stalin had
joined the western allies - England, the United States, and others.
The Allies were delighted to have the USSR on their side. They were hesitant to offend the
Soviets in any way, lest they return to Hitler’s side.
President Roosevelt, hoping to spark a friendship with Stalin, did not confront him about the
massacre at Katyn. Nor did FDR object to Stalin’s demand that, in a postwar scenario, almost
half of Poland become Soviet territory: the USSR would annex 77,000 square kilometers of
Polish territory.
Mentioning the killings at Katyn and the seizing of Polish territory, historians Stan Evans and
Herbert Romerstein write:

Nor was that the total story. When the Red Army rolled back into Poland, the Soviets
would control not merely half the nation but all of it. They would then set up a puppet
regime in the city of Lublin for the part of the country still called “Poland,” plus a
sector of Germany awarded the Poles in compensation for what was given Russia.
To this further demarche the Americans and British consented with misgivings, but
consent they did, covering their retreat with pro forma protests and never-to-be-
honored Soviet pledges to provide for Polish free elections.
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FDR, Winston Churchill, and Stalin met - occasionally with other global leaders - to make these
deals and shape the postwar world in a series of conferences: in Teheran in 1944 and in Yalta
in early 1945.
A conference was held in Potsdam later in 1945, but by that time, Roosevelt had died, and
Harry S. Truman was president.
During his last two years in office, FDR was hampered in his ability to think and speak clearly.
He was a dying man, diagnosed variously with cancer, hypertension, and heart failure. He
often fell asleep at meetings.
In addition to his health, Roosevelt was also thinking about domestic politics inside the United
States, as Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein note:

Noteworthy in these events was the performance of FDR. One suggestive episode
occurred at Teheran, when the President told Stalin the United States was willing
to go along with the Soviets on Poland, but that he had political realities to deal
with. “[T]here were six to seven million Americans of Polish extraction,” Roosevelt
said, according to the official Teheran record, “and, as a practical man, he did not
wish to lose their vote [in the 1944 election]. He hoped … that the Marshal would
understand that, for the political reasons outlined above, he could not participate in
any decision here in Teheran … and could not take any part in any such arrangement
at the present time.” The magnanimous Stalin replied, now that FDR had explained
it, that he understood the President’s problem.

Further inhibiting Roosevelt’s ability to negotiate was the fact that his advisor for foreign policy,
Alger Hiss, was actually a Soviet agent, paid both to present a pro-Stalin view to FDR, and to
leak American military secrets to Moscow.
Roosevelt hoped to form a working friendship with Stalin. Stalin had no intention of building
any such relationship, but deliberately continued to foster those hopes in FDR, who was all
the more inclined to allow the Soviets to continue their atrocities in Poland. Thus it was that
millions of Poles lost their lives, their properties, and their liberty.

5.7.2 Evidence: Exploring Cold War History (2015-07-10 06:43)

With the end of the Cold War more than a quarter of a century behind us, historians seek to
form the most accurate narratives of that era. To do so, they need data.
Evidence of Soviet espionage networks in the United States comes from different sources,
which may be grouped into two categories: the data available during the Cold War, and the
data which became available after it was over.
Some of this evidence was used to discover and convict Soviet agents during the Cold War.
The Pumpkin Papers - actually, several rolls of film - were given by Whittaker Chambers to the
United States government.
The Pumpkin Papers were documents which Chambers had couriered from their sources to
Soviet operatives who would send them on to Moscow. Chambers had been a member of the
Communist Party (CPUSA) during the early 1930s.
The CPUSA was not merely a group advocating policies and candidates. It was an arm of the
Soviet government and functioned as part of a spy network. When Chambers left the party,
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he kept the Pumpkin Papers. Eventually, he aided the U.S. government and gave them the
papers.

The papers received their odd name because Chambers had hidden them in a pumpkin.

Chambers produced the papers in 1948 and gave them to Congress. They were used in on-
going investigations and trials which ultimately revealed that Alger Hiss, a high-ranking State
Department officer who personally advised the president on foreign policy, was a Soviet oper-
ative.

An editor of the University of Michigan’s Michigan Law Review writes:

Even before Soviet cables proved the existence of a vast Soviet-run espionage net-
work in America, there was lots of evidence. There were, for example, the detailed
accounts given in sworn testimony by various ex-Communists like Whittaker Cham-
bers, Elizabeth Bentley, and Louis Budenz. There were Chambers’s Pumpkin Papers.
There were Soviet defectors who brought reams of KGB documents with them, iden-
tifying Soviet agents in America. There were confessions of arrested spies, such
as David Greenglass, who informed on his sister Ethel Rosenberg and her husband,
Julius. There was the arrest of Judith Coplon, who was actually apprehended in the
act of handing a U.S. counterintelligence file to a KGB officer.

Among the data which became available after the end of the Cold War, the Venona Project files
are probably the most famous. These were a series of messages between Soviet operatives
which had been intercepted and decrypted by U.S. intelligence agencies.

Other evidence became available when the government of the Soviet Union, and the govern-
ments of other Warsaw Pact nations, fell after 1989. While the Venona Project had intercepted
and decrypted telegraphed messages as early as 1942, the evidence was not released, even
to other branches of the U.S. government, for fear that the Soviets would learn of the breach
in their system.

Had the Soviet learned of the intercepts, the data would have become worthless, and the
communists would have changed their encryption system. The intercepted messages made it
clear that there were numerous Soviet operatives in various government agencies, so the data
from Venona was not shared, even within the government.

It turned out that, all along, there was also evidence in the form of decrypted Soviet
cables to their agents in America. Though not revealed for half a century, the U.S.
government had broken the Soviet cable code beginning in the forties in a top-secret
undertaking known as the Venona Project. In the most patriotic act of his career, Sen-
ator Daniel Patrick Moynihan would push through the declassification of the Venona
Project, which was finally unveiled on July 11, 1995.

Keeping Venona secret for so long was a calculated risk: it meant that some Soviet agents
would not be prosecuted. Those agents who were tried in court were convicted based on other
evidence; even the prosecuting attorneys did not know about the Venona evidence.

After 1995, it became clear how large the Soviet espionage network in the United States was,
and how thoroughly it had infiltrated the U.S. government.
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5.7.3 The Ups and Downs of the Cold War (2015-07-12 20:28)

The general attitudes of the American public seemed to vary between denial and determination
during the years of the Cold War. At some points in time, perhaps overwhelmed by the size of
the communist threat, it seemed as if the ordinary citizens simply wanted to pretend that the
massive Soviet effort to destroy America didn’t exist. At other times, people appeared to see
the threat clearly, and to be determined to meet and defeat it.
The Cold War can be said to have ended with the fall of communism in the USSR and in eastern
Europe between 1989 and 1991. When the Cold War began is less clear: as early as 1919,
the Soviets established espionage networks inside the United States with the stated goal of an
eventual “violent” revolution.
The Communist Party in the United States (CPUSA) was no mere political organization promot-
ing ideologies and candidates: it used the phrase “violent revolution” in its written materials
to express one of its goals. The Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), allegedly a labor union,
was actually a ‘front’ organization, being in reality a network of Soviet spies.
In 1919, the IWW took the city of Seattle hostage in a ‘general strike.’ Ordinary citizens were
often confined to their homes while the IWW agents - called ‘wobblies’ - patrolled the streets
enforcing the curfew. What happened in 1919 in the city of Seattle was an example of terrorism.
But some historians prefer to mark the start of the Cold War around 1946, when the defeat of
Japan and of the Nazis eliminated Stalin’s need to pretend that he was a friendly partner to
the western allies. Stalin had been a partner with Hitler and the two of them jointly invaded
Poland in 1939. Although openly hostile to the western allies from the time he gained control
in the USSR, 1924, until the time he joined them, 1941, Stalin suddenly portrayed himself as
desiring a great national friendship with the United States.
From the other side, FDR likewise sought to build a friendship with Stalin. The USSR’s desire
for a working relationship was strictly opportunistic, however: Stalin’s desire for this homey
cooperation arose the minute Hitler doubled-crossed him in 1941 and ended as soon as Hitler
was defeated.
During the five or so years in which FDR and Stalin at least pretended to be cooperating with
each other, the American public was given to understand that the Soviets were our friends, and
that we should look indulgently on those who dabbled in communist ideology. This accounts,
perhaps, for some of the collective slumber which prevented the ordinary citizen from fully
understanding the threat posed by the USSR.
Between 1924 and 1954, Stalin was responsible for millions of deaths. Scholars debate the to-
tal number of victims during Stalin’s murderous reign: The “Gulag” was a Soviet government
agency overseeing prison camps; the forced resettlement of ‘kulaks’ (small farmers), the depor-
tation of the Crimean Tartars, a manufactured famine in the Ukraine, the spurning of American
help during the Russian famine of 1919 through 1923, and the Gulag each killed millions.
Yet, because President Roosevelt wanted to maintain the illusion that the USSR was a friend of
the United States, Americans were taught not to ask uncomfortable questions about the inter-
national communist conspiracy and how its efforts had already planted numerous operatives
inside the United States government. Agents inside the Stated Department, the Treasury De-
partment, and other government offices were sending classified secret information to Moscow
while influencing policymakers to form American decisions in the best interests of Stalin, not
of American citizens.
Several events alerted ordinary Americans to the dangers of the international communist con-
spiracy and its espionage network inside the United States. First, FDR’s former vice president,
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Henry Wallace, ran for president as a candidate of the Progressive Party; while Wallace may
have naively believed this to be a principled thirty party, it was in fact a puppet of the CPUSA
and of Stalin.
Journalist Dwight Macdonald exposed high-profile Soviet agents who wormed their way into
influential posts inside the United States government: Alger Hiss, who was sent to prison,
and Judith Coplon, whose case contained legal irregularities which caused the court, after her
numerous appeals, to conclude that she had in fact committed treason and espionage, but
because evidence was gathered in inadmissible ways, no verdict of guilt would be issued, and
she would not be sentenced.
These events functioned as an alarm, warning the American public to the hazards posed by
international communism. As historian William F. Buckley writes:

Then, in 1948, poor Mr. Henry Wallace permitted himself to be run for the Presidency
of the United States by a group of pros who hugged the Communist Party line even as
you and I, edging our way across the peak of the Matterhorn, would hug a defile. Si-
multaneously, Stalin was gobbling up satellites, stealing our secrets and showing at
every opportunity, with which he was amply provided, his contempt for the bourgeois
notion that the alliance could survive the war. The climate changed; the existence
of an undercover international Communist apparatus was garishly revealed by a suc-
cession of informants who submitted to the rack - testimony to the FBI, appearances
before Congressional committees, books, articles, personal appearances; and it be-
came generally accepted that, in the words of Dwight Macdonald, in fact there were
loose in our society little witches like Judith Coplon, and little wizards like Alger Hiss;
and for a few years the community settled down to accepting the realities the enemy
imposed.

So it was that, in the postwar years, the United States awoke to the Soviet menace, and un-
derstood the danger presented by international communist conspiracy. With great effort, the
United States was able to prevent the widespread death and destruction which Stalin’s agents
hoped to inflict on America. The United States won the Cold War, but only because it awoke to
the clear and present danger posed by the USSR.

5.7.4 The Global Landscape after Obama (2015-07-13 14:22)

Surveying diplomatic relations around the world after the impact of Obama’s foreign policy,
President Jimmy Carter offered this in a 2015 interview:

On the world stage, just to be as objective about it as I can, I can’t think of many
nations in the world where we have a better relationship now than we did when he
took over.

Obama has performed a series of blunders vis-a-vis those nations which had been on friendly
terms with the United States until early 2009. Measurable damage, e.g., has been done to our
relationships with England and Germany, and those two nations are noticeably less enthusiastic
about partnering with the United States in any international effort.
Regarding Russia’s ever-prickly Putin, the Obama administration has lacked the nuance re-
quired to provide a stern yet pleasant counterweight to the Russian aura over eastern Europe
and southwestern Asia.
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In the face of those powers which are incorrigible enemies of the United States - those na-
tions who have an unalterable desire to kill Americans and harm America - Obama has demon-
strated an unwillingness to understand the immutable nature of these states or movements:
the regimes of North Korea and Iran, the Islamic and Islamicist movements in southwest Asia
and northern Africa.
The United States has experienced a loss in the strength of its diplomatic relationships with
allies, and a loss in the strength of its firm resolve in the face of acidic aggression from its
enemies. Jimmy Carter said:

If you look at Russia, if you look at England, if you look at China, if you look at Egypt
and so forth - I’m not saying it’s his fault - but we have not improved our relationship
with individual countries and I would say that the United States influence and prestige
and respect in the world is probably lower now than it was six or seven years ago.

Noting the same weaknesses, but phrasing them more circumspectly and diplomatically, Gen.
Martin Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, describes the damage inflicted upon
United States and its international standing by Obama:

global disorder has trended upward while some of our comparative advantages have
begun to erode.

Unlike Carter, Dempsey did not directly attribute the weakening of the United States to Obama.
Dempsey did, however, specify the telling metric: “comparative advantage.”
Obama’s deliberate effort has reduced the comparative advantage of the United States - diplo-
matically, militarily, economically. It has been Obama’s goal and intent to reduce the standing
of the United States relative to the other nations of the world.

5.7.5 Korea: an Expensive Surprise (2015-07-14 15:50)

In the years immediately following WWII, the first task of the United States military to was to
recalibrate itself to the new reality of atomic weapons. Introduced at the very end of that war,
nuclear bombs changed international diplomacy and military strategy.
To adjust to this new technology, and to this new era of warfare, the United States Air Force
(USAF), which was created between 1947 and 1949 out of personnel and aircraft which had
been used by the Army, Navy, and Marines, focused on developing its Strategic Air Command
(SAC).
By 1950, SAC was functional and ready to meet any strategic situations which might arise. But
the all branches of the military were forced to neglect other elements of readiness in order to
prepare a nuclear strategy.
The United States was prepared to face, and win, a major nuclear war with the Soviet Union.
But it was not ready for battlefield combat in a conventional war.
Roughly speaking, the logic was that if we have a dominant nuclear arsenal, no other nation
would dare to engage in small military actions against us. The weakness in that logic was that
a small rogue state, like North Korea, might understand that if it did launch a small land attack,
the United States would be forced into a position in which it could not use its nuclear weapons,
because to do so would constitute a massively disproportionate overreaction.
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Thus it was, that by early 1950, the U.S. military was still working on building its conventional
forces up to an effective level of readiness. Historian Russell Weigley writes:

When the troops of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea invaded the Republic
of Korea on June 24, 1950, they therefore imposed upon the United States a strategic
surprise in the deepest sense. Perceiving the invasion as Soviet-sponsored and be-
lieving a failure to resist would amount to a new Munich, President Truman attempted
instantly to shift his military gears and to halt and punish the Communist Koreans not
with all-out atomic retaliation but with military strength proportioned to the threat.
To respond with atomic weaponry would have seemed indeed disproportionate both
in morality and in expediency; it would have risked both a holocaust of Soviet retalia-
tion and the possibility of using up the relatively small store of atomic bombs against
a minor power, to cite only two of the considerations of expediency. To proportion
the American response to the scale of the Communist challenge proved hazardous,
however, not only because of the inappropriate condition of the American armed
forces. Any strategy other than the now familiar strategy of annihilation proved so
frustratingly at variance with the American conception of war that it upset the bal-
ance of judgment of American officers in the field and threatened the psychological
balance of the nation itself.

Throughout the Korean War, the U.S. military would be playing catch-up. Having sunk massive
amounts of time, money, and manpower into developing a strategic nuclear force in the late
1940s, the early 1950s would find America fighting the Korean War in an ad hoc manner.
There was, however, another obstacle to properly equipping and strengthening the U.S. forces
in Korea: at the same time, from 1950 to 1953, the military had not only to maintain its strate-
gic nuclear arsenal, and not only resist the Soviet-backed and Chinese-backed North Koreans,
but also to establish and maintain a credible defensive force in Europe, and to develop and
implement a domestic defense system for the North American continent.
In light of the emphasis which had been put on the development of SAC and of a strategic
nuclear force, themajor risk in theminds of manymilitary planners was not a local conventional
war in a place like Korea, but rather the advent of World War III, which seemed to some officers
to be not only possible but even probable.
In this situation, the war in Korea was conducted on the fly and on a shoestring budget. Some
American soldiers in Korea complained that they were given a pitiably small share of the army’s
resources at a time when they were the only segment of the army which was actually engaged
in combat. Historian William Donnelly writes:

Writing from Korea in December 1952 about the “Fighting, Waiting Eighth Army,”
Time correspondent John Osborne concluded that Eighth Army was “not the best
army the U.S. can put in the field. It is the best army that can be put in the field
in the circumstances.” This description applies equally well to the entire U.S. Army
between July 1951 and July 1953, the final years of the Korean War. President Harry
S. Truman assigned the service several demanding missions in the early months of
the Korean War: to support one field army fighting in Korea, create a second field
army in Germany preparing for World War III, build a continental air defense system
in cooperation with the Air Force, and maintain a strategic reserve in the continental
United States capable of deploying overseas in a crisis. The last three missions re-
flected the concern of senior U.S. leaders that the North Korean invasion was a sign

©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 289



BlogBook 5.7. JULY

of growing Soviet aggressiveness which could be deterred only by a massive U.S.
military buildup.

The initial response of the United States, in the wake of the June 1950 attack which was largely
a surprise, was a reactive attempt to simply slow and hopefully stop the communist North
Korean advance. As the war continued, the Americans had time to consider its goals in the
conflict.
General Douglas MacArthur saw rightly that, if the Americans were to push for victory as tradi-
tionally understood, then they would eventually find themselves fighting directly against the
Chinese and the Soviets, and fighting on Chinese soil and on Soviet soil.
President Truman, concerned about the possibility of Korea being the occasion for the much-
anticipated WWIII, developed a strategy of limited war. Historians Allan Millett and Peter
Maslowski write:

The Truman administration had an appropriate substitute for victory in the Korean
War, and that substitute was the rearmament of the United States, the development
of a collective security alliance based upon NATO, and the strengthened deterrence
of the Soviet Union with both nuclear and conventional forces. When Truman sub-
mitted his four supplemental budget requests for fiscal year 1951, he made his dual
goals clear: “The purpose of these proposed estimates is two-fold; first, to meet
the immediate situation in Korea, and, second, to provide for an early, but orderly,
buildup of our military forces to a state of readiness designed to deter further acts
of aggression.” The President presented his priorities in reverse order, since the ad-
ministration eventually spent 60 percent of the FY 1951 – 1953 defense budgets on
general military programs and 40 on waging the war.

The Korean War was a psychological burden on the voters in the United States, who could still
clearly remember WWII. In the 1952 presidential election, Eisenhower persuaded many voters
by arguing that he could bring an end to the war. Eisenhower won by a landslide.
Eisenhower was inaugurated in January 1953, and by July of that year an armistice was signed.
The armistice is a ceasefire agreement; more than sixty years later, no “final peaceful settle-
ment” has been achieved. The July 1953 document signed to end the fighting envisioned, in its
words, such a “final peaceful settlement,” which has since demonstrated itself to be elusive.

5.7.6 The Subversive Network in the USA During the Cold War
(2015-07-20 16:32)

As the end of WWII neared, leaders around the world began considering what the peace would
look like when the war was over. Different groups developed competing plans for postwar
world.
Although much of WWII was cast as a struggle for liberty, Stalin was preparing to use the
outcome of the war as a way for the Communism to eliminatemuch of that hard-fought freedom.
The USSR would become, or continue to be, the cornerstone in an international communist
conspiracy.
Stalin hoped to achieve many of his goals through subversion. Subversion is a subtle strategy,
often including infiltration. Subversion usually avoids direct confrontation, but seeks rather to
gradually erode or undermine a point of view or a set of values.
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In the case of communism, subversive efforts included the formation of ‘front’ groups: seem-
ingly apolitical and innocent organizations which in reality masked espionage and propaganda
efforts occurring behind the scenes. Such groups might be appear to be cultural or educational
clubs, or associations coordinating humanitarian efforts.
One goal for Stalin’s subversion was China. Caught in the middle of a civil war between the
Nationalists and the Communists, China could be a helpful ally for the USSR if the Communists
won the civil war.
In order for Mao’s Communists to be victorious, Stalin would have to engineer a change of mind
inside the United States. The U.S. had been supporting the Nationalists.
Many of Stalin’s subversives were strategically located inside the U.S. government to influence
policymakers, and strategically located in the news media to influence opinionmakers.
A second goal for Stalin to was to obtain the plans to build an atomic bomb. This was not so
much subversion as simply espionage: spies stealing government secrets. A large organization
of agents, some native born, some immigrants, built a network to obtain such confidential
information and send it to Moscow: Klaus Fuchs, Morris Cohen, Harry Gold, David Greenglass,
Theodore Hall, Ethel Rosenberg, Julius Rosenberg, and many others.
Many of these agents were eventually discovered and arrested, but not before they managed
to give the classified atomic data to the Soviets. As historian Willmoore Kendall writes:

After the Russian victory at Stalingrad in June 1943, nobody could doubt that the
Allied coalition would win the war. Stalin therefore turned his attention to the task
of advancing the postwar position of Communism, preferably at the expense of, or
if necessary in direct opposition to, the interests of his Western comrades-in-arms;
and, as we should expect from the above, he reached first for the weapon of subver-
sion, turning it upon the United States. The two most pressing goals of the resulting
campaign were (a) to shift United States policy from support of the Nationalist Gov-
ernment of China over to acquiescence in a Communist takeover in that country, and
(b) to obtain, by whatever means but in any case quickly, America’s atomic secrets.
The first of these, the shift of American policy from active support to betrayal of the
Nationalist Government of China, called for a sustained effort over a long period: co-
ordinated actions, propaganda, above all the planting of elaborate misinformation in
numerous diplomatic and political forums throughout the world.

Among the various ‘front’ organizations operated by the Soviet intelligence agencies was the
Institute for Pacific Relations (IPR), ostensibly a ‘think-tank’ for the discussion of American
foreign policy in east Asia, but in fact a node in the international communist conspiracy.
As the House Un-American Activities Committee would discover, the IPR was busy, both smug-
gling classified information out of the U.S. government into Moscow, and feeding misinforma-
tion to high-level policymakers in the Roosevelt and Truman administrations. Willmoore Kendall
continues:

Within the United States itself, these tasks were entrusted to three groups: First, the
Communist Party, which during the period of our wartime alliance with the Soviet
Union had been highly influential in the circles that distribute news and form pub-
lic opinion, and whose influence was to outlive the shooting war by several years.
The Party, with membership at an unprecedented peak and with a wide variety of
influential fronts at its disposal, could, at the end of the war, deeply affect American
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thinking when and as it needed to. Second, a number of Communist dupes who held
high posts in certain strategic areas within the government of the United States: Al-
ger Hiss, for instance, who became the first General Secretary of the United Nations;
Harry Dexter White, who was Undersecretary of the Treasury; and Lawrence Duggan
of the State Department. Third, the Institute of Pacific Relations, which was to prove
a remarkably effective instrument for the purpose in hand. The IPR’s role in the
molding of United States Far Eastern policy is, no doubt, today generally forgotten.
That is a pity - and it would repay anyone’s time to review the detailed hearings of
the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee from July 1951 to June 1952 (the task
might well have fallen to HUAC) covering the IPR’s activities. What the IPR did by
way of promoting the interests of the Soviet Union in the United States, and bring-
ing American Far Eastern policy in line with Communist objectives, is a model of the
USSR’s modus operandi in these matters. Only by understanding how it worked can
we hope to learn how to prevent a repetition of the entire episode, or to ferret out
less ambitious and less concentrated attempts to accomplish similar objectives - as,
for example, in Latin America or the Far East.

This back-and-forth between Soviet and American intelligence agencies was, sadly, a deadly
game: in additions to the thousands who died in the Korean and Vietnam wars, there were the
ongoing deaths of Soviet intellectuals and dissidents in the ‘Gulag’ prison camps, the deaths
of thousands in the Hungarians uprising of 1956, and numerous other instances of bloodshed
at the hands of the communists.
But the most severe example was in China: Mao’s victory over the Nationalists of Chiang Kai-
shek meant that millions of Chinese would be killed, in ‘reeducation’ camps, in famines, in
executions, and in mysterious ‘disappearances’ organized by the communist secret police.

5.7.7 Bill Evans: Maker of Monumental Music (2015-07-22 19:12)

Bill Evans was born in 1929 in New Jersey, and began piano lessons at an early age. As a child,
his music lessons were primarily Mozart, Beethoven, and Schubert. He also played several
other musical instruments, and studied music at Southeastern Louisiana University.
After his time at the university, he spent several years in the army. Leaving the military in
January 1954, he spent a year of intensive practice and composition. In July 1955, he began
graduate studies at the Mannes College of Music, and began playing at various venues in New
York.
His talent was quickly recognized, but he was hesitant to make commercial recordings. Signif-
icant persuasion eventually nudged him into the studio. He made disks which are significant
in the history of American music.
His first album, New Jazz Conceptions was recorded in September 1956. Feature Teddy Kotick
on bass and Paul Motian on drums, the record contained a piece which would become one of his
most famous and most popular: “Waltz for Debbie.” According to Mark Sabbatini, the album
sold only 800 copies in its first year.
In December 1958, Bill Evans recorded his second studio album, Everybody Digs Bill Evans.
With Sam Jones on bass and Philly Joe Jones on drums, the cover image of this record included
signed endorsements by Miles Davis, George Shearing, Cannonball Adderley, and Ahmad Ja-
mal.
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Unlike the long periods of cajoling by friends and colleagues which were at first necessary to
persuade Evans to record, and which explain the long gap between his first two major studio
albums, the interval between the next few disks was brief. In January 1959, he was recording
On Green Dolphin Streetwith bassists Paul Chambers, Ron Carter, and Scott LaFaro. The record
also included drummers Philly Joe Jones and Paul Motian. One track contains a saxophonist and
guitarist. The album was not released until 1975.
Bill was recording again in December 1959. The albumwas titled Portrait in Jazz, and it included
drummer Paul Motian and bassist Scott LaFaro.
Although Evans would release many more recordings during his career, these four albums
represent his foundational and defining work. He died in 1980.

5.8 August

5.8.1 Korea: Stretched Thin (2015-08-18 15:55)

After 1945, the constellations of the postwar world began to emerge as various nations situated
themselves and their stances became clear. While it was clear that the chill of the Cold War
was descending upon the globe, it was not yet obvious that this cold would be very cold indeed.
The Communist surprise attack on South Korea was an indicator that the Cold War would be
more serious than some had supposed.
President Harry Truman saw the Communist aggression not only as the occasion for a U.S.
response in Korea, but also as the occasion to review U.S. preparedness worldwide, and make
adjustments to defense policy as needed. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Much to the surprise of the Truman administration, the North Korean People’s Army
(NKPA) crossed the 38th Parallel on June 25, 1950, and opened a three-year war for
control of the Korean peninsula. The Korean War brought a major shift in United
States military policy, for it provided an atmosphere of crisis that allowed the nation
to mobilize for one war in Asia and rearm to deter another war in Europe. By the time
the conflict ended in an uneasy armistice in July 1953, the United States had tripled
the size of its armed forces and quadrupled its defense budget. It had also redefined
the Communist threat to a challenge of global proportions.

As the reality emerged that the Communist threat was more than regional, President Truman
assigned four objectives, not so much to the military broadly, but rather more specifically to
the Army: to maintain and support a field army in Korea; to maintain and support one in Europe
for the anticipated WWIII; to collaborate with the Air Force on a continental air defense system;
and to maintain a strategic reserve should it be needed elsewhere on the planet.
These four tasks proved to be massive. The simultaneous effort to address all four of these
goals stretched the Army thin. Historian William Donnelly writes:

The President and the Congress, however, did not provide the Army with sufficient
resources to accomplish all four missions, and the service steadily deteriorated dur-
ing these two years. The hurried expansion of the active force during the war’s first
year, together with three decisions, created a serious manpower dilemma for the
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Army. These three decisions were: (1) to institute individual rotation in Korea; (2)
not to hold draftees and mobilized reserve component personnel on active duty for
the duration of the war; (3) to cut the Army’s budget but not its missions. The re-
sult was a constant shortfall of personnel, both in quantity and in quality, affecting
combat effectiveness, operational readiness, training, and retention.

When the fighting in Korea began, the U.S. Army was adequately but not well prepared.
Because the war came as a surprise - unlike some other conflicts in the nation’s history - it
is understandable that troop levels at the outbreak of hostilities were suboptimal. Historian
Russell Weigley writes:

The troops in Japan were not well trained, partly because Japan offered so little
ground for that purpose. Like nearly all American Army formations in early 1950,
their units were understrength. Infantry regiments had only two battalions instead
of the standard three, and artillery battalions had only two batteries instead of three.
But the American troops were at least close by, and the Korean peninsula was acces-
sible to air power vastly superior to anything the North Koreans could muster even
without the atomic bomb, and to naval power which, though its ships were getting
old and often had to be removed from mothballs to get into the fight, remained far
and away the premier force of its kind on the globe.

American forces performed admirably in Korea, but the Army never reached a fully proficient
presence there.
While one cannot write properly of ‘winning’ or ‘losing’ as the outcome of that conflict, it is
objectively true that South Korea with its United Nations allies came very close to winning, and
handily so. The lack of a South Korean victory was a negotiated and self-inflicted loss.
The U.S. Army performed admirably in Korea, but had to overcome handicaps to do so. Had the
President Truman and the Congress allocated resources differently, a more proficient military
would have given South Korea an even more dominating advantage.

5.9 October

5.9.1 The Continuously Changing Situation in Afghanistan (2015-10-29 15:00)

From the time that military operations began in Afghanistan in October 2001, the situation
there has metamorphosed constantly, demanding ongoing adjustments in strategy and tactics
by the United States forces.
Between October 2001 and January 2009, troop levels averaged under 20,000 in Afghanistan,
with a peak of 32,800. After January 2009, Obama ordered a “surge” and the number of U.S.
soldiers rose to over 100,000. The total number of NATO forces peaked at 140,000 in 2011.
(The NATO numbers include troops from Georgia, Germany, Turkey, Romania, Italy, the UK and
Australia.) By June 2015, the Obama administration was projecting a drawdown, resulting in
troops level at approximately 1,000 during 2017.
Changing situations on the ground, however, now have Obama projecting 5,500 soldiers in
Afghanistan through 2017. Journalist Mike Sigov reports:
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About 9,800 U.S. troops are in Afghanistan now. At the end of next year or in early
2017, the number is to drop to about 5,500 and stay at that level through the end of
President Obama’s term in 2017.

Military situations are often fluid and unpredictable. While domestic politics prefers predictable
wars, the very phrase ‘predictable war’ is perhaps an oxymoron.

5.10 November

5.10.1 The Politics of Leaving Vietnam (2015-11-29 15:44)

America’s involvement in the southeast Asian war was long, complex, and unpleasant. All three
of those adjectives were intensified, not by the military and physical realities in Vietnam, but
by the political and social dynamics inside the United States.
At the beginning, Eisenhower had solidly refused to put U.S. combat troops into action. He’d
further warned Kennedy against any direct U.S. engagement in the fighting in Vietnam.
At the end of Ike’s time in office, America had 900 military observers in Vietnam, in January
1961. JFK sent combat troops in large numbers. By November 1963, there were 16,000 U.S.
soldiers on the ground, and casualties began.
The transition from Eisenhower to Kennedy was a transition from a United States policy of
strictly avoiding the presence of any combat troops in Vietnam, and strictly avoiding any direct
military engagement in the conflict there, to JFK’s policy of direct military involvement with
large number of soldiers.
If the Kennedy administration represented a decision to plunge America into the war, then the
Johnson administration represented a decision to escalate massively the war effort.
President Johnson increased troop levels. By 1968, there were 536,100 U.S. soldiers in Vietnam.
More forces on the ground meant more fighting, more wounded, more POWs, more MIAs, and
more deaths. The majority of the 58,307 fatalities in Vietnam took place during the Johnson
administration - 16,899 in 1968 alone.
President Johnson also notoriously micro-managed the military. Normally, trained and expe-
rienced military officers make strategic and tactical decisions. Johnson, however, began to
schedule Air Force missions and select their targets. The result was both frustration on the
part of the officers and inefficacy of the missions and of the military presence generally.
LBJ’s enlarged war effort provoked a domestic social crisis.
While some Americans were supported the continued military efforts, and while others were
rabidly anti-war, many were internally torn. Rarely, if ever, in the nation’s history had a military
endeavor been so criticized.
While most voters saw and recognized the socialist communist threat posed by North Vietnam,
and the shredding of human rights which its victory would mean, they also saw on daily TV the
brutality of combat, and questioned whether the deaths of young American soldiers was the
best way to counter North Vietnam.
The reader will be aware of the significant social upheaval which resulted from concerns about
the war in Vietnam, but which also resulted from, and synergized with, other societal concerns,
ranging from drug use to efforts to undermine cultural frameworks.
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Large public demonstrations and other protests put pressure on both political parties to offer
some solution to the public.
The Democrats were divided amongst themselves. Some, the ‘hawks,’ wanted to maintain the
patterns of Kennedy and Johnson, and to keep large-scale military commitments in Vietnam.
Others, the ‘doves,’ wanted an immediate end to the U.S. presence and to the draft.
With two extreme factions, the Democratic Party was at war with itself, and the few moderate
voices were drowned out. Each of the two sides seemed oblivious to the disadvantages of their
hardline stances: either stubbornly continuing the massive war effort, or abruptly creating a
power vacuum by eliminating the American presence.
As his party disintegrated, Johnson announced in March 1968 that he would not seek reelection.
The Republicans took a more nuanced approach. In their 1968 platform document, they sought
“a coherent program for peace,” and to develop that program in “the cause of long-range world
peace.”
Critics alleged that the Republicans were too ambiguous in their wording, but the voters were
tired of the extremism in other party. In August 1968, William F. Buckley said, during a TV
commentary,

Yes, it is an ambiguous plank. And there is no question but that the war in Vietnam
having been so badly fought, not as the result of any failure in our military but as
a result of a failure in our policy, has led to a great confusion. The war in Vietnam
is not justifiable in the opinion of Mr. Nixon unless it in fact represents a salient,
which is armed by the communist world, however loosely spoken of, which is directed
against our best interests. It was because Mr. Kennedy and subsequently Mr. Johnson
believed that it was, in which point of view every single one of the people who are
professionally charged with evaluating America’s interests concurred that it was that
we went to war there. But we failed to win it.

In early August 1968, neither party had chosen its nominee for the presidential elections. The
war was a central question in both the primary elections before the conventions, and later at
the conventions themselves.
The Democratic Party hoped to harness the energy of the radicals who organized public protests
against the Vietnam War. But Kennedy and Johnson were both identified with the core of the
party.
Because Johnson’s decisions seemed to come at the cost of massive casualties while failing to
achieve victory in the war, Buckley noted that “the failure to win it has caused a number of
developments not the least of which is the domestic turmoil from which” some segments of
the Democratic “party seek to profiteer.”
In late 1968, the political process moved quickly. Nixon received the GOP’s nomination, and
was decisively elected in November.
Working to create a friendlier relationship with China, Nixon thereby reduced China’s enthu-
siasm for North Vietnam, and reduced the likelihood that Vietnam would become merely an
extension of China.
Nixon ended both the U.S. involvement in Vietnam and the draft. The North quickly conquered
the South, and the two halves were united under the North’s socialist government. China,
however, was not on friendly terms with the North, and so the undesirable situation of Vietnam
becoming an extension of Chinese communism was avoided.
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5.11 December

5.11.1 Richard Nixon and the Politics of Race (2015-12-02 08:34)

By late 1968, the Democratic Party was at war with itself. The ‘hawks’ wanted to continue a
full-blown war effort in Vietnam; the ‘doves’ wanted immediate and complete withdrawal of all
United States military from the conflict.
The massive war effort, initiated by President Kennedy and expanded by President Johnson,
was so closely tied to the identity of the Democratic Party that its chances of winning the 1968
presidential election were rapidly approaching zero.
In a last-ditch effort to change public opinion, the Democrats attempted to insinuate that
Richard Nixon was less than enthusiastic in his support for African-American civil rights.
This effort backfired. Nixon’s public record included his efforts to round up votes in Congress,
both for the 1957 Civil Rights Act, and for the 1960 Civil Rights Act. By contrast, both Kennedy
and Johnson had opposed those two bills.
In an August 1968 televised commentary, William F. Buckley noted that

Mr. Nixon was backing civil rights bills way before John Kennedy was in point of
historical circumstance.

Johnson, an unrepentant racist, would eventually be shamed into offering at least lip service
to the 1964 Civil Rights Act. He did so on the basis of purely political calculations. Nixon, on
the other hand, had supported civil rights legislation nearly a decade earlier, when it was less
popular to do so.
It is unverifiable at best, and hazardous at worst, to speculate about a leader’s psychological
motivations, but it’s worth noting that Nixon was raised in a Quaker household in California.
Those two aspects of his heritage may have made him more willing to take unpopular stands.
Buckley said that

The time to back a civil rights bill, you may have noticed, is as of the moment when
it becomes popular. Up until that moment it becomes completely forgivable if you
don’t do so. Lyndon Johnson is considered a great friend of the Negro people, but he
voted against a whole series of civil rights bills over a period of years.

As Eisenhower’s vice president, Nixon’s legislative efforts had been noted by Black voters,
who gave him a decent showing in the 1960 national elections. Buckley argued that, in the
intervening eight years, there’d been no real change in Nixon’s allegiances:

Some 30 to 35 percent of the Negro people voted for Nixon in 1960. I think somebody
ought to get around to telling us what it is that Mr. Nixon has done since 1960 that
alienates those votes.

In 1968, a trend emerged which would later be called ‘identity politics’ or ‘the politics of iden-
tity.’ This strategy calls for candidates to appeal to voters, not as rational human beings who
share the common needs and wants of all human beings, but rather as isolated groups: by
race, by religion, by gender, etc.
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Rather than assuming that voters are rational human beings who share the same desires for
peace, prosperity, justice, liberty, and freedom, the tactic of ‘identity politics’ divides voters
into demographic segments, and dictates that they should vote a certain way because they are
men or because they are women, because they are African-American or European-American,
because they are Jewish or because they are Christian.

This approach would come to dominate national electoral politics a few decades laters, but in
1968, it was in its infancy. Buckley noted that those who opposed Nixon

are trying very hard to mobilize all of the Negro votes on a racist basis. On the one
hand, they tell us we shouldn’t treat people as simply members of a race, members
of a group. On the other hand, they’re always trying to deploy them as members of
a group, members of a race.

As it turned out, Nixon won by a large margin in November 1968 and became president. In
hindsight, especially after the events of the Watergate scandal, it is difficult to see Nixon with
the untainted view which the voters had of him at that time.

Not only did Nixon continue to effectively promote civil rights during his presidency, but he
also ended the Vietnam war and ended the draft. Nixon effectively desegregated labor unions
and integrated both schools and neighborhoods.

The Democratic Party’s self-destructive meltdown in 1968 hamstrung it for several years after-
ward, enabling Nixon’s easy reelection in 1972.

5.11.2 Eisenhower Appoints African-Americans (2015-12-03 06:35)

President Eisenhower took office in January 1953, at the beginning of a decade which would see
the emergence of the African-American civil rights movement onto the stage of the national
media. That movement would achieve great things during this decade, and “Ike” Eisenhower
was a part of that accomplishment.

Among Eisenhower’s achievements was the appointment of Jesse Ernest Wilkins. Born in 1894,
Wilkins was the first African-American to be appointed to a sub-cabinet level. On March 5, 1954,
the New York Times praised Ike’s choice:

President Eisenhower’s nomination of J. Ernest Wilkins to be Assistant Secretary of
Labor for International Affairs is an excellent choice. Mr. Wilkins, the first Negro ever
to be named to a sub-Cabinet post, has a splendid reputation at the Chicago bar, to
which he was admitted in 1921.

In August 1954, Time magazine reported that Wilkins “became the first Negro ever to attend
a White House Cabinet meeting as the representative of a department.” Historian Jim Newton
claims that “it was the first time an African-American ever attended a meeting of a president’s
cabinet” at all.

Shortly after appointing Wilkins, Ike attended a meeting of the NAACP. On March 11, 1954, the
New York Times reported that
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President Eisenhower said he believed in President Lincoln’s statement that this na-
tion was dedicated to the proposition that all men were created equal and with the
writers of the Declaration of Independence that all men were endowed with certain
inalienable rights.
There are vociferous minorities that do not hold to the concepts set forth by the
Founding Fathers, the President said, and added: “But by and large the mass of
Americans want to be decent, good, and just and don’t want to make a difference
based on inconsequential facts of color or race.”

Eisenhower’s speech at the NAACP gathering, given only a few days after appointing Wilkins
to the highest post ever occupied by an African-American, was a strong statement about how
the Eisenhower administration would promote civil rights during the 1950s.
A fewmonths later, on November 9, 1954, the New York Times ran an article under the headline,
“President Picks Negro to Help Combat Job Discrimination,” reporting Eisenhower’s choice of
James Nabrit to “prevent discrimination in hiring and dismissals in plants with Government
contracts.”
Well known, of course, is Eisenhower’s September 1957 order to send the 101st Airborne Di-
vision to Little Rock, Arkansas, where the governor of that state, Democrat Orval Faubus, was
obstructing the integration of schools. By that time, Ike’s record had clearly marked him a
president who was promoting civil rights for African-Americans.
In that same year, Eisenhower worked to move the 1957 Civil Rights Act through Congress.
Although some senators and representatives resisted it, and Senators Johnson and Kennedy
diluted some of its provisions, Ike was adamant that it must pass.
Seeing that Johnson and Kennedy had weakened some aspects of the bill, Ike was not satisfied,
and so later moved the more potent 1960 Civil Rights Act through Congress.
The 1950s were the decade in which the civil rights movement began and made most of its
progress. Eisenhower was an integral part of that success.

5.11.3 The 1950s: Decade of Progress (2015-12-23 08:04)

It is difficult and dangerous to make generalizations about a decade. Statistically, each ten-
year period will have outliers and counter-trends within trends.
One can make an interesting argument, however, that the 1950s was one of the best decades
in United States history for African-Americans.
In the 1950s, Blacks didn’t have themassive unemployment numbers they have now. A greater
percentage of them registered to vote and did vote.
A greater percentage of their children were born to an intact married couple. Public schools,
various means of transportation, and most workplaces were being desegregated.
African-Americans had higher literacy rates.
Over the course of the twentieth century, Black populations became increasingly concentrated
in inner-city neighborhoods. The problems which we now associated with urban life were less
acute in the 1950s.
Fewer African-Americans committed crimes, fewer were arrested, fewer were convicted of
crimes, and fewer were incarcerated. Their use of illegal drugs, and their abuse of legal ones,
was much less.
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It was after the 1950s, between 1960 and 2015, that life in the ‘ghetto’ became measurably
characterized by unemployment, poverty, crime, drug abuse, and single parent families.
Life was not perfect in the 1950s. There were real problems and real tensions in race relations.
But in the 1950s, Blacks made progress. This decade was ‘the civil rights era.’
The 1950s saw the final and permanent end to the horrific practice of lynching. The last
recorded lynching was in 1955. There were zero after that, and zero in 1952, 1953, and 1954.
During those same years, Rev. Martin Luther King led the Montgomery bus boycott and founded
the SCLC.
A young African-American man was more likely to complete high school and get a job in the
1950s than in the year 2015.
The Supreme Court issued its landmark Brown vs. Board of Education decision in 1954. Presi-
dent Eisenhower sent federal troops to ensure that the “Little Rock Nine” were able to obtain
an education based on that Supreme Court decision.
Eisenhower also pushed the 1957 Civil Rights Act through Congress and signed it into law. He
ensured that troops in the United States Army were fully integrated, moving President Truman’s
symbolic Executive Order 9981 into reality.
All of these steps worked to crumble the “Jim Crow” laws, and the culture built around them.
America’s large cities were then more integrated than in the year 2015.
Life in the 1950s was not perfect. America had not solved all of its race-related problems. But
there was an increasing sense of liberty, opportunity, and safety among Blacks - more than in
previous decades, and sadly, more than in subsequent decades.

300 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



6. 2016

6.1 January

6.1.1 AIDS and Politics: Reagan Seeks a Cure (2016-01-09 10:06)

Under the headline “Reagan Defends Financing for AIDS,” the New York Times stated, in the
words of reporter Philip Boffey, that President Ronald Reagan and

his Administration was already making a ”vital contribution” to research on the dis-
ease.

The Times article appeared in September 1985. This was relatively early in the history of the
disease, which had been utterly unknown only several years before. Early in Reagan’s first
term in office,

he had been supporting research into AIDS, acquired immune deficiency sydrome,
for the last four years and that the effort was a “top priority” for the Administration.

Reagan encountered some resistance for directing both funding and attention to the illness. But
he “publicly addressed the issue of the lethal disease that has claimed thousands of victims, pri-
marily among male homosexuals, intravenous drug addicts,” and other high-risk demographic
segments.
Reagan’s opponents were concerned about sending large amounts of taxpayer dollars to vari-
ous types of medical research. They argued that, while AIDS was subject to therapy, manage-
ment, and treatment, it would be misleading to raise hope of an actual ‘cure.’
Nonetheless, Reagan’s “administration had provided or appropriated some half a billion dollars
for research on AIDS since he took office in 1981.”
Reporting about Reagan’s effort to find help for those who suffered with the disease, Carl
Cannon writes about Reagan’s meetings with people like

Los Angeles gay activist David Mixner, a friend of future president Bill Clinton. “Never
have I been treated more graciously by a human being,” Mixner said of his meeting
with Reagan.

As a former Hollywood actor, Reagan was a friend of Rock Hudson, who was dying of the disease.
Although Reagan was advocating for AIDS funding,

it was Hudson who wouldn’t discuss AIDS; Reagan actually mentioned the disease
publicly for the first time two weeks before his friend passed away.

Reagan had been addressing AIDS since early in his first term in office. By the beginning of his
second term, he was becoming more vocal on the topic.
Although some opponents claimed that he never mentioned sickness until he’d already been in
office for seven years, he had in fact addressed it clearly and repeatedly several years earlier.
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Reagan first mentioned AIDS, in response to a question at a press conference, on Sept.
17, 1985. On Feb. 5, 1986, he made a surprise visit to the Department of Health
and Human Services where he said, “One of our highest public health priorities is
going to be continuing to find a cure for AIDS.” He also announced that he’d tasked
Surgeon General C. Everett Koop to prepare a major report on the disease. Contrary
to the prevailing wisdom, Reagan dragged Koop into AIDS policy, not the other way
around.

But more than speaking early and often about the matter, Reagan consistently provided a
budget for it.

The administration increased AIDS funding requests from $8 million in 1982 to $26.5
million in 1983, which Congress bumped to $44 million, a number that doubled every
year thereafter during Reagan’s presidency.

Nor did Reagan shy away from direct involvement in the matter. Carl Cannon notes that, “in
1983, early in the AIDS crisis,” Reagan’s “HHS Secretary, Margaret Heckler,” with Reagan’s
approval,

went to the hospital bedside of a 40-year-old AIDS patient named Peter Justice. Heck-
ler, a devout Catholic, held the dyingman’s hand, both out of compassion and to allay
fears about how the disease was spread.
“We ought to be comforting the sick,” said Ronald Reagan’s top-ranking health official,
“rather than afflicting them and making them a class of outcasts.”
“I’m delighted she’s here,” Justice said. “I’m delighted she cares.”

Peter Justice and other AIDS patients like him appreciated Reagan’s sincere desire to support
and help them.
Because of Reagan’s efforts, significant progress has been made in managing the disease with
various therapies, treatments, and medications. There is reason to expect more progress in
the future. A true ‘cure,’ however, remains unlikely.
Since that time, substantial progress and meaningful help has been developed for AIDS pa-
tients. Ironically, not much came of the federally-funded efforts, during Reagan’s administra-
tion or under later presidents. The most effective medications, treatments, and therapies were
developed outside the government in private-sector research.
Nonetheless, Reagan’s efforts were laudable and demonstrated an ethical attempt to render
assistance to those who were suffering.

6.1.2 Rising Wages, Sinking Families: the Paradoxes of Income
(2016-01-17 07:03)

Despite economic “hard times” in the 1970s, when the U.S. economy was hit separately but
simultaneously by inflation and by the Arab Oil Embargo, and in early 2010s, statistics still
show long-term growth in real wages, as Charles Murray notes:
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In the 1960 census, the mean annual earnings of white males ages 30 to 49 who
were in working-class occupations (expressed in 2010 dollars) was $33,302. In 2010,
the parallel figure from the Current Population Survey was $36,966 — more than
$3,000 higher than the 1960 mean, using the identical definition of working-class
occupations.

Alternatively, the same trend can be quantified as a rising standard of living. During that
period, 1960 to 2010, the percentage of households possessing the following items increased:
televisions, color televisions, microwave ovens, DVD (previously VCR) devices, cell phones,
electric garage door openers, personal computers, smart phones, etc.
In any case, we can mark that fifty year period as a time of net economic gain: which means we
can use this half-century as social specimen of what happens to a population when prosperity
increases.

This occurred despite the decline of private-sector unions, globalization, and all the
other changes in the labormarket. What’smore, this figure doesn’t include additional
income from the Earned Income Tax Credit, a benefit now enjoyed by those making
the low end of working-class wages.

At one time, demographers often accepted the hypothesis that higher income rates led to
higher marriage rates. Accordingly, they made few or no policy recommendations to directly
increase the marriage rate. Instead, they assumed that improvements in the economy would
automatically fix social problems like low marriage rates.
Perhaps, at some point in the past, that hypothesis was true. But, as Charles Murray points
out, the last few decades have yielded numbers which have created great doubt about this
conjecture:

If the pay level in 1960 represented a family wage, there was still a family wage in
2010. And yet, just 48 % of working-class whites ages 30 to 49 were married in 2010,
down from 84 % in 1960.

If the hypothesis which linked rising wages to a rising marriage rate is not true, then the ques-
tion arises about which causal relations, if any, exist between income levels and marriage
rates. Additionally, the question arises about whether there are other factors, economic or
noneconomic, which might determine marriage rates.
A second hypothesis had predicted that rising wages would cause rising participation in the
labor force. Better wages, it was assumed, would lure more workers into the workplace. But
this hypothesis also showed itself to be questionable.

What about the rising number of dropouts from the labor force? For seven of the 13
years from 1995 through 2007, the national unemployment rate was under 5 % and
went as high as 6 % only once, in 2003. Working-class jobs were plentiful, and not at
the minimum wage. During those years, the mean wage of white males ages 30 to
49 in working-class occupations was more than $18 an hour. Only 10 % earned less
than $10 an hour.

Contrast the average real wage in the period from 1995 to 2007 to the wage from 1960:
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If changes in the availability of well-paying jobs determined dropout rates over the
entire half-century from 1960 to 2010, we should have seen a reduction in dropouts
during that long stretch of good years. But instead we saw an increase, from 8.9 %
of white males ages 30 to 49 in 1994 to 11.9 % as of March 2008, before the financial
meltdown.

In the face of the failure of these two hypotheses, statisticians, economists, and demographers
had to explain why rising wages didn’t trigger an increase in workforce participation and an
increase in the marriage rate.

If changes in the labor market don’t explain the development of the new lower class,
what does? My own explanation is no secret. In my 1984 book Losing Ground, I put
the blame on our growing welfare state and the perverse incentives that it created. I
also have argued that the increasing economic independence of women, who flooded
into the labor market in the 1970s and 1980s, played an important role.

There are, however, alternatives to Charles Murray’s interpretations. The question is why rising
wages didn’t have the anticipated social effects. But from a different perspective, perhaps the
wages didn’t really rise.
Although Murray’s numbers, as quoted above, seem to indicate an increase in wages, his num-
bers also show an increase in single-parent households, whether through divorce or through
illegitimacy. Unwed motherhood erodes the expanded purchasing power expected from nomi-
nally rising wages.
When parents do not live together with their children, the need arises to sustain two households.
If mother and father do not live permanently in the same dwelling, then there is a need for two
stoves, two refrigerators, two furnaces, two lawnmowers, etc.
This redundancy is very expensive, nearly doubling the cost of living. So if wages rise at
the same time that single-parent families arise, then the latter number will to some extent
counteract the former.
With more women in the workforce, single mothers were often able to maintain themselves
financially. So the average standard of living across the population was able to sustain itself
and even increase.
This increase in standard of living was, however, achieved very inefficiently, because for each
working single mother, there was a corresponding male either working or potentially in the
workforce. Had the two of them joined forces, the standard of living would have risen even
faster, and with less work.
These inefficiencies arise when there are two parallel households when there should be one.
Then net cost to individuals and to societies is significant.
Charles Murray examines the cultural factors behind the increase in single-parent households,
whether through divorce or through unwed motherhood:

Simplifying somewhat, here’s my reading of the relevant causes: Whether because
of support from the state or earned income, women became much better able to
support a child without a husband over the period of 1960 to 2010. As women needed
men less, the social status that working-class men enjoyed if they supported families
began to disappear. The sexual revolution exacerbated the situation, making it easy
for men to get sex without bothering to get married. In such circumstances, it is not
surprising that male fecklessness bloomed, especially in the working class.
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In the early twenty-first century, these cultural factors are powerful influences in society. Cul-
ture seems to trump economics, not the other way around:

I barely mentioned these causes in describing our new class divide because they
don’t make much of a difference any more. They have long since been overtaken
by transformations in cultural norms. That is why the prolonged tight job market
from 1995 to 2007 didn’t stop working-class males from dropping out of the labor
force, and it is why welfare reform in 1996 has failed to increase marriage rates
among working-class females. No reform from the left or right that could be passed
by today’s Congress would turn these problems around.

The disclaimer needed when examining these trends is, of course, that we are dealing with av-
erages and trends. There are exceptions: widowhood is, for example, almost never by choice.
Physical disability is another important exception.
But as percentages in the general population, these exceptions are small segments, and the
general trends are not affected by them.
As single mothers have proven themselves more adept and creative at sustaining themselves
and their children in single-parent households, the corresponding males, who are on average
not supporting any children, find it easier to support themselves with little or no constructive
economic activity.
Society has created a giant loophole, an easy way out, for men who father children, abandon
them, and then live easily without contributing to the economy, to their children, or to the
mother of their children. They are allowed to act irresponsibly.

The prerequisite for any eventual policy solution consists of a simple cultural change:
It must once again be taken for granted that a male in the prime of life who isn’t
even looking for work is behaving badly. There can be exceptions for those who are
genuinely unable to work or are house husbands. But reasonably healthy working-
age males who aren’t working or even looking for work, who live off their girlfriends,
families or the state, must once again be openly regarded by their fellow citizens as
lazy, irresponsible and unmanly. Whatever their social class, they are, for want of a
better word, bums.

The use of the word ‘responsible’ is central to Murray’s argument here. For many people, the
word or the concept it represents need not be invoked: they are naturally inclined to contribute
to their families and to society.
But there is a large enough segment of the population - and especially of the male population -
which needs some external encouragement to seek and maintain employment, and to support
their families, that it is necessary to provide structures which incentivize socially constructive
economic behavior.

6.1.3 Why the Government Wants You to Pay More for Your Groceries: Rad-
ical Distortions of Natural Market Forces (2016-01-18 12:23)

In mid-2015, Shandra Martinez reported about an ongoing legal action. A regional grocer,
Meijer’s, was suspected of selling food at prices which the government deemed “too low.”
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This seems, to say the least, counterintuitive, especially at a time when the national economy
had been sluggish for several years. Is it such a bad thing for consumers to get a good deal on
groceries?
To be sure, there have been well-intentioned arguments for minimum prices: to avoid, e.g.,
“dumping” by which a large retailer can drive smaller retailers out of the market, only to dra-
matically raise prices once the competition has been eliminated.
But if such a tactic ever worked, it would certainly not in a market as liquid and active as
consumer groceries.
Yet the government practice of setting minimum prices for various retail items remains a
widespread practice. Shandra Martinez writes:

Meijer’s recent opening of two Wisconsin stores has led to a state investigation to
determine if the Midwest retailer violated a Depression-era law that keeps products
from being sold below cost.
Products reported to be priced too low range from 28-cents a pound bananas to a
$1.99 gallon of milk.

From beverages to fuel, price controls set minimum prices for a wide range of products. When
competition would drive prices lower, the government steps in to stop prices from dropping.
Arguments are made that this regulatory intervention protects various industries. If this were
true, it would ironically be foreign industries receiving protection from American governments,
because in many cases, the goods so regulated are imported.
The minimum prices, however, often fail to protect industries, and in fact prevent them from
expanding. Lower prices would lead to increased production, higher employment, and more
net income to the manufacturer.
Both from the perspective of common sense, and from the perspective of technical economics,
government-mandated minimum prices for retail goods serve only to force the consumer to
pay more. The practice of legislated minimum prices creates inefficiencies in which selected
“crony” companies can generate abnormally high incomes enabled by government favoritism.
The removal of government price controls benefits consumers and producers alike, strength-
ening the overall economy.

6.2 February

6.2.1 Immigration: Legal vs. Illegal (2016-02-08 10:20)

Immigration is a central question for national and international politics during the end of the
twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first.
In the United States, this question takes the form of analyzing the distinction between ‘legal’
and ‘illegal’ immigration. It is a question of law, and of knowing and deliberate violation of the
law.
Legal immigrants are, by definition, welcome in the United States. They contribute to the
economy and pay their prescribed taxes. They can eventually become full citizens.
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Illegal immigrants are criminals, because they have understood the rules beforehand, and have
chosen to break those rules. They pay fewer taxes and are therefore not fully supporting the
system from which they draw significant social benefits.
The political controversies emerge when people use the word ‘immigrant’ without clearly stat-
ing whether they are referring to legal or illegal immigrants.
The example of California is instructive. In 1994, the state had between 1.3 and 2 million illegal
immigrants. The exact number is, of course, difficult to determine, because illegal immigrants
are constantly working to conceal the fact that they have violated the law.
In that year, California’s voters approved Proposition 187, which was designed to ensure that
legal immigrants received social benefits, and to ensure that illegal immigrants did not take
those benefits from the legal immigrants.
Because 1994 was a statewide election year, the voting on Proposition 187 was linked with the
voting on candidates for various statewide offices. An editor for the University of Michigan’s
Michigan Law Review writes:

In 1994, Governor Pete Wilson of California pulled off an amazing come-from-behind
victory by tethering himself with titanium cords to Proposition 187, which prohibited
illegal aliens from collecting public services. Wilson went from a catastrophic 15
percent job-approval rating to a landslide victory. Suddenly he was being touted as
presidential material.

Unrelated the California’s Proposition 187, but related to the topic of immigration, journalist
Martin Wolf, writing for the Financial Times, reports that

The share of immigrants in populations has jumped sharply. It is hard to argue that
this has brought large economic, social and cultural benefits to the mass of the pop-
ulation.

Note that immigration itself is not harmful to national economies, but illegal immigration does
serious damage. Legal immigration has beneficial effects, but illegal immigration is a major
problem facing various world governments in the early twenty-first century.

6.2.2 Competing Economic Doctrines: ‘Creative Destruction’ vs. ‘Too Big To
Fail’ (2016-02-26 08:16)

In 1942, the economist Joseph Schumpeter earned a permanent place in history when he devel-
oped the phrase ‘creative destruction’ to describe how economic growth and innovation arise
from the debris of failed enterprises.
On average, businesses which fail or go bankrupt are replaced by more successful companies.
On average, a worker who is laid off eventually finds not only another job, but a better-paying
one.
To secure the full benefits of Schumpeter’s principle, however, those who are in a position to
intervene in the economymust exercise restraint. The sometimes counterintuitive implications
of “creative destruction” may require regulators to stand back and allow the financial collapse
of a business, or an entire industry, to play out.
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The humanitarian impulse, of course, nudges the government to intervene on the behalf of
failing companies for the sake of workers who might lose their jobs, or for the sake of investors
who depend on dividends for their daily bread.
Yet the best outcome for workers and investors alike, over the long run, is to allow creative
destruction to take its course. Bitter lessons of history show that, e.g., the 1979 bailout of the
Chrysler Corporation did indeed keep the company alive, but only barely, and long-run effect
was to extend the misery as auto workers coped with shrinking wages and investors found
Chrysler to be less than fruitful.
Historians should not engage in speculation about counterfactual situations: so one may not
confidently state what would have happened had the 1979 bailout not taken place.
However, the record shows numerous financial collapses and bankruptcies which ultimately
led to new and larger business opportunities.
Opposing the doctrine of ‘creative destruction’ is the political notion that some enterprises are
‘too big to fail,’ meaning that they are too big to be allowed to fail.
This political approach argues that the government should intervene in the natural workings of
marketplace to sustain large companies which might otherwise declare bankruptcy. Allegedly,
this policy avoids a ‘domino effect’ or a ‘chain reaction’ of other business failures.
Both the administrations of George W. Bush and Barack Obama implemented this policy, de-
spite purported differences between those two presidencies.
Two sectors received this attention: the financial industry and the automotive industry. General
Motors Corporation and Chrysler Corporation received massive government support at a time
when there was at least the possibility that they might have to declare bankruptcy.
Concerning the continuity of the two administrations in this policy, Paula Gardner, reporting
Sandy Baruah’s analysis of Obama’s actions, wrote:

Politics also might enter the message. Baruah said, “He vastly underplays the role
President Bush played in setting the stage. The U.S. auto industry would not have
been saveable in 2009 if George W. Bush had not taken the action that he did.”

One must be careful not to confuse the “U.S. auto industry” with a collection of auto companies.
One or two companies can go bankrupt, and in so doing, strengthen the industry. By “saving”
a company, one can weaken the industry.
Had GM or Chrysler declared bankruptcy, it would not have been the loss of thousands of jobs.
The physical facilities of those corporations would have been maintained, the companies would
have been restructured or sold or broken up, and new owners would have happily invested,
getting manufacturing equipment and buildings at a bargain price.
The result would have been an energized industry and a burst of economic activity.
The tension, then, lies between two competing and mutually exclusive economic doctrines:
‘creative destruction’ vs. ‘too big to fail.’
The question is whether to save a company at the expense of the economy, or to save the
economy at the expense of a company.
The organic functioning of an economy includes as a regular feature the failure of businesses.
That the businesses are large or small makes no difference. David Stockman, Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget from January 1981 to August 1985, reviews the recent history
how individuals were willing to let the economy work its own course:
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Certainly President Eisenhower’s treasury secretary and doughty opponent of Big
Government, George Humphrey, would never have conflated the future of capital-
ism with the stock price of two or even two dozen Wall Street firms. Nor would Presi-
dent Kennedy’s treasury secretary, Douglas Dillon, have done so, even had his own
family’s firm been imperiled. President Ford’s treasury secretary and fiery apostle
of free market capitalism, Bill Simon, would have crushed any bailout proposal in a
thunder of denunciation. Even President Reagan’s man at the Treasury Department,
Don Regan, a Wall Street lifer who had build the modern Merrill Lynch, resisted the
1984 bailout of Continental Illinois until the very end.

Prosperity is the result of allowing individuals and businesses to trade freely, and allowing them
to experience the consequences of those trades - for good or for ill. It is tempting to intervene,
with the well-intentioned desire to alleviate the short-term financial turmoil brought about by
bankruptcies.
But, in avoiding that short-term pain, one prevents the economy frommaximizing its long-term
gains. A worker might be spared a few months of unemployment, but he is now left to languish
at wages lower than if he’d been laid off in bankruptcy and later rehired by a business which
was more competitive than the original one.

6.3 March

6.3.1 The American Economy, Circa 1960 (2016-03-06 07:56)

Taxes are a perennial problem for citizens. They are, in the words of Thomas Paine, a “necessary
evil.” Taxes are truly necessary: if a government is to have the resources to protect the lives,
properties, and liberties of its citizens, it will need the resources to carry out that responsibility.
Yet taxes are truly evil: the are the confiscation of a citizen’s property. To the extent that prop-
erty is attained by work, taxes are the appropriation of a citizen’s labor, and thereby constitute
involuntary servitude: slavery.
This was true in ancient Egypt, Babylon, Rome, and Greece. It is also the case in modern history.
Reviewing economic statistics sometime around 1959, Senator Goldwater wrote:

Here is an indication of how taxation currently infringes on our freedom. A family man
earning $4,500 a year works on the average, twenty-two days amonth. Taxes, visible
and invisible, take approximately 32 % of his earnings. This means that one-third,
or seven whole days, of his monthly labor goes for taxes. The average American is
therefore working one-third of the time for government: a third of what he produces
is not available for his own use but is confiscated and used by others who have not
earned it. Let us note that by this measure the United States is already one-third
‘socialized.”’ The late Senator Taft made the point often. “You can socialize,” he said
“just as well by a steady increase in the burden of taxation beyond the 30 % we have
already reached as you can by government seizure. The very imposition of heavy
taxes is a limit on a man’s freedom.

That citizens tolerated, in the early 1960s, the government’s seizure of a third of their annual
income is due to the disguised nature of that seizure. Had the government presented, all at
once, a bill for that sum, a revolution would have been likely.
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Instead, taxes were divided into various segments: income taxes, capital gains taxes, tariffs,
etc. Some taxes are hidden in the cost of consumer goods: the price on a loaf of bread or a
bottle of ketchup, for example, includes the taxes paid by the manufacturer and shipper of the
goods.
The political process regularly features candidates who express sympathy for the citizens and
the burden of taxation which they bear. Yet the uniformity with which those candidates, re-
gardless of their party affiliation, fail to significantly alleviate that burden is a uniformity which
engenders a cynicism on the part of the voters.
While eager to elect leaders who will address the excessive size of taxes, voters have ceased
truly to expect meaningful relief in this regard. Senator Goldwater wrote: “I suspect that this
vicious circle of cynicism and failure to perform is primarily the result of” the habit, found
among the news media and the politicians, of addressing taxation as a technical economic
inconvenience, instead of considering taxation as an ethical question.
When a government uses the brute force of regulation to confiscate property from citizens,
then surely a moment of ethical consideration is in order. The old slogan of ‘no taxation without
representation’ alerts us to the fact that ‘administrative rulings’ and ‘user fees’ constitute a
path around proper legislative processes.
Yet, as Goldwater notes, the political class and the media have fueled cynicism because of their
“success in reading out of the discussion the moral principles with which the subject of taxation
is so intimately connected.”

6.3.2 Korea: Caught by Surprise (2016-03-28 14:47)

In the years immediately after WW2, the world was adjusting to the new alignments which
would shape, and be shaped by, the Cold War which would last for the next several decades.
There were the “Western” nations, roughly coalesced around Japan, the United States, England,
and Germany - the NATO powers plus the friendly Pacific powers.
On the other side were the Communist powers, centered around the USSR and mainland China.
There were also ‘unaligned’ nations, who either in reality or in mere words sought to remain
neutral or independent of the two groups which opposed each other in the broad framework of
Cold War conceptualization.
There were many points of geographical contact between the two sides of the Cold War: the
boundary between East German and West Germany, extending into the whole ‘Iron Curtain’
which ran up and down Europe from the Arctic Circle to the Mediterranean; the uneasy and
unclear borders through southern and southeastern Asia; and the Pacific coast along eastern
Asia, where sometimes narrow stretches of water separated Communist and nonCommunist
nations by only a few miles.
While the NATO Allies were making efforts to be prepared should the Soviets launch a surprise
attack across central Europe, they were surprised when North Korea attacked South Korea in
June 1950. The North Korean People’s Army (NKPA) succeeded in overrunning almost all of
South Korea, as historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski note:

Korea had been a backwater of American postwar diplomacy, and it did not loom
large as a military concern. Divided in 1945 by an arbitrary line at the 38th Parallel so
that occupying Russian and American forces could disarm the Japanese and establish
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temporarymilitary administrations, Korea had by 1950 became part of the ColdWar’s
military frontier. In North Korea the Russians had turned political control over to the
Communist regime of Kim Il Sung and helped him create an eleven-division army of
135,000 seasoned by service in the Soviet and Chinese communist armies. The NKPA
was a pocket model of its Soviet counterpart, armed with T-34 tanks, heavy artillery,
and attack aircraft.

Although the North Koreans experienced sweeping success in the first phase of the war, due to
the element of surprise, to the unreadiness of the U.S. forces in South Korea, and to the small
numbers of those U.S. forces, the South Koreans, aided both by the United States and by the
United Nations, would turn the tide. The South would be freed of the NKPA invaders, the North
would be largely in the hand of the U.S. and U.N. forces.
While the North Korean war planners were correct in their estimation that they could quickly
advance through the South, they were wrong in believing that they could hold that ground for
long. The United States had resources very close by, as Russell Weigley writes:

The authors of the North Korean invasion of South Korea had also miscalculated the
American response. Despite the weaknesses of the American armed forces, hardly
another place on the boundary between the Communist and non-Communist worlds
could have been so well selected as a setting for the frustration of a Communist
military venture by the military resources of the United States. Korea is a peninsula
which at the narrowest point of the Strait of Tsushima is little more than a hundred
miles from Japan. Therefore Korea lay within ready reach of the largest concentration
of American troops outside the United States, the four divisions of General Douglas
MacArthur’s army of occupation in Japan, and within ready reach also of American
sea power.

Only two months before the NKPA invaded the south, a famous document known as NSC-68
hinted at the possibility of unilateral and unprovoked action by the Soviets or one of their proxy
states, like North Korea. This document arrived too late, and even if it appeared earlier, it is not
clear that the Truman administration would have taken significant actions to put South Korea
on a more defensible footing.
To arrange U.S. and NATO forces to respond the dangers listed in NSC-68 would have required
a reallocation of the resources inside the defense budget. Much of the thought in the Truman
administration centered on deterring, defending against, or fighting in a global strategic nu-
clear conflict, or at least a massive conventional invasion through central Europe. A smaller
regional war was not fully anticipated, as William Donnelly reports:

North Korea’s invasion of South Korea in June 1950 occurred as senior U.S. civilian
and military officials were considering what to do about recommendations in an April
1950 State Department paper submitted to President Truman. This paper, NSC 68,
had argued that there was an increasingly dangerous imbalance of power between
the Soviet Union and the United States, an imbalance that favored the former and
would lead the Soviets to take greater risks in advancing their interests. The United
States, NSC 68 urged, should undertake a major military buildup to reassure its allies
and deter the Soviet Union. Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) had not provided
by June 1950 a final estimate of the forces required by NSC 68, there was no doubt
that its implementation would involve a major increase in defense spending. But
before June 1950, President Truman was not convinced such a step was necessary.
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Domestic policy, foreign policy, and military policy should ideally harmonize to serve the na-
tional interest. Periodic reallocations within the defense budget are a necessary part of keeping
policy both on task and congruent to current global realities.
The Korean conflict would serve to alert American policy makers to unanticipated dangers
coming from the communist powers, as Mark Levin writes:

The moral imperative of all public policy must be the preservation and improvement
of American society. Similarly, the object of American foreign policy must be no
different.

The ‘improvement’ which is the goal of proper policy is the increase of personal freedom and
individual political liberty. In domestic policy, this takes the forms of deregulation, tax cuts,
and the defense of property rights. In foreign policy, and in military action, it takes the form of
acting always to protect the lives, liberties, and properties of United States citizens.
South Korea survived the North’s attack, despite initial unpreparedness on the part of the
United States, because major U.S. forces were able to be quickly redeployed from nearby Japan,
and because those forces were large, well-equipped, and well-trained, relative to the NKPA and
their Soviet supporters.

6.4 April

6.4.1 Haldore Hanson: a Danger (2016-04-10 15:20)

Who was Haldore Hanson? His name is largely forgotten, but he posed a direct threat to lives,
not only of United States citizens, but also of people around the globe. As historian Stan Evans
notes, “Hanson was a full-time State Department employee.”
Hanson started out as a journalist, reporting on China in the late 1930s. But his writing was
propaganda for the Chinese Communist Party, and its leader, Mao Tse-Tung. In his advocacy for
Mao, whose name is also transliterated as Zedong, he broke no U.S. laws, but he did contribute
to what would ultimately become the mass murder of millions of Chinese.
Later in his career, Hanson “served on the staff of Assistant Secretary of State William Benton.”
Hanson also joined the CPUSA, the American Communist Party.
In the context of the Cold War, joining the CPUSA was not merely an expression of a political
view, but rather it was supporting an organization which declared in its written materials the
“inevitability of and necessity for violent revolution.” To join the CPUSA was to endorse, support,
and prepare for the violent overthrow of the United States government - including the killing
of innocent civilians.
Working in William Benton’s office, Hanson was “one of the numerous group of” communist
“suspects once employed in that office.” By 1950, “Hanson headed a division at State that
dealt with matters of foreign aid. Most to the present point, he had in the latter 1930s gone on
record with some revealing comments about the Communist cause in China.”
Hanson was, therefore, separately, both a criminal and a danger. He was a criminal because he
was working for the violent destruction of the American government, including the deaths of
innocent civilians. He was a danger because he work to support Mao’s regime and its eventual
slaughter of millions of Chinese.
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6.4.2 New Concepts of Warfare: Deterrence Both Large and Small
(2016-04-12 14:50)

While students are often familiar with the word ‘deterrence’ in the context of doctrines like
“massive retaliation” during the Cold War, they are less likely to know the word’s use in terms
of smaller, regional conflicts. Deterrence is primarily taught in the context of the large arsenal
of atomic weapons held by the United States: arsenals which made “massive response” or
“massive deterrence” a reality.
Thus readers tend to think of deterrence on a macro scale: the extensive collections of nuclear
weapons and their delivery systems in the face of Soviet aggression.
The goal of deterrence is always to prevent an armed conflict before it begins, by convincing
a potential attacker that any aggression will meet with an overwhelming response.
By 1952, voters in the United States were tired of the KoreanWar. Eisenhower’s strategy was to
prevent the United State from being dragged into similar regional conflicts by using deterrence
on a regional scale. This was deterrence on a micro scale.
Structuring national defense systems for deterrence instead of for engagement requires a dif-
ferent type of planning. Prior to the Eisenhower presidency, the focus of military planning was
for a large-scale confrontation with the Soviets, perhaps a land war, a re-play of WW2.
A WW2-style mobilization made no sense militarily because nuclear weapons had significantly
changed strategy, and made no sense politically because the citizens were tired of protracted
warfare. There was not much room, in Eisenhower’s deterrence strategies, for “tactical atomic”
weapons.
Tactical nuclear weapons are intended for use within the context of conventional land war. They
are often small missiles, with ranges of two or three miles.
By contrast, strategic nuclear weapons are large, powerful, and often delivered from thousands
of miles away. They are intended either to be a part of strategic, not conventional, combat, or
to deter combat altogether.
Although ‘tac nukes’ were produced in quantity throughout the Eisenhower administration, they
were not a significant part of strategic planning.
Eisenhower’s goals were to get the United States out of the Korean conflict, to prevent U.S.
entanglement in similar regional conflicts, and to accomplish this by developing deterrence on
both a macro and a micro scale, as historian Russell Weigley writes:

The new Eisenhower administration embraced deterrence still more enthusiastically,
with fewer backward glances toward plans formobilization on the pattern of theWorld
Wars. Apart from the asset of Dwight Eisenhower’s winning personality and prestige,
the Republicans captured the Presidency in the election of 1952 largely because of
voter discontent with the prolonged and puzzling Korean War. The new administra-
tion intended both to extricate the country from the Korean entanglement and to
ensure against further involvements of the Korean type. It was able to succeed in
the former aim, to end the fighting and the weary truce talks, for various reasons,
including its political ability to be more flexible in negotiation than the Truman admin-
istration - few Americans could believe that Republicans were soft on Communism
- and perhaps primarily, because Stalin soon died. Many in the new administration
also believed that a threat to use atomic weapons in Korea, the message being con-
veyed to the Chinese through India, was decisive; this conviction was important in
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conditioning subsequent policy. For the second goal, guarding against a repetition
of Korea, the new administration turned to an explicit strategy of deterrence, aimed
at deterring local and limited as well as general wars.

Conventional war plans, on a strategic or macro level, were reactive, or at best responsive, and
amounted to simply waiting for WW3 to break out. Deterrence was a more proactive approach.
Rather than make plans for a possible armed conflict with the Soviets, deterrence was designed
to reduce the probability of that conflict, as historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski explain:

After the Korean War, the United States turned from a crisis-oriented military policy
toward concepts and programs designed to last as long as the rivalry with the So-
viet Union. Presidents Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, and Lyndon B. John-
son adopted policies suited for “the long haul.” With Soviet-American competition
accepted as the central fact in international relations, American policy makers re-
garded defense policy as a principal instrument for containing the parallel spread
of Communism and Soviet imperialism. To check the extension of Soviet influence,
the United States sought to reduce the chance that the Russians would threaten or
use military force as a tool of international influence. For all the debate about the
means and costs of defense, American policy rested upon consensual assumptions
about the nature of the military challenge and the appropriate response. Supported
by an activist coalition in Congress, the three Cold War presidents further refined
containment, strategic deterrence, and forward, collective defense.

But on the political side, strategies of containment, deterrence, and defense are only as good
as the realism needed to face the global situation, and are only as good as the will to implement
such strategies.
On the American political scene, there were significant numbers of both leaders and voters
who either did not understand, or willfully chose not to believe, that the crystalized goal of
the USSR and the international communist conspiracy was the destruction of western societies
leading to the Soviet Socialist domination of the world.
The Soviets were clearly focused on this goal, and willing to use, even intending to use, the
deaths of thousands and millions of innocent civilians to reach this objective. In 1960, Senator
Goldwater wrote:

The temptation is strong to blame the deterioration of America’s fortunes on the So-
viet Union’s acquisition of nuclear weapons. But this is self-delusion. The rot had set
in, the crumbling of our position was already observable, long before the Commu-
nists detonated their first Atom Bomb. Even in the early 1950s, when America still
held unquestioned nuclear superiority, it was clear that we were losing the Cold War.
Time and again in my campaign speeches of 1952 I warned my fellow Arizonians
that “American Foreign Policy has brought us from a position of undisputed power,
in seven short years, to the brink of possible disaster.” And in the succeeding seven
years, that trend, because its cause remains, has continued.

There were enough voters and leaders, however, who accurately understood the Soviet threat.
Although imperfectly, the United States was able to maintain enough deterrence that the USSR
chose not to mount direct frontal attacks on either North America or western Europe.
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The communists certainly continued their efforts at expansion, via proxy wars, via the acqui-
sition of smaller defenseless countries, and via the espionage network they had established
inside the United States. But America managed to deter a large-scale, massive Soviet military
aggression.

6.5 May

6.5.1 President Harry Truman Was Tough on Communism - Except When He
Wasn’t (2016-05-04 16:04)

President Harry Truman spoke forcefully about his intentions to stop the USSR’s global imperial
ambitions. He famously proclaimed the ‘Truman Doctrine’ in a speech, as he sought Congres-
sional approval to aid the nation of Greece against an attempted Soviet takeover:

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who
are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.

Truman also indicated that he would resist Soviet attempts to infiltrate the United States gov-
ernment with ‘moles,’ and that he would root out those communist agents who had already
lodged themselves inside federal bureaucracy. Historian Stan Evans writes:

In many standard histories and bios, Truman is depicted as a tough cold warrior who
bravely faced down Moscow, being teamed in this respect with his foreign policy
vicar Acheson at State. Even more to the present point, we’re told, Truman cleaned
up security problems on the home front.

The Soviet Union was about the business of taking over nations who did not want to become
the victims of communist dictatorships. Truman successfully put forth the image of someone
who would fight Soviet socialist aggression, as he did, e.g., in the case of Korea.
It was logical, therefore, if the public were to assume that Truman was also dedicated to erad-
icating the agents of the various Soviet intelligence agencies who had worked their way into
positions inside the U.S. government.

The cleanup was supposedly effected through the Truman loyalty program, an-
nounced in March of 1947. Thanks to this draconian effort, it’s said, whatever Com-
munists or security risks had got on official payrolls were ousted.

Puzzlingly, Truman’s actions on the domestic front did not always match his words. His efforts
against the well-developed Soviet espionage network in North America were lackluster and
halfhearted.
Some of the most notorious communist spies held position inside Truman’s administration.
Robert Oppenheimer, Alger Hiss, Harry Dexter White, and William Remington were a few of the
many Soviet operatives who had access to sensitive information which they sent to Moscow,
and also had access to the ears of policymakers, who could be influenced to unwittingly make
pro-Soviet decisions.
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This well developed intelligence network connect these individuals, and others, back to the
USSR and eventually back to Stalin.
Truman, however, did not act on information given to him by the FBI which indicated that these
men were major security risks, as Stan Evans writes:

Sad to say, this portrayal of Truman’s policy on the home front is almost entirely
fiction. That he was a visceral anti-Communist is not in doubt. However, he seemed
to know little about the way the Soviets and their U.S. agents functioned, or their
presence in the government he headed, and didn’t show much interest in learning.
This ennui persisted despite the myriad FBI reports supplied to the White House
and Truman cabinet about the vast extent and serious nature of the penetration.
Accordingly, not only was the security problem not cleaned up by 1950, some of the
most flagrant suspects imaginable were flourishing in the federal workforce.

Why did Truman, who seemed dedicated to freeing the world of the communist threat, turn
an inattentive eye to Soviet spies inside his own offices? Why did he not act when others
attempted to alert him to this danger?
There are several possible answers.
Perhaps Truman was concerned about the image of a U.S. president having to publicly admit
the presence of communist operatives inside the federal government. The political damage to
his administration and to his party would be grave.
Or perhaps Truman, like many presidents, had to answer to higher powers - the leaders of his
party, and the shadowy figures who operate internationalist conferences - who told him not to
root out the dangers.
It’s possible that we’ll never know the cause of Truman’s mystifying inaction on this topic.

6.5.2 Robert Oppenheimer, Soviet Agent: a Physicist Goes Rogue
(2016-05-05 04:31)

During WW2, development of an atomic bomb was a high priority. If the United States hadn’t
achieved this capability, the Japanese would have killed millions of Americans.
So urgent was the need for this technology that military leaders, like General Leslie Groves,
were willing to take security risks in order to accomplish this task. He hired a number of physi-
cists and technological experts who had known Soviet sympathies.
By May 1942, when a physicist named Robert Oppenheimer was recruited to work on the
Manhattan Project - originally named the ‘Manhattan District’ - the Soviet Union had switched
sides in the middle of WW2, and was now ostensibly an ally of the United States.
Perhaps this made General Groves feel better about hiring Oppenheimer. While the war, and
the alliance with the Soviets, lasted, it seemed like a reasonable risk.
But quickly after the war’s end, the USSR declared itself to be an enemy of the United States,
and allowing the Soviets to gain nuclear technology would be dangerous indeed. Puzzlingly,
Oppenheimer was allowed to remain in government projects related to nuclear weaponry.
More than merely having communist sympathies, Oppenheimer was a member of the commu-
nist party, dedicated to espionage. He was not the only atomic scientist working for Moscow.
Klaus Fuchs and David Greenglass were among his fellow Soviet agents.
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Oppenheimer was one of the more dangerous Soviet spies, because he worked his way up into
administrative decision-making, and became he held his post longer before being eventually
discovered and removed, as historian Stan Evans writes:

Foremost among such cases was J. Robert Oppenheimer, the famous nuclear scientist
who played a leading role in the atom project of World War II. This was by all odds the
most significant security problem in Cold War records, having its genesis in the days
of FDR, blossoming into a full-fledged scandal under Truman, then finally coming to
public view in the Eisenhower era.

Oppenheimer’s communist links were strong. The American Communist Party (CPUSA) had
declared that it sought the “violent” overthrow of the United States, its people, and its govern-
ment. This was no mere political party. It was a terrorist organization.
Oppenheimer was part of an espionage network throughout the United States. His task was to
see that the Soviets obtained military and scientific secrets about nuclear weapons.

The earliest known mention of Oppenheimer in the FBI reports is a memo from March
28, 1941, which says he had the previous year attended a meeting in the home of
Haakon Chevalier, an identified (later self-admitted) Red, along with Communist lead-
ers Isaac Folkoff and William Schneiderman. It was apparently this information, ob-
tained at the era of the Hitler-Stalin pact, that prompted the FBI to put Oppenheimer
on its “custodial detention” list of people to be picked up by the Bureau if a national
emergency developed. A memo to this effect was issued May 21, 1941, describing
his “national tendency” as “Communist.”

In the early 1950s, Oppenheimer’s security clearance was revoked, effectively ending his ca-
reer. After his death, documents were discovered which indicated that Oppenheimer’s sym-
pathies had clouded his judgment, and that he had been, in some instances, more of a ‘dupe’
than a spy. He had enabled others to relay information to Moscow, sometimes unwittingly,
sometimes knowing that these individuals had connections to Soviet intelligence agencies.
Despite these possiblymoderating factors, Oppenheimer had joined forces with an organization
which envisioned the deaths of many Americans in violent revolution. He was clearly aware
that in some instances, his actions led directly to the Soviet acquisition of American nuclear
technology.
The fact that the USSR eventually obtained atomic weaponry emboldened the imperialistic
ambitions of the international communist conspiracy, and led to wars in Korea and Vietnam.
It is possible that if the USSR had not obtained nuclear capabilities, then the wars in Korea and
Vietnam would not have taken place. Oppenheimer bears some responsibility for the deaths
of American soldiers in those two wars.

6.6 July

6.6.1 Mounting Evidence Yields Details of Soviet Spy Activity
(2016-07-12 06:54)

Political parties are usually formed to represent a set of ideas. They work to spread those ideas
by nominating candidates and campaigning for their election.
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The American political system is based on the freedom of speech and the freedom of the press
– allowing vigorous and unrestrained debate about public topics. To function properly, this
system requires tolerance – people need to tolerate other viewpoints and other people who
have those viewpoints.
A free and democratic society needs people to tolerate – but not to accept, support, welcome, or
affirm – various political opinions. During an election, one voter must tolerate another voter’s
views: but a voter is not required to accept, support, welcome, or affirm another voter’s beliefs.
In the case of the Communist Party (CPUSA), however, a terrorist organization presents itself as
a political party. The CPUSA is not a party which exists simply to spread its ideas and nominate
candidates. It is a terrorist organization.
The CPUSA seeks a “violent” revolution in the United States – it explicitly uses the word ‘violent’
in its documents – and is committed to sabotage and assassination. It is further a part of an
intelligence network.
The larger international communist conspiracy of which the CPUSA is a part operates an espi-
onage network with the goal of gathering confidential information fromwithin the United States
government and sending it on to hostile governments, and with the additional goal of plant-
ing operatives inside the U.S. government who can influence policymakers to make decisions
which favor those hostile foreign governments.
The CPUSA, by calling itself a political party, seeks the protection of the first amendment, and
seeks to garner the sympathy of a free and democratic society. But the CPUSA has no interest
in a free exchange of ideas, and has no interest in free and fair elections.
This ruse has been successful. The CPUSA has fooled some Americans into believing that it is
an organization interested in ideas, and has hidden its identity as a terrorist group and a spy
network.
Historian John Earl Haynes, speaking of his work with Harvey Klehr, says,

Too-large of a segment of the academic world is inclined to a benign view of commu-
nism in general, and of the CPUSA in particular. They prefer to think of Communists
as idealists interested only in social justice and peace. They resent historical ac-
counts such as those Klehr and I produced that present archival documentation of
the CPUSA’s totalitarian character and its devotion to promoting Soviet victory over
the United States in the Cold War.

Those who’ve been fooled into believing that the CPUSA is peaceful and humane resist the
preponderance of evidence which reveals the group’s true nature.
At the end of the Cold War, around 1990 or 1991, data became available as the Soviet Union
crumbled. Information from Soviet intelligence agencies, and from agencies in various Warsaw
Pact countries, showed a thriving communist spy network inside the United States.
Other evidence emerged as Cold War era documents within the U.S. government were declas-
sified, and as former operatives began to recount their activities.
Specific information is now available about the activities, from the 1930s to the 1950s, of known
Soviet agents like Alger Hiss, Klaus Fuchs, Julius Rosenberg, and others.
There is now no doubt that the CPUSA was funded and directed by the Soviet government in
Moscow, and was a functional part of the Soviet intelligence apparatus. What seemed to be a
political party was in fact a group bent on destroying the United States.
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6.7 September

6.7.1 Black Voting Rights in the South (2016-09-11 09:12)

The Civil War ended in 1865. For the next several decades, African-Americans not only enjoyed
their right to vote in large numbers, they were also elected to major offices, including the
Senate and the House of Representatives.

During these decades, Republicans worked hard to protect the civil rights of the Blacks in the
South. In Congress, the Republicans made the Civil Rights Act of 1866, the Civil Rights Act of
1871, and the Civil Rights Act of 1875 into law.

By the end of that century, however, the pro-slavery Democrats began to take power in the
South.

As the Democratic Party asserted itself, it found ways to prevent African-Americans from voting.
By the early 1900s, fewer Blacks were voting in the South than in the late 1800s.

With fewer African-Americans voting, the Democrats began to win elections in the South.
Blacks had traditionally voted Republican.

The Democratic Party accumulated a string of victories by preventing African-Americans from
voting in the South, as historian Patrick Buchanan notes:

In the two presidential campaigns of Wilson and the four of FDR, Democrats swept
every Confederate state all six times. The Democratic candidate in 1924, John W.
Davis, carried every Confederate state and, with the exception of Oklahoma, only
Confederate states. Truman took seven Southern states to Strom Thurmond’s four.
Dewey got none. In 1952 and 1956 most of the electoral votes Adlai Stevenson got
came from the most segregated states of the South.

Some of the Democratic presidential candidates spoke in favor of segregation, like Woodrow
Wilson. Some of the candidates were silent on the subject, like FDR, but allied themselves with
segregationist vice-presidential candidates.

John Davis, the Democratic candidate for president in 1924, was an attorney who argued for
segregation before the Supreme Court in the Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka in 1954.

The Republicans did not give up. They worked to help Black voters get back to the polls.

Against opposition from the Democrats, the Republicans in Washington passed the Civil Rights
Act of 1957 and the Civil Rights Act of 1960, both of which were signed into law by Republican
President Eisenhower.

The Republicans continued with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Civil Rights Act of 1968.
The Voting Rights Act of 1965 helped millions of African-Americans get their right to vote.

The return of Blacks to the voting booth eventually began to break the stranglehold which the
Democratic Party held on the South. Over the next few decades, the monopoly held by the
Democrats in southern politics ended.
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6.8 October

6.8.1 The History of Taxation in the United States: An Unnecessary Evil
(2016-10-25 07:13)

From the Han Dynasty in ancient China to the Roman Empire, people have demonstrated a
strong antipathy toward taxation. Both government and taxes are necessary, but humanity is
happiest when both are kept to an absolute minimum.

For several decades leading up to the 1770s, most of the grievances which caused the United
States to declare itself independent of the British Empire were tax-related, from the quartering
of soldiers to the Stamp Act to regulated imports.

After achieving independence, the U.S. government largely avoided taxing the citizens directly,
as Steven Weisman, writing in the Washington Post, notes:

The American Revolution began as a protest against unfair taxation. In our early
history, leaders avoided the question of income tax altogether, choosing instead to
raise federal revenue with import tariffs.

One notable exception was a direct tax on distilled beverages, which led to the bloodless
‘Whiskey Rebellion’ of 1794. Although major violence was avoided, the rebellion demonstrated
that U.S. citizens were strongly allergic to taxation.

The first income tax of note was imposed during the Civil War. Its top bracket levied as much
as 10 %, but approximately 90 % of households were totally exempt, having incomes which
fell below the lowest bracket. Weisman writes:

Since the federal income tax was introduced during the Civil War, U.S. citizens have
complained about their taxes.

By 1872, the Civil War income tax was phased out. The people had tolerated the tax long
enough to end the war, and pay war-related expenses in the first few years postbellum.

Public outcry against income taxes had grown by 1872, and in 1895, the Supreme Court ruled,
in Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan and Trust Company, that income taxes were unconstitutional.

Less than two decades later, Woodrow Wilson and his ‘Progressivist’ movement would avoid
both the Supreme Court’s decision and the popular vote, enacting an income tax of a much
larger proportion than the short-lived Civil War tax.

Steven Weisman reports:

The income tax disappeared when the war ended. But it returned on the eve of
World War I, enabling President Woodrow Wilson to raise the marginal income tax
rate to 70 percent. Wilson called paying taxes a “glorious privilege” and a way for
the businesses profiting from military buildup to give back. Sen. Hiram Johnson of
California even attacked “the skin-deep dollar patriotism” of those who favored war
but opposed taxes.
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The citizens got a brief respite from the shocking tax burden during the Harding and Coolidge
administrations. With the help of Congress, Coolidge brought Wilson’s draconian 70 % rate
down to 25 %.
The federal government, held hostage to ‘Progressive’ ideology savaged the citizens with in-
come tax rates as high as 91 % in peacetime and an astounding 94 % during WW2.
The 94 % rates applied during 1944 and 1945, and might be excused because of wartime
urgency.
But a 92 % top rate, during 1952 and 1953, was not justified by the Korean War, inasmuch as
that conflict consumed a smaller segment of the total defense budget.
The long reign of the 91 % rate, from 1946 to 1963, cannot be excused. It was this era which
gave birth to creative accounting, tax shelters, loopholes, and offshore accounts.
For almost two decades, confiscatory rates were used against citizens. No war or natural
disaster created a justifying urgency. The government was simply savaging its people.
It was only logical, therefore, that financial systems were developed to help citizens avoid as
much income tax as they legally could. From this we have inherited both a large tax accounting
industry and bullying IRS with its thousands of pages of Byzantine tax codes.

6.8.2 A Generous Governor (2016-10-26 11:34)

Those who analyze economies often overlook the powerful factor of private sector charity. An
example of this significant variable is Rick Snyder, the governor of Michigan.
According to a Detroit Free Press report, he and his wife earned a bit more than $400,000 in
the year 2015.
During that same year, they donated approximately $95,000 to charities. (This is the sum
which went to true charities, i.e., not to professional organizations or political causes.)
By this reckoning, Snyder donated around 25 % of his annual income.
For that same year, he paid approximately $31,189 in the form of income taxes. He paid many
thousands more in sales tax, property tax, and other taxes.
By far, the greater impact was in the private sector, and this for three reasons: first, the
actual dollar amount was greater; second, the private sector charities have lower overhead
administrative costs than government programs; third, much government spending is counter-
productive, i.e., it exacerbates the very problems it is designed to address.
Private sector charities have a greater, more efficient, and more effective impact than govern-
ment spending.

6.9 November

6.9.1 Who Voted for Trump? Who Didn’t Vote for Hillary? (2016-11-15 15:03)

Historians and statisticians will spend years analyzing the U.S. presidential election of 2016.
The dynamics and demographics in that vote were unforeseen and manifested the beliefs of
the citizens.
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Elections are about perceptions. What a candidate “really” is, how that candidate “really”
thinks or would act in some future hypothetical situation, is unknown and, to the average
voter, unknowable.
Citizens vote, therefore, based on what they believe or perceive about a candidate. The sur-
prise was that the U.S. voters believed different things about Hillary and about Trump than
what the news media were telling them to believe.
While most newspapers and cable TV networks were telling the voters that Trump was a racist,
and that Hillary was tolerant, it seems that the voters believed quite the opposite.
Trump actually got a smaller percentage of the “white” (European-American) vote than the
Republican candidate four years earlier (Mitt Romney) had gotten. Apparently, Trump was
favored by African-American and Latino voters.
Trump got nearly double the percentage of Black voters that the GOP had gotten four years
earlier. As historian David French writes:

Would you believe that Trump improved the GOP’s position with black and Hispanic
voters? Obama won 93 percent of the black vote. Hillary won 88 percent. Obama
won 71 percent of the Latino vote. Hillary won 65 percent. Critically, millions of
minority voters apparently stayed home.

Comparing the 2012 election to the 2016 election, Trump, as the Republican candidate, gained
African-American voters and Hispanic voters.
Millions of Black and Latino voters decided that Hillary was not reliable. They didn’t trust her;
they didn’t want her in the White House. Although Hillary’s allies wanted to label Trump as
“racist,” it turns out that, in the minds of many voters, Blacks and Latinos did not trust Hillary.
The Clinton campaign patronizingly assumed that Hillary would automatically receive the vast
majority of the African-American and Hispanic vote. That assumption was a form of racism.

6.9.2 Understanding Trump: Categories of Language (2016-11-18 12:53)

When two minds independently come to similar conclusions, or to the same conclusion, it’s
worth noting. Analyzing President Trump’s victory in the 2016 election, a theme emerged
amidst the seemingly infinite volume of reporting.
In September 2016, The Atlantic magazine included an article by Salena Zito titled “Taking
Trump Seriously, Not Literally.” Moving through various examples of Trump’s campaign rhetoric,
Zito notes how the news media carefully parsed the candidate’s words and subjected them to
“fact checking.”
The media’s scrutiny didn’t sync with the popular enthusiasm which met Trump’s speeches. As
Zito writes,

It’s a familiar split. When he makes claims like this, the press takes him literally, but
not seriously; his supporters take him seriously, but not literally.

Whether Trump spoke of the border with Mexico or dealing with “Islamic State” terrorists in the
Middle East, the voters responded to his sentiment and attitude, not to the specifics of any
alleged “plan.”
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Voters were not content with the rather spineless image which the Obama administration pro-
jected to other nations. The voters wanted a general feeling of a representative who would act
in the interests of the average American, not an Obama-like figure who worked to cultivate a
charm among foreign leaders.
Trump seemed to be someone who would work on behalf of ordinary Americans. Crowds
cheered that feeling, rather than the details of particular policies.
When Trump talked about a “wall” on the border to Mexico, the news media went to work
making calculations about physically building a wall; Trump’s listeners heard a metaphor - they
didn’t know or care whether or not Trump would build a literal physical wall. They knew that
he understood the concepts of national sovereignty and territorial integrity.
Separately, another journalist, Margaret Sullivan, writing in The Washington Post in November
2016, described an interview she had with Peter Thiel:

It’s a familiar split. When he makes claims like this, the press takes him literally, but
not seriously; his supporters take him seriously, but not literally.

Just as Obama’s supporters had reacted to slogans like “Yes We Can” and “Hope and Change,”
Trump’s supporters embraced the concept of a president who would act on behalf of the ordi-
nary citizen.
Voters perceived that the Obama administration had prioritized diplomatic relationships and
climate concerns over safety and prosperity. Domestic violence and international Islamic ter-
rorism left U.S. citizens feeling unsafe. The ongoing economic doldrums of the Obama era had
left Americans with lower wages and a smaller net personal worth. Margaret Sullivan writes:

And although many journalists and many news organizations did stories about the
frustration and disenfranchisement of these Americans, we did not take them seri-
ously enough.

The voters wanted a change of leadership. They didn’t really care whether or not a wall was
built along the Rio Grande. But they wanted someone who spoke, and who would act, with
directness:
Again speaking of the news media, Sullivan writes:

Although we touched down in the big red states for a few days, or interviewed some
coal miners or unemployed autoworkers in the Rust Belt, we didn’t take them seri-
ously. Or not seriously enough.

Voters really don’t care about the nuts-and-bolts of some policy decision. Analysts for newspa-
pers and television networks tend to wrestle with statistics, definitions, and technicalities. The
average citizens simply want to know that someone is looking out for them.
That’s why the endless hand-wringing on the editorial pages and opinions shows didn’t bother
the voters. Many who voted for Trump didn’t take seriously many of his statements:

A lot of voters think the opposite way: They take Trump seriously but not literally.
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What voters embraced in Trump was a simple premise: that a government should act on be-
half of its citizens. The ordinary citizens want government which will protect their lives, their
liberties, and their property.
Obama had failed to create the impression that he was doing that. Hillary failed to create the
impression that she would do that.
Trump signalled that he would watch out for American lives, liberties, and economic opportu-
nities. The details might be fuzzy, exaggerated, inexact, or nonexistent. But the voters didn’t
care about the details.

6.10 December

6.10.1 What Makes History Tick (2016-12-21 07:39)

In any narrative about events past or present, the reader wants to know: what was planned
and intentional, and what was mere coincidence?
The answer is that much which seems coincidental was in fact planned.
Was it mere coincidence that the Japanese military launched a surprise attack on the United
States on a Sunday? No; the Japanese officers were well aware of which day of the week might
offer the best chances of catching the military defenses at a low level of alertness.
Was it mere coincidence that President Lincoln was assassinated at the precise moment that
an actor onstage delivered a comic line in a play which the president was attending? No; the
assassin had planned to kill the president on cue.
If we look at other events, then we can begin to see the effects of a grand conspiracy. Problems
facing society endure despite actions taken to address those problems. Perhaps the actions are
deliberately ineffective: someone benefits from the duration of various forms of social misery.
In domestic matters, the persistence of inner city poverty not only withstands governmental
efforts to alleviate it, but it thrives on those efforts. Poverty is intensified by government
programs designed, or allegedly designed, to end it.
The main causes of poverty are government programs intended to end poverty - or at least,
programs presenting themselves as having such intentions.
In foreign policy, relations with our true and natural allies are damaged or soured by unwitting
gaffes by diplomats. But were those blunders so accidental? Was there not a larger plan
designed to weaken the international status of the United States?
Likewise, actions that inadvertently help our enemies seem to be the State Department’s mis-
calculations, but are in fact quite calculated and in no way inadvertent.
Not all of history is determined by conspiracies, but much of it is. As historian Gary Allen
notes, “Because the Establishment controls the media, anyone exposing the” the national and
international conspiracies

will be the recipient of a continuous fusillade of invective from newspapers, maga-
zines, TV and radio. In this manner one is threatened with loss of “social respectabil-
ity” if he dares broach the idea that there is organization behind any of the problems
currently wracking America. Unfortunately, for many people social status comes be-
fore intellectual honesty. Although they would never admit it, social position is more
important to many people than is the survival of freedom in America.
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Large conspiracies bring together actors of opposite and seemingly incompatible categories.
Conspiracies often escape detection because it would not occur to many observers that a
capitalist and communist would work together.
In secret, however, there is collusion between members of the international communist con-
spiracy and certain key figures in the financial and monetary systems of industrialized nations.
The unlikeliness of this combination is its camouflage.
Of the several levels of deception at work here, one of them is linguistic: the communist con-
spiracy is not about achieving of some socialist worker’s utopia in which every laborer receives
the same pay as his manager. The word ‘communist’ is robbed of its original meaning, and
used as an excuse to obtain and maintain power over governmental and economic systems.
Likewise, members of the conspiracy who seem to represent ‘business’ or ‘capitalism’ do not,
in fact, have a devotion to the concept of the free market or of property rights, and thus the
words are again used inaccurately to disguise a naked grab for power.
A far-flung and wide-ranging conspiracy is, and has been, at work in many different events and
trends which threaten to weaken the United States. A network of individuals and groups from
an incredibly diverse spectrum of institutions strive in concert to damage the freedom which
is the foundational identity of the nation.
Thus seemingly incompatible combinations appear: billionaire investors and slum-dwelling ri-
oters; leftist politicians and bankers.
It is incumbent upon those who value freedom to continue to uncover and expose conspiracies.
The alternative, however it may be named, is a form of slavery.

6.10.2 Campaign Aftermath: a University President Speaks (2016-12-30 16:25)

The presidential election of 2016 produced results which were a surprise, if not to everyone,
then at least to many observers. Many African-American voters, Latino voters, and female
voters chose not to vote for Hillary Clinton, and thereby handed the victory to President Trump.
On many university campuses, a vocal segment of the student body could not understand how
Trump’s presidency would eventually benefit not only college-age citizens, but average citizens
from all social classes, races, and ethnicities.
President Trump came into office, after all, due to millions of African-American and Latino voters
who chose not to vote for Hillary.
Yet universities, often hailed as centers of free speech and free thought, became quite hostile
to anyone who admitted to having supported Trump’s candidacy. Students who were even
suspected of voting for Trump were bullied.
At the University of Michigan, at a meeting of the campus senate, university president Mark
Schlissel pointed out that saturation of socialist viewpoints had removed both faculty and stu-
dents from an accurate assessment of reality:

I would argue no matter how [the election] turned out, our community has an awful
lot of work to do to try to understand the forces at play in our society and how we’ve
ended up with such large degrees of polarization. Why was this a surprising result
in Ann Arbor and not a surprising result in other communities around our nation? I
think as an academic community, we have to ask whether we’re really in touch with
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the full breadth of the society we’re serving and how they’re thinking and what’s
important to them. Do we have in our student body, on our faculty, and adequate
breadth of diversity of thought?

Because students and faculty had been living with an illusion, the election presented a mo-
ment of disillusionment. Having silenced the viewpoints of ordinary citizens on campus, the
university was surprised when those same viewpoints made themselves felt off campus - at
the ballot box.
The rage of the campus socialists vented itself on the hapless Trump supporters, who merely
wanted freedom of speech. Mark Schlissel, speaking of students who voted for Trump, noted
that

They feel marginalized. This is a challenge for the community and they need to
feel included and involved in the discussion. Their opinions need to be considered
and discussed as opposed to marginalized. We need to try, I think, to have ideas
included in our community for discussion that are more representative of the ideas
in the world at-large as compared to the academic part of the world at-large. I think
that’s a way to understand what is happening in modern society – here and globally.

As the post-election lunacy accelerated, leftist students began fabricating fake “hate crimes,”
and to claim that these crimes were perpetrated by Trump supporters. A woman wearing a
hijab claimed that she had been assaulted.
The National Review reports that, after investigating, “Ann Arbor police lieutenant Matthew
Lige” announced that the woman had filed a false police report, and that no “ethnic intimida-
tion” or any other form of assault had occurred. Indeed, video surveillance records showed
that the entire incident was a fiction.
Faked “hate crimes” are nothing new. For more than a decade, individuals hoping to identify
themselves as victims have falsified evidence and filed false police reports. Such fraud re-
veals that the very people who want to be seen as “victims” are, in fact, the oppressors and
aggressors.
The bullying, intimidation, and harassment of Trump supporters on campus is merely the latest
instance of such deception.
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7.1 January

7.1.1 The U.S. Army During the Korean War: Doing More with Less
(2017-01-12 08:41)

While fighting the Korean War in the early 1950s, the U.S. Army faced significant manpower
shortages. The lack of soldiers, and the impact of this lack, was intensified as the Army was,
at the same time, also tasked with three other missions: maintain a large standing force in
Germany, create a second force in the United States to develop a continental air defense
system, and keep a large reserve ready for quick deployment to any other place on the globe.
The Army had four simultaneous assignments, each of which required large numbers of men.
But in the immediate postwar years, i.e. in the late 1940s and early 1950s, themood of both the
voters and the political leaders created pressure to keep to a minimum both military budgets
and the drafting of young men.
Writing for Time magazine, John Osborne commented that the troops in Korea were “not the
best army the U.S. can put in the field. It is the best army that can be put in the field in the
circumstances.”
Historian William Donnelly depicts an Army stretched thin:

The Army’s senior leaders gave first priority to units in Korea. While Eighth Army did
hold the line until the armistice on 27 July 1953, Osborne’s analysis of it was correct.
In Germany, the service did create a second field army, but senior leaders by July
1953 had expressed serious concerns over its readiness. The Army’s contribution
to continental air defense remained questionable, and the service was unable to
maintain a strategic reserve. The morale of the Army declined as soldiers questioned
their role in a war where the objective was now an armistice and where much of the
Army was not deployed in the war zone. For some career officers, the stresses of such
a war exposed aspects of the Army’s institutional culture that they found disturbing.

Combat troops in Korea, some seeing very heavy action, had to carry out their duties with
the knowledge that the Army had thousands of soldiers who were doing little, and who were
warehoused on bases both in the United States and in Germany.
Morale was further degraded by the knowledge that their mission was not to win, but rather to
maintain a stalemate.
President Truman assigned four demanding tasks at the same time to the Army. This happened
as military budgets, and therefore the total number of soldiers, were settling in at their new,
lower, postwar levels.
Some of the subsequent damage done to the Army’s effectiveness and to its morale could have
been reduced by more effective financial planning within the military.
When manpower is stretched thin, efficient mission staffing can maximize effectiveness. Ac-
companying reductions in any other expenses will free funding to increase the total number of
troops.
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7.2 March

7.2.1 Winning the Cold War: The Use of Intelligence, Military and Otherwise
(2017-03-14 08:57)

Not only in the context of the Cold War, but in other historical eras as well, historians exam-
ine the role of intelligence in determining how a course of events unfolds. It is important to
remember, however, that ‘intelligence’ is not limited to ‘military intelligence.’
How intelligence is gathered, which intelligence is gathered, and how that intelligence is used
in a decision-making process can significantly influence a series of events.
During the Cold War, there was certainly a great deal of attention paid to military intelligence.
But other types of intelligence, including economic, were also important: information about a
country’s industrial base and manufacturing capacities.
Herbert Meyer was Special Assistant to the Director of Central Intelligence, and also served as
Vice Chairman of the CIA’s National Intelligence Council. He writes:

From the end of World War II until 1981, every president’s objective had been not to
lose the Cold War. If things were no worse when a president left office than when he
took office, he’d done a good job. But President Reagan didn’t want to tread water -
he wanted to win the Cold War. In other words, he switched from defense to offense.

Although various interpretations are possible, one view of the ColdWar is to see it as ‘stalemate’
situation from the end of WW2 until around 1980. Historians embracing this understanding of
the Cold War argue that the United States and the USSR achieved and maintained an approxi-
mate parity with each other.
Under such a view, of course, the parity would not be exact, but the two superpowers are
thought to have been close to each other. For example, the USSR got the first artificial satellite,
and later the first man, into earth orbit, but the United States got the first man onto the surface
of the moon.
President Reagan, however, rejected the goal of maintaining parity, or of maintaining a slight
superiority. He sought rather a convincing and significant superiority. This would include other
factors in addition to military advantages:

So Reagan’s great director of Central Intelligence, William Casey, ask the CIA’s Soviet
Division two obvious questions: Where is the Soviet Union weak? and Where is it
most vulnerable? The answer he received was: We don’t know. No one’s ever asked
this before.

The USSR’s chief weakness, it turned out, was economic. But this was not understood until
the intelligence agencies refocused their efforts. The reconceptualizing of the intelligence,
intelligence gathering, and interpreting intelligence reframed the Cold War.
In the end, the Cold War was not a military conflict, but an economic competition. President
Reagan realized that by developing and building expensive weapons systems, he was forcing
the USSR to try to keep pace. But the Soviet economy was feeble, and the effort to maintain
parity crashed it.
The end of the Soviet Union was, more than a military event or a political event, an economic
event. Once the United States intelligence agencies clearly understood the weakness of the
Soviet economy, they could provoke its collapse. Herbert Meyer continues:
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Our spies had been so focused on Soviet strengths - infantry divisions, nuclear mis-
siles, tanks, submarines, and so forth - that we had no intelligence on Soviet weak-
nesses, such as its imploding economy. Under Casey’s leadership, we refocused our
collection efforts and, not surprisingly, found all sorts of Soviet vulnerabilities that
hadn’t been grasped because no one had bothered looking for them.

As the USSR scrambled maintain weapons parity, it attempted to strengthen its economy by
faint efforts to emulate certain features of western-style capitalism. The program of “Pere-
stroika” proved to be too little, too late.

President Reagan used these weaknesses and vulnerabilities to put more and more
pressure on the Kremlin. Eight years later the Berlin Wall came down, and two years
after that the Soviet Union ceased to exist.

It is, of course, an oversimplification to give President Reagan all the credit for winning the
Cold War. Other leaders played indispensable roles: Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher of Great
Britain, Lech Walesa of Poland, and Pope John Paul II of Poland.
Beyond individual leaders, there were mass movements of people who wanted individual po-
litical liberty and economic freedom. In the East German city of Leipzig, two pastors led a
movement of thousands of people who peacefully but determinedly protested against commu-
nism. Polish shipyard workers formed a powerful resistance group.
In the end, both high-profile personalities and large gatherings of ordinary citizens exerted an
influence which was powerful enough to bring down the Soviet Socialist tyranny.

7.2.2 November 2016: Editorial Writers Use Passionate and Strong Lan-
guage (2017-03-22 14:46)

The election of President Trump came as a surprise to many observers. Statisticians had ex-
pected the other candidate to win, and many people were confident that Trump would not
become president.
When the results of the voting became known, editorial writers in many newspapers and maga-
zine expressed their shock and astonishment, some of them using quite harsh language. Words
in quotation marks below are from an article written by David Remnick, published in the New
Yorker magazine. These are clearly words of emotion and opinion, not calm and objective
reporting.
“The election of Donald Trump” narrowly averted Hillary Clinton’s seizure of the White House.
Her presidency would have been “tragedy for the American republic, a tragedy for the Consti-
tution, and a triumph for the forces, at home and abroad, of” statism.
In short, “Trump’s shocking victory, his ascension to the Presidency,” averted what would have
been “a sickening event in the history of the United States and” democracy. The world would
have viewed Hillary Clinton’s presidency with “revulsion and profound anxiety.”
As a candidate, Hillary Clinton “seemed like a twisted caricature of every rotten reflex of the
radical” left: her smug confidence that, naturally, every African-American voter would vote for
her, as would every Latino voter and every woman. It was precisely these groups who decided
not to vote for Clinton, and thereby handed the White House to President Trump.
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A Hillary Clinton presidency would have led “inevitably, to all manner of national decline and
suffering.” Very quickly after the election, the Clinton Foundation announced the end of the
Clinton Global Initiative (CGI). This move confirmed skepticism about the true purpose of that
initiative.
The CGI was founded to address certain concerns. Those concerns did not cease to exist merely
because Hillary Clinton lost the election. But the CGI was dissolved nonetheless.
“Hillary Clinton was a flawed candidate” and one “who never overcame her image among mil-
lions of voters as untrustworthy and entitled.”
The campaigns of 2016, the election of 2016, and the first few months of the Trump presidency
were marked by news media which abandoned their traditional attempts at calm objectivity
and neutrality. The way in which the voting public viewed news sources - magazines, cable TV,
websites, etc. - changed significantly.
The biggest change from the election of 2016 might not be the resident of the White House.
It might be the public’s perception of how news is reported. That perception could last longer
than any presidency.

7.3 May

7.3.1 The Cold War Blues (2017-05-26 12:36)

Life during the Cold War was surprisingly normal. Although discussions of Soviet activity was
frequent in the newspapers, on the radio, and in television newscasts, most other aspects of
life were not noticeably affected.
Popular music introduced Elvis Presley and the Beatles. Mature music offered Dean Martin and
Frank Sinatra. Hollywood produced a variety of westerns, love stories, comedies, and other
typical film genres. Education and employment proceeded largely along their normal lines.
Some narratives portray widespread anxiety, depicting ordinary citizens as constantly fretting
about annihilation in a nuclear war. The reality, instead, was that people enjoyed sports and
picnics, children watched the premiere season of ‘Scooby Doo’ on TV, and people fell in love,
got married, and started families as they always have done.
Schools did not widely engage in ‘duck and cover’ drills. Although bomb shelters, or fallout
shelters, were constructed in many communities, they were not conspicuous, nor were they
often present in the everyday consciousness of ordinary people.
The famous ‘duck and cover’ films were, in fact, never widely adopted or shown by schools.
The same is true of the related pamphlets. While such media were produced, they were also
ignored.
Life was so normal, in fact, that some scholars were concerned that the public wasn’t taking
the Cold War seriously enough. In 1964, historian John Stormer wrote:

The Cold War is real war. It has already claimed more lives, enslaved more people,
and cost more money than any “hot” war in history. Yet, most Americans refuse to
admit that we are at war. That is why we are rapidly losing - why America has yet to
win its first real victory in 18 years of “cold” war.
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The nature of the Cold War made it difficult to discern who was winning, who was losing, and
how it was going. To be sure, at the end, in 1990, there was no doubt that the United States
and its western European allies had won, and that the Soviet Union had lost.
Was the American public calmly confident, correctly reckoning that there was a very low prob-
ability of a Soviet attack on the American homeland? Or were they, as John Stormer suggests,
oblivious or in denial about the danger?

Within the framework of the “cold” war there have been “hot” wars in China, Malaya,
Indonesia, Algeria, the Congo, Cuba, fraq, the Gaza Strip, Hungary, Korea, Angola,
Burma, Tibet, and Egypt. In 1963, there was fighting in Laos, Viet Nam, and on the
Indian-Chinese border, renewed skirmishing along the 38th parallel in Korea, and
terrorist activity in Africa.

The name ‘Viet Nam’ would later become ‘Vietnam,’ and Burma is sometimes called Myanmar.
In hindsight, the military threat remained potential instead of actual, vis-a-vis the American
homeland. As the Cold War developed, the greater threat was not directly military, but rather
the extensive espionage network which the international communist conspiracy installed and
operated inside the United States.

7.4 June

7.4.1 Did We Almost Lose the Cold War? (2017-06-06 12:26)

During the years usually defined as the Cold War era, roughly 1946 to 1990, there were times
during which the West, i.e., the United States and its NATO allies, thought that it might be
losing. Was that perception correct?
In all epochs, historians are faced with a tension between the state of affairs and various per-
ceptions of that state. What was the situation? What did people believe about the situation?
In 1964, historian John Stormer reviewed the course of the Cold War up to that date: a span
of almost twenty years. He argued that the West was in fact losing ground. He describes the
global situation at the beginning of the Cold War:

ln 1945, the communists held 160-million Russians in slavery. They controlled a land
area smaller than the Russia of the Czars. Soviet industry had been largely destroyed
by the Nazi war machine. Communism was a third rate power, militarily, industrially,
and economically.

Stormer then describes the situation as it stood when he was writing:

Today, after the United States has spent $600-billion to fight communism and sacri-
ficed the lives of 50,000 of its youth to thwart Red aggression, the Kremlin has grown
to become the absolute slavemasters of one-billion human beings. The communists
openly control 25 % of the earth’s land mass. Their puppet, Fidel Castro, has been in-
stalled in Cuba, just 90miles from our shores. The hidden tentacles of the communist
conspiracy exert unmeasured influence over the rest of the world.
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Over two decades, the number of people and the territorial area under communist oppression
had expanded greatly. It began with the Soviet Union, an area of around 8,649,500 square
miles and the population which Stormer indicates above. By 1964, nations and countries suf-
fering under brutal Soviet Socialism included North Korea and Cuba, the eastern European bloc
(Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, etc.), and China.
Although one cannot definitively say that the West was ‘losing’ the Cold War, it does seem that
John Stormer had reasons to be worried.
Of course, the Cold War is called ‘cold’ because there was no major direct military confrontation
between the United States and the USSR. There were smaller ‘proxy wars’ between smaller
allied countries.

There has been no “big” war because the communists are winning without one.

Regional proxy wars, revolutions, and coups occurred “in China, Malaya, Indonesia, Algeria, the
Congo, Cuba, Iraq, the Gaza Strip, Hungary, Korea, Angola, Burma, Tibet, and Egypt,” as well
as “in Laos, Viet Nam, and on the Indian-Chinese border.” Korea was an ongoing hotspot, and
communist terrorists were active throughout Africa.
The world seemed awash in Soviet Socialist violence. Glumly, John Stormer wrote:

The forces of freedom have Iost or will lose them all.

Believing that he was witnessing the decline and fall of civilization, Stormer asked:

Where have we failed?

Writing in 1964, John Stormer could not have known that the Cold War would last another 25
years, or that the United States and its allies would ultimately win the Cold War. He was correct
to be concerned, but wrong to predict failure: things were bad, but not as bad as he thought.

7.4.2 Funding the Enemy: Bad Decisions During the Cold War
(2017-06-16 14:36)

Even the best-organized modern nation-state does not always act in its own best interests, or,
even more to the point, in the best interests of its citizens.
On the one hand, political leaders can sometimes be sidetracked by pursuing courses of action
which are beneficial to their personal careers, but not beneficial to the community as a whole.
On the other hand, professional bureaucrats are, in some cases, participants in subversive
conspiracies and act to deliberately weaken the nation.
Such was the case, in certain instances, during the Cold War, roughly from 1946 to 1990.
Delving into a report on U.S. foreign assistance, issued by the U.S. Agency for International
Development, dated March 21,1962, historian John Stormer explains that

Almost unnoticed by most Americans, Congress while appropriating billions for de-
fense against communism, has at the same time given over $6-billion in direct mili-
tary and economic aid to the communists.
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So at a time when the government’s highest budgetary priority and its highest military priority
were protecting the nation from the international communist conspiracy and from the Soviet
military threat, taxpayer dollars were also ending up in the hands of the Warsaw Pact.
When the Soviet Socialist military was oppressing some countries, and seeking to invade still
other countries and remove their liberty, the U.S. was actually selling military aircraft at deep
discounts to communist states, as reported by the Dallas Morning News on October 13, 1961:

Radar-equipped F-86 jet fighter planes worth over $300,000 each have been sold
to the communist dictator of Yugoslavia for $10,000. This “sale” to Tito has been
defended because both the Eisenhower and Kennedy Administrations approved it.
The planes were said to be “obsolete.” Yet, during the Berlin crisis, reactivated U.S.
Air National Guard units flew to possible battle against communists in Europe in even
more obsolete F-84 jets.

What was happening? How did the political decision makers so lose sight of their priorities?
When the political process becomes entangled in “deal-making” to the extent that every action
becomes negotiable, such results are possible.
The danger in such processes is that a nation can seem to lose its will to survive. Faced with
a major global danger, the government must focus clearly on protecting the lives and liberties
of its citizens, and working to eliminate that threat.
This principle applies not only to Cold War situations, but also to parallel situations facing the
United States fifty years later in the era of the “Global War on Islamic Terror.”
Another parallel situation occurred in the 1930s, when the United States continued to sell
industrial supplies to Japan, even after the Japanese attacked and sank a U.S. Navy ship in
1937. These supplies were building the Japanese military which would eventually attack Pearl
Harbor.
Vigilance is required: a nation must review its own internal political workings to ensure that
the safety of the nation’s citizens is never compromised in the interests of “making a deal.”

7.5 July

7.5.1 Back When Harvard Was More Diverse (2017-07-19 13:22)

Andrew Ferguson’s book about the college application process contains, in passing, a vignette
about Harvard and about the typical Harvard alumnus. After decades of various efforts to re-
cruit more African-Americans, women, Latinos, and other demographic groups into the student
body, Harvard has become less, not more, diverse than it had been in the distant past.
Yes, the student body now contains more African-Americans, more Latinos, more women, more
Asians, and more representatives of other demographic segments. But it contains fewer di-
verse ideas and opinions.
In his book, Ferguson recounts a conversation with an acquaintance who interfaced with many
Harvard grads:

“In a way you had more human diversity in the old Harvard,” a friend once told me,
after a lifetime of doing business with Harvard graduates.
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Diversity is not ensured by the optics of gender or skin pigmentation. Diversity is ensured by
a spectrum of worldviews.

But the same university admissions process that included more African-Americans, women,
and Latinos was the same process that insured that, among the incoming freshmen, there was
a homogeneity of thought.

“It used to be the only thing an incoming class shared was blue blood. But bloodlines
are a pretty negligible thing. It allows for an amazing variety in human types. You
had real jocks and serious dopes, a few geniuses, a few drunks, a few ne’er-do-wells,
and a very high percentage of people with completely average intelligence. Harvard
really did reflect the country in that way back then.

Those who currently matriculate, not only at Harvard, but at many of the nation’s universities,
have learned to shape themselves to look like what the application process wants them to.
They’ve learned to write the same moving essays about overcoming obstacles, and to check
the same boxes on their personal profiles for the admissions department.

They’ve spent years practicing, learning to give the right answers to the questions on the
college applications. Some of those questions are, by the way, bizarre.

The diversity which is absent at many modern American universities is the diversity of human
types.

“You still have a lot of blue bloods getting in, multigeneration Harvard families. But
now a majority of kids coming into Harvard all share traits that are much more im-
portant than blood, race, or class. On a deeper level, in the essentials, they’re very
much alike. They’ve all got that same need to achieve, focus, strive, succeed, com-
pete, be the best or at least be declared the best by someone in authority. And
they’ve all figured out how to please important people.”

What has asserted itself on campus, then, is not diversity. It is a type of group think.

Instead of lively debate, many campuses are dominated by a shocking uniformity.

Harvard grads disagree with this, of course. They like to say that the new Harvard
represents the triumph of meritocracy.
No, my friend said. “It’s the triumph of a certain kind of person.”

If we speak of diversity on campus, we might ask how that diversity is measured and defined.
To merely count noses of different colors is crass, coarse, and an insult to everyone’s humanity.

When students leave the university, and enter the everyday world of neighborhoods, schools,
and grocery stores, they will not be surrounded only by people who spent the first eighteen
years of their lives learning to give the right answers to the college application questions.

A campus with a true diversity of thought will better prepare its graduates for life after college,
when they will encounter all types of people.
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7.6 August

7.6.1 Pro-Communists and Anti-Americans: Then and Now (2017-08-06 16:51)

At some point during the Cold War, there was a shift in emphasis among those who wished to
undermine and overthrow both the United States government and American society.
During the earliest phases of the Cold War, the international Communist conspiracy targeted
the U.S. government. Even before the Cold War, starting around 1919, Soviet operatives in
the United States created an espionage network designed effect a revolution, even a “violent”
revolution. (The specification of a “violent” revolution comes from the Communist Party’s own
documents.)
The Cold War as generally defined started around 1946, and sometime thereafter, the shift
began, moving from the overthrow of the U.S. government toward the humiliation of American
society. Some historians refer to result of this shift as ‘cultural Marxism.’
Before this shift, the goals of the international Communist conspiracy were, among other things,
the glorification of the Soviet Union and the subjugation of the United States into a grand Soviet
empire. After this shift, the goals were, inter alia, the humiliation and weakening of the United
States.
To be sure, the earlier goals and the later goals were related. But there was a shift of emphasis,
as historian William F. Buckley wrote in March 1967:

Further on the question: Who are the new pro-Communists? - further evidence
that the new breed is negatively defined. They are not so much pro-Communist
as anti-American. But since they work at anti-Americanism feverishly and at anti-
Communism not at all, the vector of their analysis and passion is pro-Communist.

The earlier generation included people like Alger Hiss, Owen Lattimore, and Thomas Arthur
Bisson. Their allegiance was more directly to Moscow and the various intelligence agencies of
the Soviet Union.
This newer generation of the international Communist conspiracy was typified by Frank Mar-
shall, Bill Ayers, and others. Such men were less constrained by their affection for the Soviet
Union, and more directly motivated by their desire to harm the United States.
Decades later, yet another generation of the international anti-American conspiracy would
emerge: a generation of political thinkers whose ideologies were no longer framed within Cold
War terms. The Soviet Union had fallen, and internationalist Communism had morphed into a
version of ‘progressivist’ politics.
Cut free from the Soviet intelligence agencies which had directed earlier Communist opera-
tives, this third generation did not trust, understand, nor appreciate the United States, its
Constitution, or its people.
In effect, these people did not see the Constitution as guarantor of personal political liberty;
did not see the American people as essentially freedom-loving and good-natured, if imperfect;
and did not see the United States as a land which, albeit imperfectly, sincerely strove to offer
equal opportunities.
This most recent generation of the conspiracy largely eliminated all ties to Moscow and to
doctrinaire Marxism, embracing instead a vaguer and more flexible progressivist socialism,
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the goal of which was statism. Free from any obligation to promote stalinism, these conspir-
ators instead focused their efforts on diminishing the United States militarily, economically,
and diplomatically toward other nations, and internally weakening both its social institutions
and its constitutional governmental institutions, to pave the way for the hegemony of non-
constitutional governmental institutions.

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, then, the United States finds itself threatened no
longer by Soviet Socialism, but rather by a group of anti-American Americans whose goal is to
weaken and humiliate their native land and their fellow citizens.

7.6.2 U.S. Cold War Policy: Intermittently Self-Defeating (2017-08-29 15:09)

Between 1946 and 1990, U.S. policies were, to say the least, inconsistent. From FDR’s apparent
friendly trust in Stalin’s agreements to Harry Truman’s discovery of the Soviet menace, from
containment to rollback, America took different approaches at different times - and occasionally
different approaches at the same time.

In 1964, scholar John Stormer identified these inconsistencies. Beyond merely being inconsis-
tent, however, he notes that these policy quirks were not even in America’s best interests.

Quoting from the Congressional Record, Human Eventsmagazine, and a New York Times News
Service wire story printed in the Dallas Morning News, Stormer, writing in 1964, highlights the
contradictions in American Cold War policy:

Nikita Khrushchev has said that peaceful coexistence involves peaceful economic
competition. Our leaders agree, and place great emphasis on this aspect of the cold
war in urging disarmament. Why then has the United States ...
... supplied nuclear reactors to the communist government of Czechoslovakia, rail-
way equipment to Bulgaria, chemical plants to Yugoslavia, and synthetic rubber
plants to Soviet Russia? Why has America given Russia the machinery to produce
the precision batl bearings used in the guided missiles they “rattle” during every
international crisis?
Why has America built the world’s most modern, most highly automated steel fin-
ishing plant for the communist government of Poland? Constructed in Warren, Ohio,
the plant was dedicated as the Lenin Steel Works by the U. S. Ambassador to Poland
in July 1961. The American people “lent” the communists $2.5-million to pay for it.

John Stormer presents these discrepancies. Behind them lies a question: are they the result
of incompetence or malice? Are they the result of good intentions warped by naive miscalcu-
lations? Or are they the result of a deliberate effort to weaken the United States?

In the half-century which has elapsed since Stormer’s publication, elements of both have come
to light: some of these actions were the result of well-intentioned efforts, others were the fruit
of Soviet operatives who managed to nudge policy makers into bad decisions.

Despite such clumsy moves, and despite communist moles inside the United States, Soviet
Socialism finally collapsed under weight of its own economic mismanagement, no longer able
to keep paying for the military technology it needed to keep pace with NATO.
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7.7 October

7.7.1 An Inconsistent Effort: Resisting the Soviet Threat (2017-10-31 19:49)

The years of the Cold War, roughly 1946 to 1990, were marked by a curious asymmetry: the
nations of liberty in western Europe and North America seemed sometimes hesitant, unsure of
themselves, and ready for compromise.
Meanwhile, the Soviet Union, mainland China, and the international communist conspiracy
were steady, unwavering, and clearly focused on their goal. As Soviet leader Khrushchev stated
while speaking to representatives of western European NATO nations, “we will bury you.”
While the USSR was intent on ending liberty, some American leaders hoped that it would be
possible to turn the communists into friends by helping them. This led to paradoxical behav-
ior: sending various forms of material aid to a power structure which could never, and would
never, desire anything except for the destruction of the personal and political freedoms which
constitute the United States.
In 1964, John Stormer wrote:

The examples are endless. The failure of Russian agriculture has historically been
communism’s weakest “link.”

As agricultural efforts in the Warsaw Pact countries, and other communist states around the
world, persistently failed, hunger threatened to destabilize the communist dictatorship.
Thus unsettled, the oppressed people in those dictatorships might have a chance to throw
off the shackles of tyranny. The failure of agriculture in the Soviet Socialist regions might
undermine the harsh reign of totalitarianism and create an opportunity for freedom.
The worst thing that could happen to the oppressed victims of communism would be for some-
one to enable the communists by propping up their agricultural systems by means of artificially
discounted grain imports.
But some political leaders in the United States hoped to lessen the human suffering in the USSR
and simultaneously encourage friendly relations with the communists - and they hoped to do
this with offers of cheap grain.
“So, in 1961,” Stormer goes on to write, an Ohio Congressman named D.L. Latta could inform
his constituents that

Officials in the U. S. Department of Agriculture and the Commerce Department
agreed to sell surplus wheat to the Soviet Union for $.62 per bushel less than the
baker who bakes your bread pays for it. Only quick action by an awakening pub-
lic stopped this folly which would have supplied wheat to ease food shortages and
the resultant unrest against the communists in the Soviet Union. The officials who
initiated the program are still holding responsible government positions.

Congressman Latta’s statement shows how well-intentioned efforts to ease human suffering
actually supported the regime which cause the suffering.
So it was that ordinary American taxpayers ended up funding homicidal totalitarians like
Khrushchev and Castro. Some U.S. diplomats thought that support from America would some-
how change the minds of dictators who committed a nearly endless string of human rights
violations. As Stormer notes,
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Much American aid to communists is hidden in U.S. grants to the United Nations
and its specialized agencies. For example, the United Nations Special Fund is giving
Castro, the communist dictator of Cuba, funds to bolster his agricultural programs.
The American who heads the fund, Paul Hoffman, approved the grant, and the U.S.
taxpayer is paying 40 % of the total bill of $1.6-million. The grant was made just
after the attempted invasion of Cuba failed in April 1961.

Happily, despite such well-intentioned but wrong-headed actions, there were enough American
policy makers who saw the communists accurately. Over the decades of the Cold War, the U.S.
took a stand, even if inconsistently, to defend personal freedom, to defend individual political
liberty, and to defend property rights.
The American stance was solid enough eventually to cause the USSR to bankrupt itself, as it
finally did by 1990/1991, and collapse its economy by trying to keep parity with U.S. weapons
technology.
The Soviets spent themselves into an economic breakdown by attempting to keep pace with
U.S. defense technology development.

7.8 December

7.8.1 Enlightened Politics, Enlightenment Politics (2017-12-04 10:52)

Modern political liberty, usually residing in the structure of freely-elected representatives, is
based on a view of the relationship between society and government. That view articulates
human rationality as the foundation for voting and political decisions.
British philosopher John Locke (1632 - 1704) and his writings can serve as an icon for this
perspective.
Given that all people seek the same things - life, liberty, and a chance to explore their oppor-
tunities in terms of personal creativity and diligence. People want security for themselves, for
their friends and family, and for their possessions. People want opportunities to see what their
creativity and diligence can accomplish.
In addition to Locke, versions of this view were advanced by Edmund Burke (1727 - 1797),
an Anglo-Irish thinker, and by Americans Thomas Paine (1737 - 1809), Samuel Adams (1722 -
1803), James Otis (1725 - 1783), and Patrick Henry (1736 - 1799).
Historians sometimes use the phrase “The Age of Enlightenment” to label the era in which
these individuals lived.
Enlightenment politics is based, then, on those things which are common to all human beings.
All people have a baseline capability for rational thought, and all people share certain basic
desires.
In a republic governed by freely-elected representatives, the majority will express itself in vot-
ing, and in so doing, will manifest a common human attitude, rather than the attitude of some
select small group.
This ‘Enlightened’ political thinking stands in opposition to ‘identity’ politics.
According to the ‘politics of identity,’ voters should vote based on some distinguishing feature
which marks them as part of a distinct subgroup. Motivated by “identity politics,” voters should
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vote, not based on common human traits, like the desire for life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness, but rather voters should vote on what separates them from others, e.g., race, gender,
religion, etc.
So there is a clear tension between “enlightenment politics” and the “politics of identity.”
The twenty-first century voter, then, is confronted with two alternatives: either one can vote
as a rational human being, valuing those things which all humans value - life, liberty, and
economic opportunity - or one can vote based on one’s membership in a demographic category
- race, gender, ethnicity, etc.

7.8.2 Hatemongering: The Politics of Irrationality (2017-12-04 11:32)

One of the paradoxes of the early twenty-first century is that the era’s rhetoric simultaneously
contains self-righteous diatribes against what it calls “hate,” yet also has made it fashionable
to make blatant declarations of hatred.
In 2004, a group of media personalities and celebrities joined leaders from the Progressivist
movement, the Democratic Party, and the Leftist political scene to contribute to an anthology
titled The I Hate George W. Bush Reader. The book was devoted, not to disagreeing with
President Bush or with his policies, but rather to personal animus.
This book followed on the heels of 2003’s The Bush-Hater’s Handbook.
Yet the authors, contributors, and editors of these books proclaimed themselves to be standing
in opposition to hate.
One might begin to ask for a clarified definition of the word ‘hate.’
The rhetoric of hate in the media manifested itself in a pattern of expressing the hope that
someone - President Bush, Vice President Cheney, etc. - would be assassinated. Such expres-
sions were often disguised as jokes, allowing the speaker the ready-made excuse that it was
“merely a jest.”
But the pattern continued, as the Washington Post published an editorial in 2016 titled I Hate
Donald Trump. But He Might Get My Vote.
There is an internal contradiction in the news media, sometimes called the “mainstream” me-
dia, as it loudly proclaims its opposition to hate, and at the same time expresses passionate
hatred toward anyone it opposes.
The establishment media and those it controls - the Democratic party, the Leftists generally,
and the Progressivist movement - “are the ones who use Nazi bullying and intimidation tactics
and subscribe to a full-blown fascist ideology,” notes historian Dinesh D’Souza.
Thus events described as rallies against hate are in fact hate-filled rioters. The word “protester”
is systematically substituted for “rioter” in various reports. As D’Souza explains,

The self-styled opponents of hate are the actual practitioners of the politics of hate.
Through a process of transference, leftists blame their victims for being and doing
what they themselves are and do.

As often happens in political conflicts, language itself is hijacked. Consider the key vocabulary
words: hate, protest, and riot.
The rhetoric escalates. Harsher and harsher terms are used. Eventually a fascist movement
emerges and labels itself “Antifa,” meaning ‘anti-fascist.’ D’Souza notes that
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In a sick inversion, the real fascists in American politics masquerade as anti-fascists
and accuse the real anti-fascists of being fascists.

In amedia age in which information is reduced to a 140-character or 280-character ‘tweet,’ or to
a 20-second soundbite, readers and viewers can be misled into thinking that “Antifa” is an anti-
fascist organization, especially when the establishment media fails to report that organizers of
Antifa rallies regularly arrive with knives and baseball bats to conduct their peaceful anti-hate
events.
Consumers of news media must carefully consider and ask who is truly on the side of individual
political liberty.
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8.1 January

8.1.1 An Insider’s View: The Sinister Rigidity of Upper-Middle-Class Progres-
sivist America (Part 1) (2018-01-16 15:36)

In the wake of the November 2016 U.S. presidential election, an anonymous author on the
‘Alternet’ website wrote:

As the aftermath of the election of Donald Trump is being sorted out, a common
theme keeps cropping up from all sides: “Democrats failed to understand white,
working-class, fly-over America.”

As the author notes, this analysis is at best incomplete. It is a misdirect. At worst, it’s simply
wrong. President Trump received more votes from African-Americans and from Latinos than
anyone expected him to receive, and he received more votes from them than any other candi-
date from his party (McCain or Romney) had received in decades.
Among many questions, one is this: Why did so many Blacks and Hispanics vote for Trump,
especially when they were being told that Trump wasn’t their candidate?
Conversely, why did so many African-Americans and Latinos decide to vote against Hillary
Clinton?
While it is true, in the words of the anonymous author, that there are “East Coast elites who
don’t understand or care about rural America,” that’s not the whole story. The larger narrative
cuts across racial, regional, or class groups.
Voters of various demographic groups simply had a hard time believing that Hillary Clinton
had their best interests at heart. Donald Trump spoke about revitalizing the national economy
and creating jobs. He spoke of the United States as something respectable, and that, in a
community of nations, the United States deserves respect.
By contrast, Hillary Clinton’s message to Blacks and Hispanics was that they should vote for her
because they owed allegiance and loyalty to her and to her party. She demanded, expected,
and assumed that they would vote for her. They responded by doing the opposite.
The argument that the Democratic Party ‘failed to understand’ the voters is incomplete. In
certain situations, Hillary Clinton’s organization may have understood the voters, but either
ignored them, or expected party loyalty to overcome the hardships which they were enduring.
Under the Obama administration, African-American incomes and employment reached all-time
lows. African-American unemployment reached all-time highs. Hillary Clinton gave no indica-
tion that her policies would diverge from Obama’s policies.
During the first year of the Trump administration, Black employment and incomes reached all-
time highs, and Black unemployment reached all-time lows. Likewise Latino unemployment
reached record lows, and Latino incomes and employment reached all-time highs.
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Perhaps Hillary forgot her own slogan: “It’s the economy.” Economic freedom and personal
liberty do not know race, religion, region, or culture.
Trump’s simple slogans connected with a sentiment among the voters: the notion that they
were tired of sacrificing their personal incomes, their net worths, and their standards of living
for some vague globalist ideals promoted jointly by Obama and Hillary Clinton.
Voters were tired of being told to endure shrinking personal freedoms for the sake of some
ambiguous hope or fear. The Obama-Clinton message was that the citizens should make sac-
rifices, not to defend the nation against some existential threat like an attacking military force,
but rather to fuel dubious causes.
Trump’s uncomplicatedmessage was that he would simply do what’s best for the nation. Trump
said that he would make calculations based on measures like employment, income levels, and
economic growth levels.
Although the United States has had a number of presidents who graduated from Ivy League
universities, Trump is the first one to have studied economics at an Ivy League university. Per-
haps some of Trump’s policies, and their successes, can be traced to the fact that he is, at
heart, an economist.

8.2 February

8.2.1 An Insider’s View: The Sinister Rigidity of Upper-Middle-Class Progres-
sivist America (Part 2) (2018-02-14 13:22)

In the wake of the November 2016 presidential election in the United States, the ‘progressive
movement’ was left in shock. Its followers did not understand how or why they had lost.
Why hadn’t the voters given an overwhelming landslide victory to the progressives? In the
words of an anonymous author at the ‘Alternet’ website, many of the progressives

don’t understand the causes of their own situations and fears and they have shown
no interest in finding out. They don’t want to know why they feel the way they do or
why they are struggling because they don’t want to admit it is in large part because
of the choices they’ve made and the horrible things they’ve allowed themselves to
believe.

The big surprise was that many African-American voters, and many Latino voters, chose to
vote against Hillary Clinton. The progressives were mystified. Although Hillary styled herself
as a progressive who would be a messiah for the Black and Hispanic voters, her assumptions
were in fact quite racist: she assumed that African-Americans and Latinos were obliged to vote
for her simply because they were African-Americans and Latinos.
This is the essence of progressive ‘identity politics’ - Hillary assumed that people vote a certain
way because they belong to a racial or cultural demographic group.
It had not occurred to the progressives that people might vote based on their desires for eco-
nomic opportunity or their desires for political liberty.
Progressivism contains a hidden but patronizing and condescending racism within its ideology.
It assumes that Blacks and Hispanics, rather than seek opportunity in the economic sphere,
should and would seek security and dependence.
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Because progressivism’s assumption is wrong, Donald Trump received more African-American
and Latino votes than Mitt Romney or John McCain.
To dwell among progressives is, in the words of the anonymous ‘Alternet’ author, to listen “to
their political rants” and wince “at their racist/bigoted jokes and epithets.” The progressives
who present themselves as the ones who will end racism are in fact the ones who perpetuate
racism.
A free market economy is the least racist thing in the world. It doesn’t care about the color of
one’s skin; it cares about the amount of effort one produces.
Under the tutelage of progressives, American towns “go from a robust economy with well-
kept homes and infrastructure to a struggling economy with shuttered businesses, dilapidated
homes and a broken-down infrastructure,” as the ‘Alternet’ writer phrases it. Progressives
express rage at these conditions, but don’t understand that their policies have caused it, and
don’t understand that continuing their policies will only amplify the misery.
Progressives “don’t understand themselves or the reasons for their anger and frustration.”
Instead of data about society and about the changing beliefs of voters, progressivism “has
shaped most of their belief systems.” Progressives seek to redistribute wealth, and to regulate
the distribution of benefits and opportunities. They failed to internalize that people - of all
races, cultures, and religions - value opportunities and freedoms.
“Systems built on a” progressivist “framework are not conducive to introspection, questioning,
learning, or change. When you have a belief system built on” progressivism, “it isn’t open to
outside criticism, especially by anyone not a member of your tribe and in a position of power.”
In other words, the progressives were certain that Americans wanted them to intervene in
economy, in education, and in social trends. They couldn’t, or wouldn’t, believe that voters
wanted an energized economy at home, and a strong national image abroad. Progressivism

doesn’t understand itself and will never listen to anyone outside its bubble. It doesn’t
matter how “understanding” you are, how well you listen, what language you use …
if you are viewed as an outsider, your views will be automatically discounted.

Progressives have so thoroughly internalized their foundational assumptions that when outside
voices “present them any information that contradicts their entrenched beliefs, no matter how
sound, how unquestionable, how obvious, they will not even entertain the possibility that it
might be true.”
For example, progressives simply can’t bring themselves to believe that poverty can be allevi-
ated by deregulating industries - that such deregulation would spur economic growth, creating
not only jobs, but jobs that pay well.
Because they can’t conceptualize such dynamics, they were mystified, and remain puzzled, at
the results of the November 2016 election.

8.2.2 An Insider’s View: The Sinister Rigidity of Upper-Middle-Class Progres-
sivist America (Part 3) (2018-02-15 12:56)

As a social or psychological phenomenon, progressivism began as an idealistic program of
reform. Its first major appearance was in the early 1900s, and among the earlier followers
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of progressives like Woodrow Wilson, there were some who sincerely believed that they could
benefit the nation, or even the world, with their progressive policies.
At some point, however, a segment within the progressive movement began to operate rather
cynically, maintaining the rhetoric of political reform, social reform, and economic reform, but
using that wording to cover their motives of self-interest.
The cynics within the progressive movement could exploit their more naive fellows.
Although progressivism did manage to implement some of its policies during various segments
of American political history, it did not achieve consistent power: Coolidge was able to restore
fiscal balance after Wilson’s excesses; Reagan was able to moderate some of Carter’s more
bizarre actions.
Even during those time periods in which progressives managed to hold power and enforce their
policies, they did not obtain the results they sought. Wilson’s extreme intervention into the
economy didn’t bring about the benefits he hoped to obtain.
Over the course of the twentieth century, progressivism became frustrated, and frustration led
to anger. Fear joined anger: fear that the progressive agenda would not be implemented or
would not succeed if implemented. Additionally, progressivist propaganda generated fear in
order to prompt the voters to embrace progressivism, warning the voters about some looming
disaster which could be avoided only by adopting progressivist policies.
Characterized by fear and anger, later versions of progressivism operated mainly by catastro-
phizing and demonizing: to adopt progressive policies was to avoid a catastrophe; to reject
progressive policies or candidates was a catastrophe. Candidates or policies which were not
progressive were not merely wrong, they were evil, and had to be opposed at all costs.
Cynics fostering fear and anger; fear and anger leading to catastrophization and demonization:
the electorate seemed to grow weary of this version of progressivism.
By November 2016, the voters saw Hillary Clinton as someone who promoted fear and anger,
and who relied on that fear and anger to fuel her political activities. Whether or not Hillary
herself was an angry person didn’t matter. Voters perceived that she needed and wanted the
voters to be angry and afraid, and that she was working to ensure that they were.
Whether or not she had goals and a vision, Hillary was perceived as a candidate who was
primarily “against” something, and who did not have a constructive or affirmative vision for
the nation’s future. She didn’t communicate specific policy goals, although she may have had
them posted on her campaign’s website.
By contrast, Donald Trump, despite his rhetorical flaws, projected a positive vision for the na-
tion’s future and specific policy goals.
The progressive establishment co-opts and subverts educational institutions as one of its pri-
marily vehicles. This has led to a skepticism among voters about some aspects of education.
The influence of progressivism on schools, colleges, and universities is a complex phenomenon
which would require a longer narrative than will be presented here. But because of progres-
sivist influences, certain segments of the educational establishment have lost credibility in the
minds of the voters.
The “insider’s view” of one who lives and works a community filled primarily with progressive
voters reveals that they are often rather nice and friendly people, but they find it nearly impos-
sible to entertain certain ideas.
Many progressives cannot believe, e.g., that anything brought forth under the title “tax cut” can
be beneficial to middle-income and lower-income citizens. For the progressive, it is an article
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of faith that “tax cut” is always an excuse to line pockets of those who are already wealthy,
and to do so at the expense of the poor. Despite any empirical or mathematical evidence, the
progressive cannot, and will not, consider the possibility that tax cuts allow middle-income and
lower-income citizens to retain more of their own hard-earned wages.
Likewise, progressives largely believe that any form of deregulation cannot have beneficial
effects. They are incapable of entertaining even the possibility that deregulation of certain
industries could create well-paying jobs and lift people out of poverty.
Reason would not demand, of course, that progressives accept ideas which are contrary to
their own ideology. But reason would demand that they at least understand or explore such
ideas, if for no other reason than to produce counterarguments. Instead, progressives reject
such ideas out of hand, as if they are a priori identifiable as nonsensical gibberish.

8.3 March

8.3.1 An Insider’s View: The Sinister Rigidity of Upper-Middle-Class Progres-
sivist America (Part 4) (2018-03-08 18:12)

To live and work in a community filled largely with people who identify themselves as ‘progres-
sives’ is to gain a certain insight both into their world and into their worldview.
Many of them, on a personal level, are friendly and even kind.
Progressivism, however, manifests itself within them as a rigidity of thought. A significant
number of them imagine that racism and a desire to inflict suffering on the lower classes are
the only possible motives for endorsing lower tax rates.
They cannot entertain even as a remote possibility that a proposal to reduce taxes would be
motivated by a sincere wish to ease the burdens on the middle and lower classes, and a desire
to create economic opportunities which could lift workers out of the bottommost classes.
Likewise, many progressives cannot conceptualize that deregulation, e.g., the easing of zoning
ordinances about which buildings might be constructed on which types of real estate, as a
principle could provide opportunities for creative and self-empowered economic activity on the
parts of individuals in a society.
Progressives often find it difficult to belief that regulation in the forms of various licenses or
permits often constitutes an obstacle to creating opportunities - equal opportunities - for work-
ers and entrepreneurs of any race. The opportunities created by deregulation are paths out of
poverty.
It is probably worthwhile to attempt to make a distinction between hardcore progressives, on
the one hand, and on the other hand, voters who vote in line with the progressive agenda
because they’re surrounded almost exclusively by people and media which endorse it.
Many progressives are dismissive of “outside information that doesn’t support” their agendas
and “their belief system,” in the words of an anonymous author on the “Alternet” website.
They cling tightly to the notion that anyone who opposes their candidates or legislative initia-
tives must be a racist. Anything introduced as evidence to the contrary will be dismissed a
priori as false.
Progressives usually simply ignore the leadership and accomplishments of women and men
like Condoleezza Rice, J.C. Watts, Herman Cain, Alan Keyes, and many others. On those rare
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occasions when the existence of such people is acknowledged, they are written off as bribed
or brainwashed, or simply labeled Uncle Tom.
When deregulation and tax cuts create jobs for African-American workers and Hispanic workers,
and create opportunities for Black entrepreneurs and Latino entrepreneurs, progressive media
outlets simply ignore these events.
When private sector corporations, not government agencies, create a system to fund ‘en-
trepreneurs of color’ in downtown Detroit, and when that model is copied by business com-
munities in other cities, progressives merely bemoan a lack of taxpayer funded initiatives to
deal with a situation which the private sector is already in the process of fixing.
Certainly, it would not be fair to expect members of the progressivist movement to embrace
the very views which they reject, and which their movement was designed to undermine. But
in rational discourse, it would be sensible to expect that they should at least understand the
internal logic of opposing views, if for no other reason than to better argue against them.
But progressives do not seem to truly understand the notion that a free market, as opposed
to a crony or statist system, is the best source of equal opportunity for individuals of any race,
religion, ethnicity, culture, gender, or other demographic variable.
Historically, deregulation has been the chief effective opponent of racism: eliminating ‘Jim
Crow’ laws was a form of deregulation. Rosa Parks fought against government regulations
about the riders of a government-owned transportation agency.
The fugitive slave laws were examples of positive legislation promoting racism. Getting rid
of them was an example of deregulation. Segregation was legislated, and enforcing it was a
government program.
An entrepreneur hopes to, and will be successful only as long as she or he does, manufacture
the largest possible amount of high-quality product at low prices. A laissez-faire economy
cannot and will not bother to look at the color of a person’s skin.
Progressives usually assume or believe that anyone who does not enthusiastically support their
candidates or legislative initiatives is a racist or a misogynist.
There is nothing less racist than a free market. This is a concept with progressives cannot
entertain or understand.

8.3.2 An Insider’s View: The Sinister Rigidity of Upper-Middle-Class Progres-
sivist America (Part 5) (2018-03-09 14:10)

Although some of them embrace various theologies, progressives are generally suspicious of
religion. Those who do accept some manner of religious belief either tend toward institutions
which place minimal intellectual commitments on participants (e.g., the Unitarian Universalist
Church, or the leftist fringe of the Episcopal-Anglican communion), or they engage in some
unique, self-generated, idiopathic spirituality.
Progressives distrust organized religion, and especially the organized religion of someone
whose political views diverge from doctrinaire leftism.
The Judeo-Christian tradition, as it exists within Western Civilization, is a favorite target for
progressives. It is assumed that such a religious belief system has a symbiotic relationship
with racism, sexism, and bigotry of all sorts: in the mind of the progressive, racism causes
religion, and religion causes racism.
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This dogma is so deeply entrenched in the progressive mind that it is not shaken by allusions
to, e.g., Martin Luther King’s founding of the Southern Christian Leadership Conference in con-
junction with the Montgomery bus boycott, or his collaboration with Billy Graham.
Likewise, the progressive’s belief that Christianity is evil is not shaken by the role of the Judeo-
Christian tradition in the grand historical developments which led to the abolition of slavery
and led to women’s suffrage.
When people diverge from the orthodox progressive view on any controversial social question,
progressives routinely blame historical Christianity, despite the fact that large and significant
numbers of Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, and atheists also depart from the progressivist views
on such social issues.
On religion and social issues, just as on economic matters, progressivists seem unable to see
as reasonable any views except their own. The automatic attribution of racism and sexism to
anyone who opposes the progressivist agenda reveals a lack of imagination.
Many progressivists also find it difficult to contemplate evidence which points to the failure
of progressive policies - that programs designed to reduce poverty actually increase it, that
programs designed to reduce crime really increase it, etc.
Progressivism is often characterized by the habit of dismissing both spirituality and liberty.
It wrongly attributes all manner of evil to Western Civilization’s Judeo-Christian tradition, but
denies the social good which this tradition accomplished. Likewise, it attributes both ill motives
and ill effects to personal political liberty and to free markets, but refuses to acknowledge the
opportunities which are thereby created.

8.4 May

8.4.1 Nixon in 1968: Freedom and Prosperity as Ideological Underpinnings
(2018-05-17 14:15)

The name and reputation of Richard Nixon have been so closely linked with the Watergate
Scandal and his subsequent resignation from the presidency that it takes a significant mental
effort to understand the place he occupied in U.S. politics prior to 1972.
The 1968 election saw the voters of the Democratic Party split between the party’s official
nominee, Hubert Humphrey, and a splinter candidate, GeorgeWallace, who left the Democratic
Party and took a significant percentage of the party’s voters with him. This split allowed Nixon
to win the presidency in 1968.
As wasmore common at that time, it was not entirely certain whom the twomajor parties would
nominate as their presidential candidates. The delegates would make significant decisions at
the conventions.
Both parties vied for the votes of Blacks. Nixon’s Republicans had more success with suburban
and rural African-Americans in the South, while Hubert Humphrey would find success among
urban Blacks.
In August 1968, William F. Buckley analyzed the views of Richard Nixon which had brought him
to the point of obtaining the party’s nomination:

This country has had the most phenomenal success of any country in the world grad-
uating people from poverty into affluence, and that graduation has been the result
of economic and private activity, not government activity.
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Buckley was arguing that despite struggles about race relations, about the Vietnam War, and
about the economic situation of the poor, the United States still enjoyed a fundamentally sound
condition, both in terms of liberty and in terms of providing opportunities for its citizens.
The limits imposed by the citizens upon the government provide general prosperity and indi-
vidual opportunities. The government being restrained, people are free to work, save, and find
chances for advancement. The mechanisms for prosperity are, then, individual initiative and
the liberty to do with one’s money as one pleases.
Buckley argued that Nixon’s view was to preserve the sources of America’s strength. “Under
the circumstances,” Nixon “wants to maintain those wellsprings of action.” The civil rights
struggle of 1950s and 1960s was taking on an added dimension: economic concerns.
Nixon’s view, in sum, was to find the foundations of what was working well for the people of
the nation, and protect and preserve those foundations.
The earlier phases of the civil rights movement had focused on voting rights and access to
buses. The later phases also addressed the concept of equal opportunity.
Nixon created opportunities, as historian Conrad Black writes:

On May 16, Nixon invoked “the silent center who do not demonstrate, who do not
picket or protest loudly.” He was offering the African-Americans government tax
incentives for small business and home improvements in their areas and neighbor-
hoods. He had given up on notions of vast, horribly costly slum clearances compul-
sory relocations of people. If standards of living and quality of life could be improved
where people were, all the rest would follow. He was promising a hard crackdown on
crime and violence.

Violent crime was disproportionately impacting the Black urban community. Opportunities
would be created by reducing crime and reducing the government regulations which had pre-
vented African-American entrepreneurs from experiencing success with their small business.
Most voters were repelled by the idea, proposed by the Democratic Party, of forced relocations
of citizens from one neighborhood to another. Nixon won votes by rejecting that idea.
Nixon also proposed an end to the draft and end to the Vietnam War. President Kennedy had
placed U.S. combat troops into Vietnam, and Johnson had greatly increased the number of
troops there. Candidate Humphrey proposed further troop increases. Nixon’s proposal to end
the war was popular. In the 1950s, President Eisenhower had kept U.S. troops out of Vietnam,
and had urged future presidents to do likewise. While Kennedy and Johnson ignored Ike’s
advice, Nixon, having been Eisenhower’s vice president, would get American soldiers out of
Vietnam.
Truly equal opportunities yield unequal results, because people make different choices. So talk
of ‘equality’ in politics needs to be categorized into equality of rights and opportunities on the
one hand, and on the other hand equality of property on the other.
Equality of property - i.e., everyone has the same amount of money - can only be achieved by
the continuous violation of civil rights. Buckley said,

Unless you have freedom to be unequal there is no such thing as freedom. Every
single person who owns a Ford car today is considered, by terms of international
statistics, as being especially privileged. My point is that he worked to achieve it and
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that we ought to encourage a system which permits people like and you and people
like Mr. Smith and people like the technicians in this room to make progress. The
fact that they make more progress than other people is not their fault, nor is it the
fault of other people. It’s the fault of freedom, but this I judge to be the price that we
ought to be willing to pay in order to indulge the great animating force of progress
in the world.

No matter how well-intended or how carefully calculated, government intervention is, first, a
violation of the liberty of the individual, and second, not able to provide the anticipated equality
and prosperity.
Although it is tempting to ask for government intervention, the price of freedom and dignity is
the self-restraint not to request some manner of regulation. Buckley noted

I think that the strongest line that he could take is to face the people of the United
States and say, “The reason, the principal reason, for the discontent of our time is
because you have been encouraged by a demagogy of the left to believe that the
federal government is going to take care of your life for you.” The answer is the
federal government A. can’t, B. shouldn’t, C. won’t. Under the circumstances look
primarily to your own resources - spiritual, economic, and philosophical - and don’t
look to the government to do it because the government is going to fail you.

Although unpleasant to learn, the axiom underlying the phenomena of the modern world is, in
Buckley’s words: “Freedom breeds inequality.” If liberty is violated in the pursuit of equality,
not only will freedom be lost, but the hoped-for equality will not materialize.
Nixon’s presidency achieved increased opportunities for African-Americans primarily by re-
straining the government. Between 1968 and 1972, Nixon received increasing support from
Black voters, who were encouraged by his actions. The early to mid 1970s are often considered
be the end of what historians call ‘the civil rights era,’ as most of the goals of the original civil
rights movement had been met.

8.5 June

8.5.1 Eisenhower Empowers African-Americans: Blacks in Significant Roles
in Ike’s Administration (2018-06-23 11:18)

On July 10, 1955, the New York Times ran an Associated Press article with the dateline July 9,
Washington. The AP wire story was headlined “Negro Appointed Eisenhower Aide” and repre-
sented a meaningful step forward as African-Americans worked toward full civil rights in the
1950s.
The same day, the Los Angels Times ran the same article under the headline, “Negro Appointed
to Top Job in Executive Office.” The article stated that

The White House announced today that Everett Frederic Morrow, a Negro, had been
named to a top job in President Eisenhower’s executive office.
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Large numbers of Black voters took the news as confirmation of their decision to vote Eisen-
hower into the presidency in 1952. Groups like the National Council of Negro Democrats had
taken the bold step of endorsing Eisenhower’s candidacy. The Democratic Party’s ticket for
the national election did not convince African-American voters that the Democrats were solidly
opposed to segregation.
The Eisenhower campaign drew up a list of fourteen actions which his administration took
once he was inaugurated. The steps toward complete civil rights angered key Democrats like
Senator Robert Byrd, whom Hillary Clinton called a “friend and mentor.” Byrd voted against
Ike’s 1957 Civil Rights bill.
Concerning Everett Frederic Morrow, who’d graduated from Rutgers Law School, the New York
Times stated flatly that

He will be the first Negro of such rank in the executive office.

Another Democratic Party leader, Senator (and later president) Lyndon Johnson, retaliated by
offering amendments to the 1957 Civil Rights bill which were designed to make the bill’s pro-
visions unenforceable. Johnson’s opposition was more of a stealth tactic, while Byrd’s was a
head-on attack.
Inside the White House, Morrow brought important experiences and connections to the Eisen-
hower administration from his previous posts at the CBS network and at the NAACP.

Mr. Morrow served on President Eisenhower’s campaign train in 1952. He has been
with the Columbia Broadcasting System public relations staff and at one time was
field secretary for the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People.

It was a powerful statement on Eisenhower’s part that Morrow was placed in a supervisory role
over Nelson Rockefeller. To have a Black executive overseeing a member of the wealthy and
powerful Rockefeller family was a clear sign of Ike’s commitment to civil rights.
The National Council of Negro Democrats shocked observers by endorsing the Republican pres-
idential candidate, but this group knew that meaningful opposition to segregation would come
from President Eisenhower, and not from the Democratic Party’s candidates.
Morrow’s grandfather had been a leader and an educator within the Presbyterian Church. The
New York Times noted that

He comes from a family long identified with educational and civic development of
Negro life.

Prior this appointment, Morrow had worked in the Eisenhower administration as “an advisor on
business affairs to Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks.”

8.5.2 African-Americans Acquire Significant Roles in the Eisenhower Admin-
istration: Black Leaders Manage Central Duties in Ike’s White House
(2018-06-24 13:06)

On July 10, 1955, theWashington Post and Times Herald contained an article headlined “Negro
Named to Ike’s Staff.” The article revealed that no previous president had ever appointed an
African-American to such an important office:
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President Eisenhower yesterday named a Negro for the first time to an important
post in his executive office.

On July 12, 1955, the New York Times ran a brief article under the headline, “White House Aide
Sworn.” But the small size of the article belied its historical significance.
When Everett Frederic Morrow took his oath of office, he was living proof that President Eisen-
hower was creating equal opportunities for African-Americans. Never before had a Black man
achieved the high standing that Mr. Morrow obtained that day, as the Times stated:

Everett F. Morrow was sworn in today as a White House administrative officer, the
first Negro to hold a position of that rank.

Mr. Morrow had experiences and connections from his previous work at the CBS network and
in the NAACP.
Ike’s administration had implemented a list of fourteen actions designed to promote and es-
tablish civil rights. President Eisenhower also worked to obtain congressional approval for the
1957 Civil Right Bill.
Angered by Ike’s work, Democratic Senator Robert Byrd opposed the Civil Rights Bill by voting
against it, while Democratic Senator (and later president) Lyndon Johnson opposed the bill by
offering amendments which would prevent its implementation.
Despite such vicious opposition to civil rights, President Eisenhower continued to work in sup-
port of civil rights, confirming the decision by the National Council of Negro Democrats to
endorse him in the 1952 presidential election. That shocking action was taken by this group
because it understood that the Democratic Party’s national candidates offered no meaningful
opposition to segregation.
Many leaders in the Democratic Party, like Senators Byrd and Johnson, were infuriated that
African-American voters would dare to vote for a Republican candidate like Eisenhower. Black
voters, however, defiantly disobeyed the Democratic Party, because they understood that
meaningful advances toward civil rights, and meaningful opposition to segregation, would
come only from Ike’s administration.

8.5.3 Eisenhower Chooses Everett J. Morrow and Val J. Washington as Top-
Level White House Advisors (2018-06-25 12:10)

The U.S. presidential elections of 1952 and 1956 occurred in the midst of what has become
known as the ‘civil rights movement.’ The Supreme Court handed down its Brown vs. Board of
Education decision in May 1954, and the Montgomery bus boycott began in December 1956.
In 1952, the Democratic Party nominated John Sparkman, an avowed segregationist, to its
national ticket. Sparkman was the candidate for vice president; the Democratic candidate
for president was Adlai Stevenson. The Republican party nominated Dwight Eisenhower and
Richard Nixon, who favored integration and desegregation. Black voters were faced with a
clear choice.
African-American groups took observable actions: the National Council of Negro Democrats
endorsed Eisenhower for president. The Stevenson-Sparkman ticket was shocking to Black
voters. Historians at the University of Virginia’s Miller Center write that not only was Eisenhower
popular because he was a WW2 hero and projected a friendly and likeable personality, but also
that
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Eisenhower also cut into Stevenson’s margins in many Democratic constituencies,
including African Americans, who voted in larger proportion for the President than
for any Republican candidate since Herbert Hoover.

Once in office, Ike moved forward: he appointed Everett Frederic Morrow to an executive office.
No Black leader had held a job at a level this high before. On July 10, 1955, the Detroit Free
Press ran an AP wire story about Morrow, under the headline “White House Picks Negro for Top
Spot,” stating that

He will be administrative officer of the White House “Special Projects Group” which
comprises advisers to the President on foreign, economic, disarmament and other
problems.

Historian Steve Neal writes that Eisenhower also “established the United States Commission on
Civil Rights.” In both 1957 and in 1960, Ike moved the first two civil rights bills of the twentieth
century through Congress, against opposition from Democrats like Lyndon Johnson and John
Sparkman. Democratic Senator Robert Byrd also opposed the civil rights bills, and opposed
desegregation and integration in any form, yet Hillary Clinton called him a “friend and mentor.”
Steve Neal writes:

Eisenhower enforced the Court’s decision in sending federal troops into Little Rock,
and he went on to establish a civil rights division in the Justice Department in 1957
that committed the federal government to defend the rights of minorities and pro-
vided momentum to the civil rights movement.

Eisenhower appointed another African-American, Valores James Washington, to be a top-level
advisor in the White House. Given his cumbersome name, he usually asked people to refer to
him as Val J. Washington, and he had also worked as one of Eisenhower’s strategists during the
1952 election. He also held various offices within the Republican Party.

8.6 August

8.6.1 Clinton’s Wars: Bill and Hillary Use Military Force (2018-08-03 18:04)

President Bill Clinton was in office from January 1993 to January 2001. During those years, he
requested and authorized many military operations. Both President Clinton and his wife Hillary
often spoke publicly of her role: she not only advised him, but often made decisions with him.
The foreign policy and military policy of those years, then, is the product of both Bill and Hillary.
When discussing military activities, it is important to note that officially planned and authorized
operations are given names in all capital letters.
The two major regions for Clinton’s military operations were the Balkans and southwest Asia.
In these places, Clinton used drones extensively, both for reconnaissance and for attack.
Shortly before Clinton took office, the country of Yugoslavia had disintegrated into six or seven
smaller nations: Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro, Croatia, Serbia, and
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Kosovo. These nations were often at war with each other, and often experiencing civil war
within themselves.

For a variety of reasons, President Bill Clinton made extensive use of the United States military,
supporting one side or another in these conflicts.

Operations DENY FLIGHT (12 April 1993 - 20 December 1995) and DELIBERATE FORCE (30
August 1995 - 20 September 1995) were conducted over the countries which composed the
former Yugoslavia. The latter operation alone dropped more than 1,026 bombs, primarily on
Serbia.

An operation variously named ALLIED FORCE or NOBLE ANVIL (24 March 1999 to 10 June 1999)
directed several thousand bombs and missiles against regions within the area of the former
Yugoslavia.

The Balkans received much of Clinton’s attention. Other major operations in the territories of
the former Yugoslavia included ABLE SENTRY (1993), QUICK LIFT (1995), NOMAD VIGIL (1995)
and NOMAD ENDEAVOR (1997), PHOENIX MOAT and JOINT ENDEAVOR (1995), DECISIVE EDGE
(1996), JOINT GUARD and DELIBERATE GUARD (1996), SILVER WAKE (1997), DETERMINED FAL-
CON (1998), DELIBERATE FORGE (1998), BALKON CALM (1998), EAGLE EYE (1998), SUSTAIN
HOPE or SHINING HOPE (1999), JOINT GUARDIAN (1999), and JOINT FORCE (1999).

In southwest Asia, Clinton’s main focus was on Iraq. Concerned about the dictator Saddam Hus-
sein’s manufacturing of weapons of mass destruction, President Bill Clinton ordered numerous
bombings in an effort to destroy the factories and laboratories which were producing biological
and chemical weapons (including poison gas).

Clinton was also hoping to reduce or stop Hussein’s genocidal killing of the Kurds. Kurds are an
ethnic minority in northern Iraq. Likewise, Clinton hoped to slow the Baath Party’s human rights
violations. ‘Baath’ was the name of Hussein’s political party; it routinely tortured, blackmailed,
extorted, and murdered Iraqi citizens.

Themilitary uses the term ‘SW Asia’ for what the newsmedia call the ‘Near East’ or ‘Middle East’
- operations there included INTRINSIC ACTION (1993), VIGILANT WARRIOR and VIGILANT SEN-
TINEL (1993), QUICK TRANSIT (1997), NORTHERN WATCH (1997), PHOENIX SCORPION (1997),
and DESERT THUNDER (1998).

A one-day operation named DESERT STRIKE (03 September 1996) sent 44 missiles in Iraq.

In operation DESERT FOX (16 December 1998 to 19 December 1998), over 600 missiles and
bombs were directed against Iran’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

Themissions listed above, alongwith others notmentioned here, involved thousands of soldiers
and aircraft. Thousands of sorties were flown, and thousands of bombs and missiles used in
Yugoslavia and Iraq. A ‘sortie’ is a mission for a military aircraft.

President Bill Clinton requested and authorized missions in other parts of the world, as well.
But his main attention was directed toward the two regions discussed above.

Naturally, there has been extensive political debate about these uses of the United States
military forces. Were these missions in the best interests of the United States? Presidents are
expected to take military action when the nation’s interests can be served that way.

Clinton’s predecessor in the White House, President George H.W. Bush, used the military less
than Clinton did. Clinton’s successor, President George W. Bush, used the military to the same
extent, or perhaps more, than Clinton did.
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8.6.2 Eisenhower Works for Desegregation and Integration: A Lifelong Com-
mitment to Civil Rights (2018-08-09 11:18)

Before and during his years in theWhite House, President Eisenhower worked for racial desegre-
gation and integration. In late 1944 and early 1945, during the Battle of the Bulge, Eisenhower
deliberately defied the policies of Franklin Roosevelt’s War Department by ordering Black and
White soldiers to fight side-by-side as equals.
After WW2 ended, Eisenhower spoke to Congress in April 1948, as historian William Hitchcock
writes:

Soon after he left the army, while testifying before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on universal military service, Eisenhower was invited to give his views on
racial segregation in the military. His response was quite lengthy. The army, he
opined, “is just one of the mirrors that holds up to our faces the United States of
America … There is race prejudice in this country.”

Ike’s statements to Congress moved President Truman to issue the famous Executive Or-
der 9981 in July 1948. Truman’s order hoped to desegregate the armed forces. Sadly, the
Democrats - Truman’s own party - prevented his order from being implemented.
Reflecting on his career in the military, Eisenhower saw that segregation was not helpful. He’d
integrated the soldiers at the Battle of the Bulge because he knew that it was the right thing
to do: it formed the most effective fighting force and gave the Allies a chance to win.

He spoke about the segregation that was in place when he first joined the army four
decades earlier, calling it “extreme” and unnecessary.

Embracing the ideas of desegregation and integration, Eisenhower believed, were signs of
maturity.
As president, only two weeks after his inauguration, Ike accomplished an end to segregation
in the federal government, in the armed services, and in entire area of Washington, D.C.

Eventually, Eisenhower hoped, “the human race may finally grow up,” and such con-
cerns would disappear.

Eisenhower’s support for civil rights was reliable and immovable, but also unemotional, unsen-
timental, and dispassionate. He saw equal civil rights as simple justice.
His most significant actions on behalf of civil rights were accompanied by his understated and
calm words. When he ordered federal soldiers to Little Rock to override the Arkansas State
Police, he did not give a fiery rousing speech on the matter. He simply did it.
Eisenhower saw segregation, and the laws which supported it, as symptoms rather than causes.
They were the effects of a deeper problem in society. Segregation grew organically out of
certain attitudes and beliefs, as William Hitchcock writes:

These comments reveal a man who believed that racial segregation in both the army
and the nation had an organic quality. It was unpleasant and probably wrong.
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In the 1952 presidential election, Eisenhower ran as the Republican candidate against a segre-
gationist ticket put forth by the Democrat Party.
The difference was clear to the voters in general, and very clear to African-American voters in
particular.

In his first press conference as a candidate, held in Abilene on June 5, 1952, he de-
clared his “unalterable support of fairness and equality among all types of American
citizens.”

Pollsters were stunned by large number of Blacks who voted for Eisenhower. During his first
four years in office, he earned their confidence, which played a role in his re-election in 1956.

8.6.3 The Quiet Civil Rights Hero: Eisenhower Acts Instead of Speaking
(2018-08-17 13:51)

In early 1952, General “Ike” Eisenhower was wondering whether or not he should become a
candidate for the presidency of the United States. He had a number of characteristics which
would make him a good candidate, and a good president: he was popular with the public, he
had leadership experience both in the military and in politics, both in wartime and in peacetime.
He was also reliable advocate for civil rights.
But he was not yet certain that he wanted to be president.
On March 24, 1952, Herbert Brownell met with Eisenhower. Brownell had experience orga-
nizing political campaigns. The two men quickly found common ground: both agreed that
a president should be “to eliminate discrimination against black citizens in every area,” as
Brownell phrased it.
Brownell, and other leaders, persuaded Ike be a candidate.
Later that year, Ike accepted the nomination to be the Republican Party’s candidate for the
presidency. His running mate was Richard Nixon. Like Ike, Nixon was in favor of integration
and desegregation.
The opposition, the Democratic Party’s ticket, included staunch segregationist John Sparkman.
On the question of civil rights, there was a clear difference between the two tickets. Nonethe-
less, this was not an attention-getting concern in the campaign.
In the 1952 election, central matters were the KoreanWar, the global threats posed by the USSR
and by communist China, and scandals about corrupt officials inside the federal government.
There were also concerns about education and the economy.
Despite the fact that civil rights weren’t getting much attention in the media, Eisenhower ex-
plained to Brownell that, as president, he would take action to secure freedoms for African-
Americans. This was not widely reported or discussed during the election, as historian David
Nichols writes:

Civil rights would not be a major issue in the 1952 presidential election. A cluster
of cases - subsequently known as Brown v. Board of Education - challenging Plessy
v. Ferguson was scheduled for review by the Supreme Court, but no ruling was im-
minent. Eisenhower’s commitment to Brownell in invoke federal authority against
discrimination was not a political strategy aimed at garnering votes; it was, as he
stated years later, “a matter of justice.”
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After winning the 1952 election by a solid margin - including a large percentage both of Black
voters and of female voters - Eisenhower set to work on his civil rights agenda. He method
was to act rather than to speak.
Ike appointed Herbert Brownell to be Attorney General. Brownell was Ike’s teammate in many
of the civil rights advancements made during the 1950s.
Eisenhower didn’t give major speeches on the topic, didn’t release official statements about
it, and didn’t discuss it at press conferences. But silently, behind the scenes, he accomplished
significant milestones.
During his presidency, he desegregated the military, the federal government, and the entire
District of Columbia. He generated, and gained congressional approval for, two civil rights bills.
He implemented the actions implied in the Brown v. Board of Education decision.
Famously, when Democrat Orval Faubus, governor of Arkansas, prevented African-American
students from attending Little Rock Central High School, Eisenhower sent soldiers to protect
the “Little Rock Nine” and assure their admission into the high school.
Although each of these events was a noteworthy step in the struggle for civil rights, Ike re-
mained quiet. He gave no in-depth interviews about the matter.
The decade of the 1950s was a watershed moment in United States history. By the end of
the decade, major civil rights objectives had been achieved: an inevitable movement toward
the desegregation and integration of schools was in motion; Blacks were gaining equal access
to public accommodations (buses, lunch counters, etc.); the percentage of African-Americans
who voted was increasing.
The president who brought about this dramatic change worked behind the scenes, not seeking
attention. It was Eisenhower’s actions, not his words, that changed the world.

8.6.4 African-American Leaders Praise Eisenhower (2018-08-22 09:55)

On August 9, 1955, the Washington Post ran a headline proclaiming that President “Ike” Eisen-
hower had made “far advances in” the “field of civil rights.” The article underneath cited
achievements which his administration had made on behalf Black citizens.
Eisenhower had been in office for over two years by the time this story appeared. The story
was prompted by a report issued by Val J. Washington, a politically successful and influential
African-American. Washington was

director of minorities for the Republican National Committee. Washington had sent
him a copy of a report praising the record of the present Administration on racial
issues and saying the Eisenhower approach on civil rights had been “one of action -
not words.”

During the 1952 election, Eisenhower had explained the goals he would pursue as president:
he would desegregate and integrate the military, the federal government, and the District of
Columbia, including schools and public accommodations.
Despite fierce resistance from Democratic Party leaders like Lyndon Johnson and John F.
Kennedy, Ike accomplished those objectives. In addition, he appointed Blacks to important
federal posts.
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It was during Eisenhower’s administration that, for the first time ever, an African-American was
part of a presidential cabinet meeting.

Val Washington had written an assessment of Ike’s achievements during those first two years:

The report, which said the Republican Party has fulfilled its 1952 campaign promises
on civil rights, and the President’s acknowledgement, were made public by the Re-
publican National Committee.

As part of the report, Washington had identified fourteen promises made by Eisenhower regard-
ing civil rights issues during the 1952 campaign.

He said with the recent appointment of E. Frederic Morrow, a Negro, to a post in
the executive office of the President, the 14-point program of campaign promises to
minorities has been fulfilled.

Morrow was the first Black appointed to an executive-level post inside the White House. Mor-
row’s work was at such a high level that he oversaw Nelson Rockefeller. In 1955, it was truly a
novel idea that an African-American would be in a supervisory position over a member of the
wealthy and influential Rockefeller family. But that’s the way Ike thought it should be.

The report not only summarized what Eisenhower had accomplished, but hinted at what lay
ahead:

The report laid stress on the ending of segregation in the Nation’s Capital, elimination
of “bias and Jim Crow” in Federal departments and agencies, appointment of Negroes
to important Federal positions, strengthening of the civil rights section in the Justice
Department which prosecutes violations of civil rights law, and enforcement of the
non-discriminatory clauses of the Taft-Hartley Act.

When Ike took office, he found that there were a number of civil rights regulations which already
existed, but which had not been enforced. In addition to the Taft-Hartley Act, there were laws
banning segregation in the District of Columbia, and Executive Order 9981. He simply began
implementing regulations which were already on the books.

Moving forward, Eisenhower would carry out the changes required by the famous Brown vs.
Board of Education decision, also in 1955. This would ultimately result in the tumultuous con-
frontation in which Ike used federal troops. Orval Faubus and the Democratic Party were block-
ing Central High School in Little Rock, Arkansas. Ike obtained admission into the school for nine
students, the famous “Little Rock Nine,” by using soldiers to protect the students and secure
their entrance into the school.

Fearlessly, Eisenhower pushed the Civil Rights Act of 1957, and the Civil Rights Act of 1960,
through Congress, against angry hostility from Senators Lyndon Johnson and John F. Kennedy.

Although civil rights leaders were praising Ike’s work in 1955, they were overjoyed to see that
he would advance even farther in the cause of civil rights in the subsequent years.
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8.7 September

8.7.1 The Abuser-in-Chief: Bill Clinton Guilty and Impeached
(2018-09-20 11:27)

In the United States, it rarely happens that Congress impeaches a president. It has happened
only twice, so far, in the nearly 250 years that the nation has existed. In 1868, President
Andrew Johnson was impeached.
Over a century later, Bill Clinton would be impeached.
Naturally, impeachments are both political and partisan. Because Bill Clinton was a Demo-
crat, his party defended him. As historian Andrew McCarthy writes, “Democrats, prominently
including women’s-rights advocates, closed ranks around Bill Clinton.”
Clinton had committed several crimes, which began to be exposed as investigators started to
examine charges filed against him in connection with complaints brought forth in civil lawsuits.
McCarthy writes:

According to the victim’s credible accusation, Clinton had raped Juanita Broaddrick
in 1978.

This crime is shocking enough, but even more so when the reader considers that Clinton held
an elected office when he committed the offense:

Clinton, at the time, was the 32-year-old attorney general of Arkansas.

As this crime was being investigated, others came to light. Bill Clinton had a habitual pattern
of sexual assault. Officials eventually compiled a long list of victims.
Unlike other cases in which allegations of impropriety are made against some government
official, in Clinton’s case, these were no mere allegations. The results of court proceedings
confirm that Clinton acted criminally.

His sexual assault against Ms. Broaddrick came to light during the investigation of
Clinton’s obstruction of a sexual-harassment suit filed against him by another woman,
Paula Jones. She alleged that, while governor of Arkansas, Clinton had exposed him-
self to her, demanding oral sex. She declined and fled from the room.

The court worked to find justice for the victims. Clinton, in an effort end the proceedings,
negotiated an agreement. He hoped to avoid further attention from judges.

President Clinton eventually paid $850,000 to settle the matter out of court.

But despite ending the civil suit with an out-of-court settlement, Clinton was still held respon-
sible by the justice system for his crimes. Further victims, Leslie Millwee and Kathleen Willey,
presented testimony.
When asked by investigators about his activities, Clinton lied. He lied after having taken an
oath to present honest statements. He lied to court officials. That is a serious crime.
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The president was later held in contempt of court by a federal judge for providing
perjurious testimony. That testimony was about Monica Lewinsky. It was also through
Ms. Jones’s case that we discovered that Clinton, while the 50-year-old president of
the United States, had arranged Oval Office sexual liaisons with the then-22-year-old
White House intern.

Because he was found guilty of perjury, Bill Clinton’s law license was taken from him. His is no
longer allowed to appear as a lawyer in court, or to sign any documents as a lawyer.
The courts fined Clinton $90,000.00 for his perjury in the Paula Jones case, and $25,000 for the
Monica Lewinsky case.
But President Clinton paid the highest price for his crimes when he was impeached by Congress.
Only two presidents have been impeached in the 250-year-history of the United States (so far).
Clinton’s legacy has been permanently marked: history books for centuries into the future will
note his impeachment.
Oddly, although his crimes were against women, some of strongest supporters were women:
Hillary Clinton, Elizabeth Warren, Nancy Pelosi, Gloria Steinem, Joy Behar, and others. These
women spoke publicly, defending Bill Clinton.
There is no doubt that Bill Clinton is guilty of sexual assault. There are questions about why
women would defend such a man.

8.8 November

8.8.1 Twenty-First Century Universities: Civilization’s Suicide Pill
(2018-11-24 12:49)

A February 2014 edition of The Michigan Daily reported in a front-page story about a “ $3million
donation to create virtual curriculum for Fall 2015.” The story appeared under the headline
“Grant expands Islamic studies” and featured quotes from Professor Pauline Jones Luong.
The article prompts certain questions: are similar grants found for the study of Judaism, Hin-
duism, Buddhism, or Christianity? Or lesser-known religions such as Jainism or Sikhism?
From the article, one has no evidence to conclude anything specific about the Islamic Studies
program, but in the larger context of the contemporary university, there is reason to wonder
if it will promote Islam rather than present Islam. There is reason to wonder if it will shy away
from concepts like Hadd and Hudud.
The larger context which motivates these questions is the contemporary university’s subver-
siveness. Western Civilization has historically valued political liberty; modern universities tend
to stifle any diversity of political thought, even as they claim to champion diversity of race,
religion, or gender.
European culture has fostered individual freedom; contemporary universities have worked to
dampen freedom of speech, freedom of the press, and other metrics of personal liberty.
It is reasonable to ask, then, whether the modern university will present Islam in a manner
which complements the university’s general attack on Western Civilization. There is certainly
a great deal within Islamwhich does not promote individual political liberty or personal freedom.
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Historically, Muslim-majority nations have been hesitant to adopt free speech, or to adopt a
form of government composed of freely-elected representatives.
Among those Muslim-majority nations which have instituted some form of free election, the
ideological implications of Islam’s social and political vision prevent a lively debate about issues
which touch the Islamic worldview.
Will the contemporary university teach about Islam in a way which helps students to appreci-
ate the unprecedented degree of freedom which Western Civilization has given? Or will that
freedom, and the dangers which threaten it, be ignored?
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9.1 January

9.1.1 The Cold War: An Unwanted Leadership Role for America
(2019-01-04 15:22)

The Cold War was a span of years which greatly shaped the second half of the twentieth century.
Its roots, however, were present already early in the first half of the century.
As early as 1919, the newly-formed Soviet Union, which was still fighting a civil war to stabilize
its existence, was organizing covert activities inside the United States – activities designed to
destabilize and eventually overthrow the government. The communists in America hoped to
do away with the Constitution, with personal freedom, and with political liberty.
Although this espionage network had already existed for several decades, it was not until 1946
that the period known as the ‘Cold War’ began. The start of this era was marked by the end of
World War II, and by the USSR’s procurement of atomic weapon technology.
The end of WW2 was also the end of an uncomfortable but necessary cooperation between the
United States and the Soviet Socialists. With the pretense of an alliance gone, the communists
could unabashedly pursue their goal of dominating nations in Europe and Asia, and eventually,
their goal of placing American under a communist dictatorship, as historian Robert Maginnis
writes:

World War II ended in 1945, and America’s leaders anticipated that the Soviet Union
would continue the level of cooperation enjoyed during the war years. After all, Pres-
ident Franklin Roosevelt, an ideological progressive, believed the partnership that
defeated the Axis Powers, which included Russia, would coalesce around his vision
of a United Nations that would prevent future world wars. Roosevelt’s dream for the
United Nations is traceable to his progressive ideological brother, President Woodrow
Wilson, a man who shared a similar ambition after World War I in the form of the
League of Nations.

History repeats itself: two American presidents, both at the end of a world war, blinded by
the illusion that a group of international ambassadors would be able to prevent future wars.
Roosevelt and Wilson posed a noble and idealistic goal, but impractical and impossible one.
If we believe that both of these presidents were sincere in wanting a world parliament to pre-
clude wars, then we can conclude that both were blinded to the risks that such well-intentioned
efforts could prove to be a facade behind which subtle influences would actually work to erode
national sovereignty instead of strive toward world peace. Instead of preventing war, the
League of Nations and the United Nations could serve as cover to hide the work of agents
who wanted to undermine the United States Constitution.
Other leaders shared the desire for peace, but saw that these gatherings of diplomats were not
the mechanism to ensure peace. It became clear that these conventions would in fact attempt
to override the will of the American voters.
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Free citizens can remain free only if no external powers violate the results of free and fair
elections. Once the people have spoken, no gathering of foreign diplomats has the right to
overturn their vote.

But the League of Nations was headed in that direction, and the United Nations has in fact
reached the point at which it sees itself as authorized to ignore the expressed will of the people.
The USSR hoped to use the United Nations to dissolve personal freedom and individual political
liberty.

The League failed, thanks to Republican senators suspicious of international entan-
glements, and Roosevelt’s grand hope for a “true war-preventing organization” really
never materialized after the Second World War, because Roosevelt’s United Nations
ultimately became little more than a toothless, empty-headed debating forum on the
Hudson River in Manhattan, New York.

After the concept of the United Nations proved to be unrealistic, the tensions which fueled
the Cold War took another turn. In the postwar years, as the Soviet Socialists expanded into
country after country, establishing their communist military dictatorships, the Americans and
the nations of western Europe used the word ‘containment’ to describe their response: they
hoped to stop Soviet expansion.

The United States inherited from the Second War the global leadership mantle, a role
it was ill prepared to fulfill. It quickly saw a rising Soviet Union that must be stopped,
and therefore it embraced containment as the only viable strategy. But that contain-
ment strategy was primarily a military power exercise that created mutual defense
alliances that became little more than an anti-communist alliance and spurred an
arms race.

The ColdWar created a bipolar paradigm, in whichmost of the world’s nations allied themselves
either with the West or the East. The West promoted free market economics, personal political
liberty, property rights, a respect for the individual, and the freedoms of speech, religion, and
the press.

The East looked to the state, the government, to control and own property, and to manage
industrial production and the economy. The state imposed its own education with no alterna-
tives, imposed atheism, and imposed socialist dogma. Individuals were told that they could
not make any significant choices, whether in matters of the economy or in the field of politics.
There was no free speech or free press; instead, all aspects of life were saturated with socialist
propaganda.

A small number of the world’s nations did not fit comfortably into this East-West pattern. The
Islamic despots of the Near East and Middle East, for example, did not embrace Soviet socialism
because of its strictly enforced atheism and because Islam was not interested in the USSR’s
economic agenda. These Muslim regimes, however, also did not like the personal freedom
which the West promoted.
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9.2 February

9.2.1 The Story Behind the Story: Flint Was Not the First Water Crisis
(2019-02-09 15:21)

The problems with government-provided drinking water pipelines in Flint, Michigan began in
2014, and by 2015 had obtained a high level of attention in news media. Since then, the
problems have been resolved, and the water supply for citizens of Flint is once again safe to
drink.

This story has been well documented in various media - and from various political viewpoints.
The basic narrative is clear.

What is less well known is that this is not the first such water crisis.

A decade earlier, a similar series of events unfolded in the comfortable upper-middle-class
neighborhoods of Washington, D.C.

The story broke in 2002 in little-known, alternativemedia outlets like theWashington City Paper.
Surprisingly, there was little response from the government or from the mainstream media.

The neighborhoods affected by lead in their drinking water were economically middle- or upper-
class, and racially mostly white.

The problem was largely ignored for over two years. Citizens were drinking lead-tainted water
on a large scale.

In 2004, the Washington Post began to follow the story. Gradually, the size and scope of
the problem became clear to the mainstream media. Eventually, action was taken, and the
problem was corrected.

Comparing Washington to Flint, several contrasts emerge.

Flint’s problem was publicized and corrected quickly - within a year. Washington’s problem was
ignored for over two years, and only after two years were steps taken to correct the problem.

Why the difference?

Flint had two variables which worked in its favor:

First, Flint has a manufacturing sector; Washington doesn’t. While Flint’s factories have de-
clined in number and activity over the decades, there are still functioning manufacturing fa-
cilities in the city. The very first warning about water quality problems came from a General
Motors plant. GM was concerned that high levels of lead in the water could damage machinery.
If GM hadn’t raised the alarm, the problem could have continued for much longer.

Second, Flint has a significant African-American population; the affected neighborhoods in
Washington, D.C. were mainly white. The residents of Flint were used to alerting political ac-
tivists about their concerns, and the activists, in turn, were in the habit of worrying about Flint.
Activists were more likely to engage about a public health issue in Flint than in a comfortable
neighborhood in Washington.

So it was that Flint’s water-quality problems gained attention quickly and were corrected
quickly, while the citizens of Washington were exposed to high levels of lead for a longer time.
The public health problems in Washington are correspondingly greater, as data show.
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9.2.2 Why Do Governments Do What They Do? Economic Policy As Political
Choice (2019-02-17 14:58)

Governments, all too often, intervene in economies, regulating, incentivizing, subsidizing, and
generally gumming up the works, making marketplaces less nimble, and slowing creative pro-
cesses. Why?
Some imagine the government as the neutral umpire, the objective referee who keeps the
playing field level and fair. Others imagine government as the benevolent patriarch, reaching
in with parental wisdom to adjust market forces. But neither of these images prevails.
Instead, governments routinely get in the way of wealth creation, and inhibit the very oppor-
tunities which they often claim to foster. James Buchanan, recipient of the Nobel Prize, sought
to explain this quirky characteristic of governments, as journalist Dylan Matthews writes:

Buchanan is most famous for breathing new life into political economy, the subfield
of economics and political science that studies political institutions, and in particular
how they affect the economy. In particular, Buchanan is strongly associated with
public choice theory, an approach which assumes that individual actors in political
contexts are out for themselves, and then uses game theory to model their choices,
with the hope of gaining insight into the incentives faced by political actors.

Policymakers have various motives, and the average of these motives - much like the net effect
of several vectors in physics and engineering - determine their policy choices. Legislators are
not thinking in the abstractions of equations and graphs which constitute academic economics.
Governmental regulators are flesh-and-blood human beings who are concerned about public
perceptions, about private success, and whose preconceptions and ideologies shape their de-
cisions with as much efficacy as empirical data.

Before Buchanan, economics was primarily about how individuals make choices in
the private sphere. He was among the first to argue that it could explain their choices
in the public sphere as well. Traditionally, economists have treated the government
as a dictatorial “social planner” which is capable of impartially correcting failures in
private markets. Buchanan’s contribution was pointing out that that social planner
also responded to incentives, and that they sometimes pushed him to make markets
worse off than he found them.

Legislators, even those with the best of motives, nudge policies in suboptimal directions merely
by being one of many vectors which will be averaged out: a perfect policy, when averaged with
many other policies, does not steer policy toward perfection.
The legislators who have less than the best motives will clearly see opportunities for gain as
they shape policy. This need not be flagrantly illegal or immoral, but merely an opportunity
to benefit his constituency, which is, after all, the reason he was elected. But what benefits
his constituents in the short term might harm others areas of the country in the long run, and
therefore ultimately be suboptimal for everyone.
Government intervention will never be the crystalline abstraction which some academic
economists hope it to be. At its best, it will be an approximation, an averaging of policies,
in which even very good policies, when averaged, might produce less than very good results.
The safest conclusion, itself also not quite perfect, is to minimize regulation. Given that gov-
ernmental intervention is never perfect, it would be wise to have as little of it as possible.
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9.3 March

9.3.1 Re-Examining the Integration Narrative: School Desegregation Before
Brown (2019-03-15 12:10)

The simple narrative taught in most history textbooks is that prior to 1954, schools in the United
States were divided into two categories: those for Black children and those for White children.
After the landmark decision in Brown vs. Board of Education of Topeka, schools across the
country were gradually integrated, sometimes against resistance, to the point at which they
are now largely, if not entirely, integrated.
This simple narrative is wrong.
When the case of Oliver Brown, et al. v. Board of Education of Topeka, et al. was first presented
to the Supreme Court in 1952, there were already many integrated schools around the United
States.
Desegregated schools were nothing new; in fact, they were almost a century old. Some schools,
like Berea College in Kentucky, were integrated even prior to the Civil War.
There is a great deal of documentation about desegregation before 1954.
Yearbooks from high schools reveal substantial integration among students in towns like
Muncie, Indiana. In the mid-1940s, African-American students and white students were mixed
together in academic classes, in sports, and in music groups like choirs.
Similar instances of desegregation appear in high schools in other cities.
Integrated schools since the time of the Civil War were more common in the North than in
the South, more common in smaller towns than in large cities, and more common in parochial
private schools than in preparatory boarding schools. The main targets of the Supreme Court’s
Brown decision were public high schools in large cities in the South.
Some small towns integrated out of economic necessity rather than moral principle. Many
parochial schools considered it part of their mission to integrate. Some schools in the North
had never been segregated, and so had no need to desegregate.
Oversimplified narratives in history textbooks could lead students to assume that all schools
were segregated prior to 1954, while in reality, by 1954, there were large numbers of integrated
schools.

9.4 June

9.4.1 Ronald Reagan vs. John Maynard Keynes (2019-06-17 12:37)

Much of President Reagan’s economic policy was directed at undoing New Deal policies which
were leftover from the Great Depression. These policies were fifty years old by the time Reagan
was in office, and he thought that they needed to be updated, revised, or replaced.
Reagan was elected in 1980 and took office in 1981. In a 1986 comment in the Wall Street
Journal, he noted that Keynesian economics were “a legacy from a period when I was back in
college studying economics.”
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Indeed, Keynesian theories began making an appearance with early publications like Indian
Currency and Finance, published by Keynes in 1913. His major publications came later, like The
Economic Consequences of Peace in 1919, A Tract on Monetary Reform in 1923, The Economic
Consequences of Mr. Churchill in 1925, and his large systematic explication in the Treatise on
Money in 1930.
Keynesian views were widely understood by the time Ronald Reagan graduated from college
in 1932.
Many historians see the influence of Keynes in FDR’s “New Deal” policies, policies which were
designed to heal the damage done by the Great Depression, but which instead caused the
Depression to last longer and do deeper harm to the economy.
By the time Ronald Reagan became president, many voters believed that it was time to discard
Keynesian economics and find other, more credible, economic policy systems.

9.5 July

9.5.1 Becoming President: Nixon in 1968 (2019-07-29 20:31)

The political mood in the United States in 1968 was tumultuous. Richard Nixon competed with
Ronald Reagan for the Republican nomination.
In the Democratic Party, it seemed at first that incumbent President Lyndon Johnson would
easily win the party’s nomination; but in March 1968, Johnson announced that he would not
seek re-election.
After LBJ withdrew from the contest, four candidates seemed strong: Hubert Humphrey, Robert
Kennedy, George Wallace, and Eugene McCarthy. It was not at all clear which of these would
win the party’s nomination.
In June 1968, a Palestinian terrorist murdered Robert Kennedy. This created further confusion in
the Democratic Party. George McGovern entered the race after Kennedy’s death, additionally
complicating the situation.
Eugene McCarthy represented the anti-war radicals; Humphrey represented the labor unions
and major urban political machines within the Democratic Party; Wallace represented the seg-
regationists who opposed Nixon’s support of civil rights legislation.
At the Democratic Party’s national convention in Chicago in August 1968, the party ultimately
chose Hubert Humphey as its candidate, but the ‘big story’ in the media was the major rioting
in downtown Chicago in the area surrounding the convention. Radicals and revolutionaries of
various stripes, beginning with anti-war activists but then spreading to all manner of trouble-
makers, caused damage and injury. Hundreds of rioters and hundreds of police were wounded.
When the dust settled, then, it was Nixon vs. Humphrey in 1968. Recalling the campaign,
Donald Rumsfeld writes:

Amid anger and protest, Nixon offered himself as a source of reassurance and stabil-
ity. For voters it was a welcome change from the anguished presidency of Lyndon
Johnson. But because he had been defeated in two high-profile elections during the
past decade, he had to battle the impression that he was a loser.
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Humphrey suffered from the internal fractures within his Democratic Party. By contrast, the
Republican Party was unified behind Nixon.
But Nixon had suffered a prominent defeat in the 1960 presidential election against Kennedy,
and had further endured a loss in the 1962 California gubernatorial election. How could Nixon
shake the reputation of being a loser?
Nixon gained much public sympathy after the 1962 election, when Howard Smith, a news
broadcaster on the ABC network, invited Alger Hiss to comment on Nixon’s losses.
Alger Hiss was a convicted felon — a Soviet spy who’d been paid to reveal U.S. government
secrets to the KGB in Moscow, and who’d been paid to give misleading advice to U.S. policymak-
ers, including President Roosevelt — and the America public was not happy with the network
for giving airtime to a Soviet Socialist espionage agent.
Rebounding from his political losses, and gaining public sympathy from Hiss’s TV appearance,
Nixon emerged as a strong leader. Nixon eventually won the November 1968 election by a
landslide.

9.6 August

9.6.1 Winning aWar with Dollars Instead of Bullets: Ronald Reagan’s Strate-
gic Defense Initiative (2019-08-06 12:51)

The Cold War was a decades-long period of tension which shaped the second half of the twen-
tieth century. Although there were periods of violence and bloodshed — like the Korean War
and the Vietnam War — many of the Cold War years were times of tense and anxious peace.
The ‘peace’ which filled many of the Cold War years was not a pleasant peace. On the ‘western’
side, the United States and its NATO allies developed high-tech weapons. On the ‘eastern’ side,
the Soviet Socialists and their Warsaw Pact allies did the same.
The stress and apprehension of these ‘peaceful’ years were caused by the knowledge that
terribly powerful weapons were being stockpiled. Had these weapons been used on a large
scale, the results would have been disastrous.
Peace was preserved by the fact that neither the United States nor the Soviet Socialists truly
wanted to use these weapons. Leaders on both sides wanted to intimidate their opponents by
owning these weapons, but they knew that using these weapons was an action to be avoided.
The Cold War was ‘cold’ because, rather than fighting and directly engaging their armies
with each other, both sides wanted to pressure the other side by simply manufacturing these
weapons.
The Cold War and its end were not about physical combat, but rather were ultimately about eco-
nomics. Which side would be able to afford to develop and build the most terrifying weapons?
So it was that, upon taking office in January 1981, President Ronald Reagan began one of
the most ambitious, and one of the most expensive, defensive systems ever conceived. In
March 1983, President Reagan publicly announced the “Strategic Defense Initiative” (SDI), as
historian Robert Maginnis writes:

By the mid-1980s, the economic strain of Russia’s very expensive military overreach
was especially tough, a major reason to end the Cold War. The strain increased
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significantly once the newly minted President Ronald Reagan committed the US to
increased resources for defense and introduced his bank-breaking “Star Wars” initia-
tive, an expense the Kremlin was unprepared to match.

The SDI would make most of the USSR’s missiles useless. If the Soviet Socialists launched
missiles at the United States, most of them would never reach their targets, because the SDI
would stop the missiles in flight.
In order to overcome the SDI, the Soviet Socialists would have to develop an entire generation
of sophisticated missiles. Such an effort would require billions of rubles or dollars.
The Soviet Socialists simply could not afford to develop offensive missiles which could success-
fully attack the United States. Missiles which could break through the SDI’s defensive shield
were plainly too expensive.
The Cold War ended, then, because the Soviet Socialists ran out of money. The United States,
rather than outfighting the USSR, merely outspent the Soviets.

9.7 November

9.7.1 Understanding Obama: Part 01 (2019-11-12 19:37)

What happened in the United States in November 2008? And what happened in the United
States between January 2009 and January 2017? The election of Barack Obama and the pres-
idency of Barack Obama constitute a shocking narrative: the country’s president did not like,
trust, or understand the nation or its constitution.
To parse the verbs, the reader will note that Obama expressed a distaste both for the people of
the United States and for the Constitution of the United States; he placed no confidence in, and
refused to rely upon, the nation or the process which the nation codified into its constitution;
and he demonstrated a lack of insight or comprension regarding the very people who voted for
him and the very constitutional system which put him into the nation’s highest office.
The irony will not be lost: the president did not like, trust, or understand the citizens who voted
for him and the constitutional process which made him president
Further irony lies in the fact that Obama was at one time paid to be a professor of constitutional
law at a university.
In any case, historian David Limbaugh notes that “the destructive policies and actions of the
Obama administration” form “Obama’s broad-based assault on the American republic.” Obama
conducted a “war on our Constitution and our political economic liberties,” and an “assault on
America’s economic, social, cultural, national security, business, and industrial institutions.”
The net result of Obama’s presidency is that many - millions - of voters who enthusiastically
cast their ballots for him were dismayed enough, after observing his behavior in office, to vote
for President Donald Trump.
The election of President Trump - whether the reader loves or hates him - is the ultimate fruit
of the Obama administration.
Obama’s performance in office - from his appointment of corrupt and incompetent individuals
like Hillary Clinton and John Kerry, to the 1.7 billion dollars he wasted trying to start a healthcare
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website - drove citizens to vote against the candidate who seemed to be a continuation of
Obama’s policies.
The reader should not, however, hold Obama responsible for the failure of his presidency and
his administration. The culpability lies rather with his handlers - the people who found and
groomed him, directed his campaigns and political career, shaped his policies and wrote the
speeches he delivered. Obama was, in some ways, a victim of a political machine which used
him as a mouthpiece and as a frontman.

9.7.2 Understanding Obama: Part 02 (2019-11-14 20:28)

The axiomatic property of the Obama administration was that Obama did not understand, like,
or trust the United States, the American people, or the Constitution. Built into Obama’s pres-
idency was therefore an essential irony: he did not like the people who elected him, and did
not trust the constitutional system which put him into the White House.
The checks and balances which the Constitution built into the structure of the government are
designed to slow the process of legislation. This was conceived as a safeguard to protect the
people from the government.
There is a natural temptation to want a strong government. It is assumed that a strong gov-
ernment could and would quickly address and fix problems and crises.
Yet there is great danger in a strong government. As Thomas Jefferson wrote, “The natural
progress of things is for liberty to yield, and government to gain ground.” In other words, the
government can only do things for you in proportion to what it can do to you.
A weak government is the surest way to protect individual political liberty and personal freedom.
But protecting freedom and liberty was not among Obama’s goals. As historian David Limbaugh
wrote in 2012:

President Obama has repeatedly revealed his impatience with our Constitution’s sep-
aration of powers and its checks and balances, lamenting that democracy is some-
times messy and frustrating. He just wants the other branches to get out of his
way, because he can’t allow a silly inconvenience like the Constitution to obstruct
his utopian vision for America.

Obama subjected the nation to great risks: shortcutting constitutional processes in one circum-
stance would allow eventually for shortcutting them in other circumstances. Eventually, due
process and equal standing before the law would be endangered.
It is telling that many of the voters who elected Obama in 2008 and 2012 were the voters who
chose to vote for President Trump in 2016. This was a telling rejection of Obama’s methods by
the very electorate who placed him into the White House in the first place.

9.7.3 Clinton Orders Massive Bombing of Iraq (2019-11-19 21:07)

In 1998, President Bill Clinton ordered the U.S. military to undertake a large-scale aerial attack
on Iraq. This offensive was provoked by Sadaam Hussein’s multiple offenses: as the dictator
of Iraq, he’d violated human rights, he’d developed an arsenal of weapons of mass destruction
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(WMDs), and he’d arrogantly defied UN requests to inspect his weapon-producing facilities,
despite the fact that he’d previously agreed to allow such inspections.
Although the Iraqi people were not of themselves violent, Iraq under the tyranny of Sadaam
Hussein was a threat to neighboring nations, having already attacked and invaded Kuwait,
causing thousands of deaths in the 1990/1991 war, as historian Gregory Ball writes:

In response to Saddam Hussein’s continued refusal to cooperate with U.N. weapons
inspectors, the United States Government planned Operation DESERT FOX in the fall
of 1998. The primary mission of DESERT FOX was to strike military targets in Iraq that
contributed to its ability to produce, store, maintain, and deliver weapons of mass
destruction (WMD). The U.S. government expected to achieve several goals with the
operation. First, it would degrade Iraq’s ability to create and employ WMD. Second,
the attacks would diminish Iraq’s capability to wage war against its neighbors. Third,
the operation would impress upon Saddam Hussein the consequences of violating
international agreements, including allowing United Nations inspectors unfettered
access to Iraqi sites. The United States and Great Britain launched Operation DESERT
FOX on December 16, 1998, after U.N. Chief Inspector Richard Butler notified the U.N.
that Iraq had failed to provide full cooperation during inspections.

Although Operation Desert Fox was short in duration, lasting only a few days, it nonetheless
inflicted massive destruction and numerous casualties on Iraq. President Clinton was able to
demonstrate his willingness to engage in warfare, and his commitment to serving the United
Nations and to implementing the consequences which Sadaam Hussein brought upon himself
for violating UN agreements — agreements to which Hussein had committed himself.

9.7.4 A Quicker Way to Become a U.S. Citizen (2019-11-21 11:57)

The United States continues to be themost popular country in the world for immigration. People
leaving other nations are more likely to travel to the U.S., and settle permanently there, than
to any other nation in the world.
These immigrants often eventually desire citizenship, and are eager to find a way to accelerate
that process.
According to journalist Stewart Smith, “every year, more than 8,000” people who are not U.S.
citizens join the U.S. military. This represents a fast track to education, employment opportu-
nities, better incomes, and eventual citizenship in the United States.
Recruiters find that “there is great interest from all over the world from foreigners wanting to
serve in the United States Military.” Individuals want to join the U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force,
Marines, or Coast Guard for a variety of reasons — educational opportunities and improved
income among them — and “they know it can be a pathway to citizenship.” Smith adds that
military members often “have an expedited process.”
Put simply, “a non-citizen can enlist in the military,” and “can go to the U.S. military recruiter
of the branch of service” she or he might desire — like citizens, non-citizens can choose from
among the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, or Coast Guard — and also, National Guard and
Reserves.
The government has procedures “to allow military members from foreign countries to have
an accelerated path to citizenship.” Smith explains the details: “In 1990, in the early days
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of Gulf War One, President George H.W. Bush signed an executive order which allowed any
military member (active duty, Reserves, or National Guard) to apply for citizenship, without
any residency requirement. This saves the military member five years” as compared to other
applicants “for citizenship.” In other words, “the military helps” the applicant to “accelerate
the process.”
Smith goes on to summarize: “Since July 3, 2002, under special provisions in Section 329 of
the INA, President Bush signed an executive order authorizing all non-citizens who have served
honorably in the U.S. armed forces on or after Sept. 11, 2001, to immediately file for citizenship.
This order also covers veterans of certain designated past wars and conflicts. The authorization
will remain in effect until a date designated by a future presidential executive order,” and is in
fact still in effect.
In many cases, not only can a member of the military be on a fast track to citizenship, but her
or his spouse can receive similar benefits, as Stewart Smith explains:

Special provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) state: U.S. Citizen-
ship and Immigration Services (USCIS) may expedite the application and naturaliza-
tion process for current members of the U.S. armed forces and recently discharged
service members. Qualifying military service includes serving in the Army, Navy,
Air Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and National Guard. In addition, spouses of
members of the U.S. armed forces who are or will be deployed may be eligible for
expedited naturalization. Other provisions of the law also allow certain spouses to
complete the naturalization process abroad.

The exact text defining these benefits is found the U.S. Code, at 8 USC 1440.

9.8 December

9.8.1 Understanding Obama: Part 03 (2019-12-07 19:03)

Historians are often tempted to speculate about the internal mental states of individuals - what
a person thought, believed, or wanted. But historical methodology general forbids such spec-
ulation.
In reviewing the presidency of Barack Obama, then, a historian may only consider Obama’s
recorded words and actions. Such only such verifiable evidence can count was what Obama
may have thought, believed, or wanted.
Analyzing Obama’s words, the reader can conclude that he engaged in a political tactic of mov-
ing his agenda forward by leveraging it against an identified political opponent. The metaphor
of lever is accurate: the negative pressure created by Obama’s attacks on various groups was
equal to the forward moment it generated for his goals.
He created energy for his proposed tax reforms by accusing “lobbyists” and “special interests”
of having manipulated the tax code - this, despite the fact that Obama, as a self-described
“community organizer” had been both a lobbyist and a representative of special interests.
Same technique is seen in his effort to reduce incentives for employers to move jobs out of the
United States, as historian David Limbaugh writes:
©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com 371



BlogBook 9.8. DECEMBER

Obama’s assault on the private sector began early in his term. His main tactic was
pitting people against people and groups against groups with unprecedented stri-
dency. He couldn’t just push for a “fairer” tax system; he first had to vilify lobbyists,
“special interests,” the wealthy, and corporate America. When he called for an end
to tax breaks for U.S. corporations doing business abroad, he blamed “a broken tax
system, written by well-connected lobbyists on behalf of well-heeled interests and
individuals.”

Obama was not successful in his attempt to motivate companies to move jobs or capital invests
back into the United States.
Consistently, he demonstrated that he did not like, understand, or trust the country, its people,
or its Constitution. His efforts manifested a lack of respect or esteem for the ordinary citizen of
the United States. As a self-identified progressive, his actions displayed an ideology in which
government experts override the ballots of the voters.
Obama’s expertise, however, failed to deliver. Even when much of his agenda was put into
place, either by legislation, or by executive order, the results were disappointing, as David
Limbaugh reports:

President Obama has repeatedly acknowledged that he expects to be judged on his
economic performance, and that if he does poorly the people will not re-elect him.
So let’s take a look at his record. On February 17, 2009, Obama signed into law his
$868 billion dollar stimulus bill, promising it would “save or create” — a ludicrous,
immeasurable metric — 3 to 3.5 millon jobs by the end of 2010 and keep employment
below 8 percent. In fact, unemployment greatly exceeded that the entire time, often
surging past 9 percent.

The Constitution orchestrates a system in which decision-making is deliberately slowed, and
in which the power of the government is limited. Laws tells citizens what they may not do, but
the Constitution tells the government what it may not do.
Obama’s vision of government tolerated no limits. In his inaugural speech in 2009 , he claimed
that the government could “heal the planet.” He could not endure a worldview in which gov-
ernment was limited so that society could act freely, and so that individuals could enjoy their
personal political liberty.
Indeed, in some cases, Obama’s ideology called not only for government to overrule individual
liberate and the organic functioning of society, but even for the diminishing of society. To that
end, his policies were in some cases designed to reduce the standard of living in the United
States.
Typically, a leader is expected to act in the best interests of his nation. Yet Obama was willing
to inflict hardship on American voters, as measured by rising prices, falling wages, lower per
capita net worth, and government-created shortages of various commodities.

9.8.2 Understanding Obama: Part 04 (2019-12-10 08:14)

Although historians should not attempt to psychologically analyze the individuals of the past,
they nonetheless can investigate a person’s childhood for clues about the factors which shape
a person’s character, thoughts, and motives.
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The poet William Wordsworth’s statement remains true even if often repeated: “The child is
the father of the man.”
In the case of Barack Obama, one of the themes of his childhood is abandonment. His father
abandoned him and his mother quickly after he was born - so quickly, in fact, that young Barack
had nomemories of his father. He was raised, then, primarily by his mother and by his maternal
grandparents.
Eventually, his mother would have a series of other men in her life, none of whom, however,
assumed any type of paternal role in Barack’s life.
Obama only saw his father once, at the age of ten.
The pain of having been raised without a father made a deep impression. “I only remember
my father for one month my whole life, when I was 10,” Obama said in a television appearance.
The pain of abandonment motivated him to try to be a good father:

His absence, I think, contributed to me really wanting to be a good dad, you know?
Because I think not having him there made me say to myself “You know what? I want
to make sure my girls feel like they’ve got somebody they can rely on.”

Ann Dunham, Obama’s mother, was his primary caregiver. She was greatly aided by her par-
ents. Obama’s maternal grandmother was the vice-president of a local bank, and had both
wealth and influence to support young Barack. She was able to pay for exclusive private
schools, so that Obama didn’t attend public schools. He never attended a public school in
the United States, and attended an exclusive public school in Indonesia for one year. The rest
of education was in private schools.
His formal education began in a Roman Catholic school, St. Francis, in Indonesia, which he
seems to have attended for the first three grades of elementary school. Real estate agents in
Indonesia organized a special public school for wealthy families; Obama attended that school
for one year.
The rest of his education took place in the United States. He attended prestigious private school
in Hawaii for grades five through twelve. The school had very few African-American students.
As a high school student, Barack went to parties for nearby university students, because he
wanted to meet other Black people. For the same reason, he sometimes socialized with people
at Hawaii’s military bases.
In fairness, it should be noted that, although historians routinely cite Obama as the first ‘Black
president’ or the first ‘Africa-American’ president of the United States, it is perhaps more ac-
curate to list him as the first ‘biracial’ president. He wrote that his mother was as “white as
milk,” and that his father was as “black as pitch.”
After high school, Obama went on to study at three exclusive private institutions: Occidental,
Columbia, and Harvard.
Obama’s early years were shaped by the fact that his father abandoned him, by the fact that
the series of men who moved through his mother’s life did not provide any paternal stability,
and by the fact that his grandparents financed his life of exclusive privilege in private schools.
This meant that Obama could not relate to that which African-Americans call their “Black ex-
perience.”
Subsequently, Obama’s notions of race were rather abstract and academic, which led to some
clumsy and clunky moves by his administration, as David Limbaugh writes:
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The expansion of race preferences in school admissions is a key goal of the Left,
and this administration has worked hard to further it as well. In March 2010, the
Obama administration filed an amicus brief in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth
Circuit, supporting the University of Texas’ use of racial preferences in undergrad-
uate admissions. In the brief, the administration advocated preferences not just
at the university level but also from kindergarten through high school: “In view of
the importance of diversity in educational institutions, the United States, through
the Departments of Education and Justice, supports the efforts of school systems
and post-secondary educational institutions that wish to develop admissions policies
that endeavor to achieve the educational benefits of diversity in accordance with [the
Supreme Court’s 2003 decision upholding the use of preferences by the University
of Michigan law school].”

From the time that young Barack was around ten years old, he was raised primarily by his
maternal grandparents. His mother travelled widely and globally, while he remained at home
in Hawaii.
With various men, she entered into a series of relationships, none of which lasted long. It was
the grandparents who provide a sense of stability for Obama during his childhood and teenage
years.
From his early childhood in Hawaii, to his middle childhood in Indonesia, to his late childhood
and teenage years back in Hawaii, Obama was surrounded by people who were white American,
Indonesians, Japanese, Chinese, Polynesian, and Hawaiian - but not Black. He was in many
situations the only African-American.
His childhood playmates and teenage friends were of every race and ethnicity except Black.
This must have shaped his self-perception.
Because his maternal grandmother was the vice-president of a bank, he was accustomed to a
world of wealth and privilege. His standard of living and his social circles were above average.
This may have made it difficult for him to empathize with those who struggle financially; one
example, as David Limbaugh writes, was Obama’s interaction with California’s farmers:

One of the biggest, yet least publicized outrages in recent memory is the Obama
administration’s assault on California farmers. Environmental regulations purport-
ing to protect endangered species of fish resulted in tens of billions of gallons of
water being diverted away from mountains close to Sacramento and into the ocean,
greatly exacerbating drought conditions and ruining hundreds of thousands of acres
of farmland - a crushing blow to California agriculture.

Obama’s persona has been characterized as cold, distant, and aloof. His attempt at being
folksy are clumsy and affected. His manner was shaped by the fact that his father abandoned
him, by a lifestyle of privilege among elites, and by the fact that his family kept him apart from
his Black peers.
Between Obama’s election in 2008 and his reelection in 2012, the number of African-Americans
who voted for him declined. What did they perceive about Obama?

9.8.3 Understanding Obama: Part 05 (2019-12-17 06:41)

Examining the policy actions of the Obama administration is a good way to understand the logic
driving them. Statements are often politically calculated and tailored to a specific audience,
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but actions are usually ideologically calculated and tailored to serve an agenda rather than an
audience.
The Obama administration enacted policies by introducing its legislative agenda into Congress,
by interpreting standing legislation, by executive order, by selective enforcement of various
regulations, and by other methods.
As the idiom says, one can “connect the dots” and find the underlying patterns which drove
Obama’s decisions — underlying patterns which are often in tension with verbal expressions
of his agenda.
It was the distance between his rhetoric and his actions which caused many African-American
voters to become disillusioned with Obama: far fewer Black voters supported him in 2012 than
in 2008.
Black ideologues were vocal in their disappointment with Obama: “Obama’s presidency didn’t
lead to Black progress,” comments Jason Riley. “Obama’s call for quiet, individual soul-
searching was a way of saying that he had no answers,” writes Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor.
“Obama’s careful assessments of the political landscape are wrong,” remarks William Darity.
American-American voters had detected the operational doctrine which was behind the seem-
ingly inspirational speeches.
Obama’s words didn’t match his deeds. Or, as many pundits commented, the agenda is not
the agenda. The agenda presented in Obama’s words was not the agenda which motivated
his deeds.
Black voters were disappointed because Obama failed to deliver meaningful progress to them.
Obama’s operational agenda was not about African-Americans.
The operational agenda which drove the Obama administration’s decisions was about decreas-
ing personal political liberty and individual freedom; it was about a net transfer of wealth away
from U.S. citizens and into other countries; it was about lowering the diplomatic, economic,
and military status of the United States relative to other nations; it was about taxation to place
money in the hands of the government instead of in the hands of ordinary citizens; it was about
consolidating regulatory power in the hands of the government.
The practical ideology behind the actions of the Obama administration was not about health-
care, although healthcare was often the excuse for amassing more power to the government;
it was not about education, although education was often the excuse for accruing more regu-
latory power to the government; it was not about the environment, although the environment
was often the excuse for the government’s confiscation of private property; it was not about
racial equality, although social justice was often the excuse for higher taxes to enrich the gov-
ernment.
African-American detected the disconnect between Obama’s words and actions. That’s why
fewer Black voters supported him in 2012 than in 2008.
One example is seen in Obama’s relationship with the media. Much of the media - what is
called the “mainstream media” - had supported Obama in the 2008 election. Yet the White
House didn’t treat them kindly, despite the many favors which they’d done for Obama.
Obama, of course, spoken grandly about the freedom of the press. But his actions contradicted
his words: he avoided press conferences, and held fewer of them than presidents either before
or after him. While praising the idea of a free and independent press, he undermined and
obstructed journalists and created obstacles for their work, as David Limbaugh writes:
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At a presser in May 2010, reporter Les Kinsolving asked Gibbs a question that elicited
applause from his fellow reporters: why hadn’t Obama held a press conference since
July 2009? Instead of answering the question directly, Gibbs made rude, snide, and
condescending comments purporting to define what a press conference is. About a
week later, CBS’s Chip Reid tried to ask the elusive Obama a question immediately
following his signing of the Freedom of Press Act. Obama haughtily declared, “I’m
not going to do a press conference today, but we’ll be seeing you guys during the
course of the week.” Reid said the irony of asking Obama a question just as he signed
the Freedom of Press Act was too rich to resist, describing it as a way of “expressing
frustration from the press corps because Obama does so little in the way of press
conferences and answering questions from us.”

Obama’s aloof persona - his clumsy and clunky attempts to be folksy fooled nobody - revealed
that he did not understand or trust ordinary American citizens. From the age of ten onward, he
was raised primarily by his maternal grandparents; his grandmother was the vice-president of
a bank, and could afford to make sure that he never attended a public school, and that he was
enrolled only in exclusive private schools.
His detached demeanor betrayed his approach - he was concerned to do something to voters,
not for them; he sought to rearrange the social, political, and economic order, not to identify
with the members of society. David Limbaugh notes:

Perhaps the most maddening aspect of Obama’s cavalier lifestyle is that it all comes
at the expense of the taxpayers to whom Obama preaches the virtue of frugality. He
and the first lady jet in style from city to city and country to country, scolding the
wealthy for not paying their fair share and for offending all of us with their private
jets. We the people, it seems, are expected to simply accept our fate — which, on
our current trajectory, is national insolvency — and not ask why the same man who
stirs our resentment against more wealthy Americans enjoys a lifestyle on par with
European royalty — all financed by our own hard work. Obama himself need not
worry about our future debt crisis, since he’ll be collecting a generous presidential
pension. For the sake of the rest of us, we should get him collecting that pension
four years early.

Obama’s deeds and lifestyle revealed the underlying ideology which motivated his policies. He
was not interested in education, healthcare, the environment, or creating truly equal opportu-
nities.
The topics which Obama presented as his central concerns - healthcare, the environment, ed-
ucation, racial justice - turned out to be mere facades. He used these topics to obtain votes
and to persuade the general public to go along with his plans.
Behind the facade of those noble-sounding words lurked his true agenda: decreasing individual
liberty and personal freedom; a net transfer of wealth away from U.S. citizens and into other
countries; lowering the diplomatic, economic, and military status of the United States relative
to other nations; taxation and higher taxes to enrich the government and to place money in the
hands of the government instead of in the hands of ordinary citizens; consolidating regulatory
power in the hands of the government; amassing and accruing more regulatory power to the
government; and the government’s confiscation of private property.
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10.1 January

10.1.1 Scaling Down: Preparing for Smaller Wars (2020-01-08 13:57)

In January 1950, President Harry Truman requested the Department of State and the Depart-
ment of Defense to jointly compose a document regarding U.S. objectives in both diplomatic
and military concerns. In April, he received the report, a top-secret document titled NSC-68.
This document remained classified until 1975, but is now available to the reading public. It
shaped much of American strategic and geopolitical thought throughout the 1950s and 1960s.
It addressed both strategy and ideology.
NSC-68 also included references to the nation’s founding texts from the 1700s, including the
Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and the Federalist Papers.
The report’s authors were concerned to distinguish between, on the one hand, massive wars
of annihilation on a global scale, and on the other hand, smaller regional conflicts:

The mischief may be a global war or it may be a Soviet campaign for limited objec-
tives. In either case we should take no avoidable initiative which would cause it to
become a war of annihilation, and if we have the forces to defeat a Soviet drive for
limited objectives it may well be to our interest not to let it become a global war.

It was therefore incumbent upon the United States military establishment to be prepared for
both types of conflict. But the U.S. military in 1950 was not ready, as author Russell Weigley
writes:

NSC-68 suggested a danger of limited war, of Communist military adventures de-
signed not to annihilate the West but merely to expand the periphery of the Commu-
nist domains, limited enough that an American riposte of atomic annihilation would
be disproportionate in both morality and expediency. To retaliate against a Commu-
nist military initiative on any but an atomic scale, the American armed forces in 1950
were ill equipped. Ten understrength Army divisions and eleven regimental combat
teams, 671 Navy ships, two understrength Marine Corps divisions, and forty-eight
Air Force wings (the buildup not yet having reached the old figure of fifty-five) were
stretched thinly around the world.

It would not be fitting to respond, e.g., to the Soviet blockade of Berlin by unleashing America’s
nuclear arsenal. Although some military strategists in the late 1940s saw the atomic bomb as
the answer to nearly any tactical question, it was now becoming clear that America should
have a full conventional force as well.

The Air Force atomic striking force, embodied now in eighteen wings of the Strategic
Air Command, was the only American military organization possessing a formidable
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instant readiness capacity. So much did Americans, including the government, suc-
ceed in convincing themselves that the atomic bomb was a sovereign remedy for all
military ailments, so ingrained was the American habit of thinking of war in terms
of annihilative victories, that occasional warnings of limited war went more than un-
heeded, and people, government, and much of the military could scarcely conceive
of a Communist military thrust of lesser dimensions than World War III.

So it happened, then, that in June 1950, when North Korea attacked South Korea, the United
States was in possession of large nuclear arsenal, but a barely serviceable - if at all serviceable
- infantry. The United States was prepared for global atomic war, but the Soviet Socialists chose
smaller proxy wars - Korea, Vietnam - and even smaller military maneuvers to quell uprisings -
Berlin 1953, Hungary 1956, Prague 1968.
America’s brief romance with the atomic bomb was over. By the mid-1950s, it was clear that
the United States needed a full conventional force alongside its nuclear arsenal.
This would require a bit of a scramble to make up for the years in the late 1940s during which
the conventional forces were allowed to languish. The Korean War included a U.S. Army which
was underfunded and undersized.
In the postwar decades, the United States needed to have both a strategic nuclear force as
well as sufficient conventional forces in the traditional Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines.

10.2 February

10.2.1 Tolerance as a Foundational Value for Political Liberty: What Toler-
ance Is, and What Tolerance Isn’t (2020-02-06 12:47)

In any society that hopes to succeed in maintaining a government of freely-elected represen-
tatives, and in any society that hopes to recognize the dignity and value of each and every
individual human life, tolerance is a necessary precondition. Yet the meaning of ‘tolerance’ is
blurred and made ambiguous by inexact usage.
Tolerance is allowing individuals to have and express various points of view, and especially
those which are at a variance with one’s own. Tolerance is permitting beliefs and opinions to
be presented and promoted.
A simple example suffices: in an imaginary town, Mr. Jones and Mr. Miller are both candidates,
hoping to be elected mayor. Each candidate has his own group of supporters. The citizens who
support Mr. Jones, however, acknowledge the right of other citizens to support Mr. Miller, and
reciprocally, the supporters of Mr. Miller recognize the right of other citizens to advocate for
Mr. Jones.
This is already obvious from the various republics with which the reader will be acquainted.
The question becomes unclear, however, because of slogans and political rhetoric which uses
a variety of words: “welcome, affirm, support, accept, celebrate.” These words point to some-
thing different than tolerance.
This can be seen in example. Civil society expects the supporters of one candidate to tolerate,
or allow, the supporters of a competing candidate to live unabused and free to express their
allegiances. The supporters of Mr. Jones for mayor tolerate the supporters of Mr. Miller, and
vice versa.
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But civil society does not expect the supporters of one candidate to “welcome, affirm, support,
accept, or celebrate” campaigns and advocacy for a competing candidate. Such an expectation
would be the very opposite of what is understood to be a democratic society. A free society does
not ask individuals to surrender their opinions and views; rather it asksmerely that they tolerate
the existence of competing views, and contend with those competing views in a respectful
disagreement.
Thus the public should reject the perpetual call for voters to “welcome, affirm, support, accept,
and celebrate” some political viewpoint. The citizens should, on the contrary, “tolerate and
allow” diverse viewpoints.
The reader will transfer this principle and apply it to the controversial questions and “hot-
button” issues of the current time.

10.3 March

10.3.1 Varieties of Nationalism: From Benign to Malignant (2020-03-30 15:09)

The word ‘nationalism’ is widely used, and too often carelessly used. Reflection reveals that this
word can refer to a variety of things, from a beneficial and peaceful sentiment to an aggressive
and warlike passion.
The evil version of “nationalism” is a value system in which the existence, growth, and power
of the nation-state is the ultimate value, outranking other potential values like family, justice,
duty, honor, religious faith, art, or friendship. This evil type of nationalism can lead to combat
and hostility, because if the nation-state is the ultimate value, then anything or anyone else
can be sacrificed for the good of the nation-state.
As historian Jill Lepore writes, the evil form of

nationalism is often thought of as what happens which a nation-state demands ex-
traordinary sacrifices from its people — especially by participating in wars of ag-
gression — and, requiring their consent, asks for that sacrifice in the name of the
nation. The more outrageous the war, the harder it is to gain that consent, the more
grotesque the depiction of the nation’s enemies.

By contrast, the good version of “nationalism” is not only salutary, but it is even necessary
for a peaceful global community. This form of nationalism is a fondness for one’s own nation,
and the ability to objectively see the achievements and contributions of one’s own nation. Im-
portantly, such peaceful nationalism also allows the individual to appreciate the contributions
and achievements of other nations. This type of nationalism leads to peaceful international
relations because it allows each nation to have respect both for itself and for other nations.
The term ‘nation-state’ merits definition: a state is a clearly demarcated geographical territory
with its own government. In common language, a ‘state’ is what we often call a ‘country.’ A
‘nation’ is an ethnic group— a groupwhich shares a language, or a culture, or a shared narrative
history, or a way of life, or artistic traditions like clothing, music, and food. A ‘nation-state’ is
when a nation and a state are coextensive, i.e., when they are the same thing.
Notably, it is sometimes debated as to whether the United States is a nation-state. It is a state
in any case; but the question is posed as to whether there is enough of a common culture
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to merit calling the United States a nation. Those who argue that the U.S. is not a nation
point to the diversity of religions, languages, and cultures within the territory. Those who say
that the U.S. is a nation point to commonalities which universally join the citizens: bluejeans,
hamburgers, a fondness for cars (the ‘automobile lifestyle’), popular sporting events, popular
music, etc.
The reader will decide for herself or himself.
So it is, then, that learning to have a fondness for one’s own nation, and to appreciate the
achievements of one’s own nation, is not necessarily a warlike sentiment. It is, however, a
necessary perspective for creating a peaceful community of nations: wholesome friendships
between countries can be formed only by those nations with a healthy appreciation for both
themselves and for other nations.

10.3.2 Understanding Obama: Part 06 (2020-03-31 06:38)

The election of Barack Obama to the U.S. Presidency was a singular event. For the first time,
the nation’s chief executive was African-American, or more precisely, biracial. As Obama noted,
writing about his parents, “he was as black as pitch, my mother white as milk.”
Obama’s racial ambiguity would be both an asset that he would deploy on the campaign trail,
but also an Achille’s heal which would ultimately erode his support among Black voters.
Although his presidency was greeted at first with exuberant jubilation among African-American
citizens, in time, Black activists like William Darity would author articles with titles like “Barack
Obama Failed Black Americans.” What caused Black voters to see through the Obama image?
The sad reality for millions of African-Americans was that, during the eight years of the Obama
presidency, unemployment rose faster among Blacks than among any other racial or ethnic
group; income declined faster; and family net wealth declined farther and faster. Other num-
bers extend that trend: home ownership, employment among teenagers, etc.
If the Obama administration wasn’t able, or didn’t care, to help African-Americans in terms of
economic opportunity, did it help them in any other way?
Obama did extend help to selected individuals, some of whomwere Black. For example, Obama
fired inspector general Gerald Walpin in order to help Kevin Johnson, an NBA star turned politi-
cian. The complex series of events is explained by historian David Limbaugh:

On July 11, 2009, Obama abruptly announced his decision to fire Gerald Walpin. He
sent letters to leaders of the Senate and House notifying them of the termination, to
take effect in thirty days. His stated reason? He had lost “the fullest confidence” in
Walpin, which is “vital” in “the appointees serving as Inspectors General.”

After only six months in office, Obama fired a federal employee. The only justification for the
dismissal given by Obama was a loss of confidence.
The lack of detail is significant. What caused this lack of confidence? Was there there theft, or
embezzlement, or bribery?

This was not your ordinary executive firing of an at-will staffer. The Inspector General
is a highly sensitive position that acts as a watchdog against government corruption
and must not be occupied by a lapdog who provides cover for wrongdoing. To be
fired by the leader of the very branch of government one is assigned to investigate
is enough to create a presumption of suspicion.
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Who suspected whom of doing what?
If Obama had suspected Gerald Walpin of unethical behavior, then the usual process would
have included some investigation or report. Instead, Obama merely referred vaguely to confi-
dence.
On the other hand, if the suspicion was directed at Obama, i.e., that Obama’s firing of Walpin
was unethical, then Obama’s vague explanation would make sense.
The Inspector General, and the various inspectors general who work in that capacity, are tasked
with investigating unethical, negligent, or corrupt practices in government. A president who
fires an inspector general without substantive explanation is revealing that there is something
to hide, that this inspector general had discovered that there was something to hide, and that
the president in question is actively engaged in a cover-up.

Suspicion immediately arose that Obama was firing Walpin because of Walpin’s in-
vestigation of Kevin Johnson, a former NBA star and mayor of Sacramento, Califor-
nia, who is a strong Obama supporter and personal friend. Before becoming mayor,
Johnson had established a non-profit called St. HOPE to help “revitalize inner-city
communities through public education, civic leadership, economic development and
the arts.” After opening an investigation into whether St. HOPE had misused an
$850,000 AmeriCorps grant, Walpin discovered that Johnson had used AmeriCorps
funds to pay volunteers to participate in political activities involving the school board
and to run personal errands for Johnson like washing his car.

Gerald Walpin had discovered that Obama’s friend Kevin Johnson had been misappropriating
taxpayer dollars for his own personal benefit. Obama fired Walpin to protect Kevin Johnson.
Kevin Johnson was ultimately forced to repay the money, and the charitable organization which
he’d founded, St. HOPE, was ineligible to receive any federal funding for a period of time.
How did this seem to Black voters? Within six months of taking office in 2009, Obama devoted
his attention and energy to firing an investigator who’d uncovered the financial corruption of
one of Obama’s friends. But Obama’s time and attention, if they were directed toward African-
Americans at all, were not effective in reducing unemployment, increasing wages, creating
jobs, or growing the net personal wealth of Black Americans.
By 2012, the situation hadn’t changed, with unemployment figures hovering around 8 % or 9
%, as David Limbaugh reports:

The standard unemployment figures also downplay another unsettling trend: private-
sector job creation is at near record lows. Fewer existing businesses are hiring and
fewer entrepreneurs are starting new businesses, meaning fewer jobs are available
for the unemployed. Prior to the recession, more than 5 million new employees were
hired each month, but this figure fell to 3.6 million by June 2009. By February 2012
it had only slightly improved to 4 million. While fewer employees are being laid
off since the start of the recession, unemployment remains high because of these
sluggish job creation figures.

After four years in office, unemployment was high, and unemployment for African-Americans
was even higher. But after only six months in office, Obama had leapt into action to rescue one
of his personal friends from the legal consequences of misusing federal funds — i.e., to rescue
his friend from the legal consequences of crime.
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It is no surprise, then, that in November 2012, fewer Blacks voted for Obama than in November
2008. Obama had lost significant amounts of support among the African-Americans who’s so
enthusiastically greeted his presidency four years earlier.

10.4 April

10.4.1 LBJ, The Great Society, and Unintended Consequences: Good Inten-
tions, Bad Results (2020-04-22 07:08)

With much fanfare, President Lyndon Johnson promoted his legislative agenda, including a
bundle of programs which he called ‘The Great Society.’ Johnson was most probably sincere
in his desire to alleviate the misery of poverty, both because he knew that it would increase
his popularity, and because of genuine human compassion. LBJ saw conditions in Texas and in
Appalachia which prompted him to use the slogan, ‘War on Poverty.’
Johnson’s simultaneous endorsement of the 1964 Civil Rights Act gave the impression that
Great Society programs would also help lift African-Americans out of poverty. But, as histo-
rian Ben Shapiro writes, “The Great Society significantly slowed economic progress for black
Americans.”
“Government involvement is far more to blame” for “the stagnant rates of increase in black
prosperity.” In the past, the government had imposed racism when it legislated “Jim Crow
Laws.” But starting in the mid-1960s, it was anti-poverty programs which did the most harm
to the Black community.

The Great Society programs of President Lyndon Johnson, touted as a sort of
reparations-lite by Johnson allies, actually harmed the black community in signifi-
cant ways that continue to play out today. According to former Air Force One steward
Ronald MacMillan, LBJ pushed the Great Society programs and civil rights bill out of
desire to win black votes.

Johnson frequently used inappropriate and hateful epithets to refer to African-Americans, usu-
ally the “n-word” but also others. His racist vocabulary has been well documented.
But Johnson hoped to persuade Black voters to support him and his political party. He presented
his programs as their salvation. Yet the biggest cause of poverty turned out to be LBJ’s anti-
poverty programs.

In essence, the Great Society drove impoverished black people into dependency. In
1960, 22 percent of black children were born out of wedlock; today, that number is
over 70 percent. The single greatest indicator of intergenerational poverty is single
motherhood. As Thomas Sowell writes, “What about ghetto riots, crimes in general
and murder in particular? What about low levels of labor force participation and high
levels of welfare dependency? None of those things was as bad in the first 100 years
after slavery as they became in the wake of the policies and notions of the 1960s.”

An analysis by the Brookings Institute shows that, prior to Great Society programs, African-
Americans were making progress: “From 1940 to 1970, black men cut the income gap [with
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white men] by about a third.” Black wage-earners were experiencing rising wages and were
headed for equal pay.
This optimistic trend, however, faded, as Ben Shapiro notes: “Such growth slowed after the
implementation of the Great Society. According to economists John J. Donahue III and James
Heckman, black men saw ‘virtually no improvement’ in wages” after LBJ’s initiatives were im-
plemented.
Thomas Sowell notes that African-Americans made the largest and fastest economic progress
before Great Society programs were launched. Johnson’s war on poverty actually slowed the
gains being made by Blacks, as Sowell writes:

Despite the grand myth that black economic progress began or accelerated with the
passage of the Civil Rights laws and “War on Poverty” programs of the 1960s, the
cold fact is that the poverty rate among blacks fell from 87 percent in 1940 to 47
percent by 1960. This was before any of those programs began. Over the next 20
years, the poverty rate among blacks fell another 18 percentage points, compared
to the 40-point drop in the previous 20 years. This was the continuation of a previous
economic trend, at a slower rate of progress, not the economic grand deliverance.

It’s worth noting that the Great Society programs did not help white people either, or Latinos,
or Native American Indians. Johnson’s programs have been in place for fifty years, but poverty
rates remain unchanged, as Ben Shapiro notes:

As for the Great Society itself, poverty rates in the United States have remained
largely unchanged: the government spends $9,000 per welfare recipient per year in
the United States, and yet Americans had the same poverty rate in 2013 as they did
in 1963. Living standards have improved, but dependency has not decreased.

The number of Americans and the percentage of the American population living in poverty
declined throughout the 1940s and 1950s. But those numbers have been frozen since the
mid-1960s. Johnson’s programs are expensive but ineffective.
The Great Society programs started by costing billions; now they cost trillions. These programs
have inflicted suffering by means of taxation and by means of expanding the national debt. But
these programs have not reduced poverty — for African-Americans, for whites, for Latinos, or
for anyone else.

10.5 May

10.5.1 Gerald Ford: America’s Favorite Vice President (2020-05-31 14:55)

Many people respected and liked Gerald Ford, but few thought that he’d one day become the
vice president of the United States, and even fewer suspected that he’d one day be president.
Until 1973, he was a leader in the United States House of Representatives, and congressman
representing the state of Michigan.
In that year, Spiro Agnew resigned. Agnew had been vice president since January 1969, but
questions about his financial ethics forced him to leave the office. Under the watchful eyes
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of the American public, and of Congress, President Nixon had to appoint a new vice president.
The new VP had to be able to undergo the most careful investigations and be able to show that
he was free of any hint of scandalous behavior.
Despite the detailed scrutiny of both government and media, Gerald Ford proved to have a
spotless record regarding both public and private behavior.
Once he was confirmed by the both houses of Congress and became VP December 1973, he
found that his work would be challenging, as historian Thomas DeFrank writes:

As vice president, Ford was faced with one of the more daunting assignments any
American politician has ever confronted. He was determined to remain loyal to his
president, the old friend and former congressional colleague who’d made him VP. He
was also intent on staying true to his conscience, and much of what he saw unfolding
at the White House troubled him. More than anything else, he was also desperate to
do everything in his power to hold his beloved Republican Party together amid the
wreckage of Watergate.

As VP, Ford was immensely popular with Americans. He was, in fact, much more popular than
Nixon at the time. It is awkward for a vice president to be more popular than the president for
whom he works.
Realizing that he would eventually, and probably soon, be president, Ford was careful to pre-
serve his connection to the ordinary American citizens by not supporting Nixon too much, as
Thomas DeFrank notes:

Every vice president struggles under the yoke of playing second fiddle, but Water-
gate made the part far trickier for Ford. Even in the beginning, when he still believed
Nixon was innocent, Ford was smart enough to realize there was a reasonable chance
he might become president anyway. If it happened, he’d need to come before a
wounded and troubled nation as the Great Healer. By defending Nixon too force-
fully, he risked being tarred as an Agnewesque polarizer, diminishing his capacity to
reunite the nation

During his brief time — less than one year — as vice president, the public, the media, and the
other leaders in government uniformly perceived Ford as honest, ethical, and decent.
This would become vitally important when he became president in August 1974.

10.6 June

10.6.1 Falling for Socialism: How Redistribution Schemes Fool Voters
(2020-06-02 08:48)

Not only in the United States, but in many nations, various socialist economic plans are pre-
sented to the public in charming phrases and attractive anecdotes. Socialists can be persua-
sive.
The rhetoric of wealth redistribution is filled with metaphors, vignettes, and parables.
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The socialist movement needs such picturesque language, because the public will not happily
digest abstract statements like this one from Michael Harrington: “The politics of international
economic and social solidarity must be presented as a practical solution to immediate problems
as well as a recognition of that oneness of humankind celebrated in the Biblical account of the
common parents of all human beings.”
The socialists also need these folksy similes and stories because these engaging little tales
hide the unpleasant realities lurking in socialist schemes like those promoted by Harrington.
Garrett Hardin produced one of these distracting and seducing narratives, as historian Amity
Shlaes recounts:

One of the thinkers of the era, a microbiologist at the University of California in Santa
Barbara named Garrett Hardin, sketched a picture to try to convey the need for great
public-sector interventions. Shepherds live by a rich common pasture. All want to
graze their own sheep there, and all do, each driving as many of his own sheep as he
can into the common area without regard to the needs of others or the grass of the
commons. Soon, the grass is gone. The sheep starve. This dynamic Hardin labeled
the “Tragedy of the Commons.” Hardin recommended a collective solution of the
sort Harrington would have praised: let governments play the shepherd, managing
or rationing resources of the common.

Hardin’s myth has several factors typical of propaganda. He presents a binary scenario: evil
shepherds, good governmental regulators. He also places the vast majority of the citizens into
the category of sheep who are the mercy of either shepherds or regulators, but who apparently
can’t act or think for themselves.
In his metaphor, Hardin also reduces the amazing complex world of technology, politics, and
economics into the overly simplistic symbol of pasture land where sheep graze. He first pub-
lished his allegory in 1968.
Then, as now, the world of interest rates and taxes, of microeconomic and macroeconomics,
of data storage and transmission, of spacecraft and pharmaceuticals, of election cycles and
intragovernmental negotiations was exceedingly complicated. To reduce that world to the
undemanding analogy of grassland is to engage in massive oversimplification.
Redistributionist and socialist campaigns habitually rely on such oversimplification, from Huey
Long to Bernie Sanders.
A more accurate assessment of modern civilization regards the majority of people not as sheep,
but as decision-makers. Citizens are constantly making economic, political, and technological
choices. The millions of choices made daily shape the nation, the marketplace, and develop-
ment of new software and hardware.
An accurate picture of socio-political economics includes people who are more farsighted than
the shepherds who quickly destroy the land’s grazing material, regulators who are not omni-
scient angels who know all and always act altruistically, and scenarios with a nearly infinite
number of options instead of the two presented in Hardin’s parable.
Socialist schemes for redistribution are almost always presented in such oversimplified rhetoric,
and intentionally so: only by means of oversimplification can the socialists gloss over the
universe of flaws and problems which come to light whenever someone attempts to implement
such programs in the real world.
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10.7 November

10.7.1 The Flag, the Anthem, and the NFL: Unity and Race (2020-11-03 13:30)

The question of race in America has a long and bitter past, and for this reason, continues to
manifest itself in new and different ways. Honest and intelligent people seek a sense of unity
among the nation’s diverse citizenry.
This unity remains elusive, and sometimes the very moment of unity is itself attacked as being
unjust and racist. The word ‘racist’ has become weaponized, and by means of this word’s
abuse and misuse, there is confusion about exactly what it might mean.
People often unite around symbols. A piece of music and a bit of cloth stand for ideas and ideals.
So it is that the United States flag represents something profound. It was the flag carried into
battle during the Civil War to end slavery. It was the flag on the uniforms of those who escorted
the Little Rock Nine into educational equity.
The flag is a symbol of justice, freedom, and unity. Martin Luther King understood the flag in
this way when he wrote:

Since Crispus Attucks gave his life on Boston’s Commons, black men and women
have been mingling their blood with other Americans in defense of this republic. For
the protection of our honored flag which still floats untarnished in the breeze, Negro
men and women have died on the far flung battle fields of the world.

The national anthem, too, symbolizes the concepts which not only all Americans, but all people,
value. Martin Luther King encouraged students in Alabama who stood on the steps of a gov-
ernment building and sang “The Star-Spangled Banner” in 1960 in Alabama, and he likewise
encouraged Rose Battle English, a gifted vocalist, who sang the national anthem at a “Prayer
Pilgrimage for Freedom” in 1957.
At some relatively recent point in history, some people lost, or forgot, or discarded, the near-
universal recognition of the flag and the anthem as unifying symbols. The flag and the national
anthem are symbols of justice and unity, and specifically of justice and unity in matters relating
to race. But one segment of society doesn’t, can’t, or won’t recognize the meaning of the flag
and the anthem.
Martin Luther King incorporated the flag and the anthem into his movement, calling the flag
“honored” and “untarnished.” He saw the flag and the anthem as symbols of everything he
and his movement worked to achieve.
Yet some, who would present themselves as a continuation of King’s work, now do not see
justice and unity in the flag, and do not hear unity and reconciliation in the national anthem.
They do not perceive that all which they claim to desire is encapsulated in these two unifying
symbols.
The National Football League has been one of several venues in which a group has explicitly
denied that these national symbols point to, and contain, the goals for which the group claims
to strive. Instead of acknowledging the flag and the national anthem as enshrining justice,
they claim that other gestures or rites are needed to symbolize justice.
So some NFL players kneel during the national anthem, refuse to acknowledge the flag, remain
in the locker room during the presentation of the flag and the singing of the national anthem,
etc., and introduce instead other rituals which they claim to be symbols of justice and unity.
In an October 2020 publication, author Peter Speckhard writes:
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People react to competing narratives almost viscerally. For example, at the first
NFL game of the season this year, the Houston Texans and the Kansas City Chiefs
linked arms at midfield for a “moment of unity” on the issue of racism. The stadium
announcer asked the mostly empty (due to the pandemic restrictions) stadium to
observe a moment of silence. But the intended moment of silence featured a loud
chorus of boos from the few thousand fans in attendance. After the game, super-
star player J.J. Watt expressed confusion that anyone would be booing a moment of
unity to end racism. Well, it could be that many of the fans were racists opposed to
expressions of racial unity. Or it could be that the fans instinctively sensed an alien
narrative at work.

To be clear, many of the NFL players who participated in this event and similar events did so to
be good sports, and to get along with the other players. But those players who advocated for
such events, and their handlers who directed them to do so, ignored the fact that the “moment
of unity” which most authentically reconciles all manner of people to each other, and which
most directly points to justice, is that moment which centers around the flag and the national
anthem.
Because the flag was an integral part of the abolition of slavery, an integral part of school
integration and desegregation, and an integral part of movement for civil rights, Martin Luther
King embrace the iconography of the flag and the anthem. Civil rights arise from citizenship.
Citizenship is a common bond, and when recognized and understood, unites people across the
usual dividing variables: race, religion, ethnicity, language, color, etc.
Peter Speckhard continues:

What I think the fans understood is that the national anthem, for which many NFL
players routinely kneel in protest, is itself supposed to be the moment of unity before
the game. That’s why the tradition got started and the only reason to perpetuate it.
The bitter rivals on the field, the competing fan bases, the furious coaches, and the
blind referees might not have anything else in common, but they have their nation
in common. The only reason to have a separate moment of unity on the field this
year in addition to the anthem was to endorse the idea that the national anthem
doesn’t unite Americans. Holding an additional moment of unity only endorses the
outlook of those who kneel for the anthem. Two competing moments of unity are
actually just one larger moment of disunity. People booing at the moment of unity
were not expressing racism. They were rejecting the idea that the American flag and
our national anthem actually represent systemic ongoing racism.

If the United States flag, and the “Star-Spangled Banner,” authentically point to justice, then
to ignore or oppose such symbols, and to suggest alternative symbols, moves us further from
justice, moves us away from unity, and moves us further into bitter division.
Symbols of national unity are effective against racism. To dismantle rituals of national unity is
to open the door to increasing racism.
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11.1 February

11.1.1 When Government is a Problem: The Unintended Consequences of
Ignoring the Separation of Powers (2021-02-08 16:56)

All kinds of people complain about the government: rich and poor, old and young, men and
women, Republicans and Democrats, liberals and conservatives, Progressives and Libertarians.
Why? As historian Ben Shapiro notes, “the problem with government isn’t that government
doesn’t get enough done — it’s that it gets too much done.”
The government is often tempted to be overactive — to do more than it should. The main task
of the government is to protect the lives, freedoms, and properties of its citizens. But often,
governments want to do more than that — to regulate, encourage, or discourage activities; to
undertake programs and projects that go beyond defending people’s individual political liberty.
To be sure, often government actions are undertaken with good intentions, and with sincere
desires to help. But even when the government wants to help, it cannot. In some situations,
the best thing the government can do is stand back, and let society fix its own problems.
As President Ronald Reagan said in 1986, “The nine most terrifying words in the English lan-
guage are: I’m from the Government, and I’m here to help.”
Well-intentioned government programs usually have unintended consequences: Government
programs to end poverty actually cause more poverty; when the government tried to reduce
illegal drug use, such use increased; when governments try to make peace, the result is usu-
ally a war; when governments try to fix the economy, wages fall and more people become
unemployed.
In 1849 Henry David Thoreau wrote, “That government is best which governs least.” He was
likely recalling a magazine article from 1837 which included this line: “The best government
is that which governs least.”
To protect people’s freedom is to limit the power of the government. The idea of “limited
government” is the foundation of freedom.
People should not, in the words of Ben Shapiro, “become accustomed to the government taking
care of them.” It seems like a nice idea, but throughout history, it has led only to dictatorships
and atrocities.
There is a choice: people can have freedom, or they can have a government which reaches into
their lives and tries to help them. They cannot have both. Solutions to social problems come
from society, not from the government. Solutions to economic problems come from businesses
and economists, not from the government.
If people mistakenly believe that the government can fix problems, then that belief “leads to
calls for government action with every supposed crisis,” as Ben Shapiro says. He continues:

If we want to restore logical boundaries to government, we can begin by restoring
logical boundaries to our desire to rely on the government. To do that, however, we
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must first understand how the government currently works. Here’s a hint: it has
almost nothing to do with the Constitution.

Consider how our government currently works, how it worked in the past, and how it might
work in the future.
Again, people from nearly every political viewpoint, from every race, from every religion, all
agree — the government isn’t working well at present. That’s because, as Shapiro points out,
the government currently has little to do with the Constitution.
While nearly every elected or appointed political leader will quote from the Constitution and
praise it, in reality, the organizational mechanisms of the Constitution are routinely ignored.
When the Constitutional system is working properly, it does things like end slavery, as it did
between 1863 and 1865, or ensure women’s right to vote, as it did in 1869, long before the
amendment confirmed it in 1920.
So what does it mean for the Constitutional system to work properly? What does that look like?
A big part of the answer is the “separation of powers.”
Each part of the government has its own assignment to do. The legislature, or Congress, is
supposed to make laws. The executive, or president, is supposed to apply the laws. The
judiciary, or court system, is supposed to interpret the laws.
Yes, it gets a little more complex than that in some situations, but the basic principle of “sepa-
ration of powers” is this simple principle.
Things go wrong when the executive branch makes laws. For example, the president appoints
people to operate government agencies, like the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or
Department of Commerce. When those agencies start making their own rules and policies,
instead of applying the laws which Congress has made, then there is a problem. They have
effectively taken Congress’s job. There is a name for this problem: “administrative law.” It’s
when the administration, instead of the Congress, makes laws.
Another way things can go wrong is this: The legislative branch can usurp the role of the
executive branch. This happens when Congress has hearings and investigations. While it is
appropriate for Congress to hold committee meetings and to gather facts relevant to debates
about potential legislation, it is not appropriate for Congress to investigate (that’s a task for the
executive branch), and it is not appropriate for Congress to hold hearings (that’s the work of
the judicial branch). The one rare exception is an impeachment process for a federal employee.
Many of our current problems arise from the fact that the three branches of government are
not restricting themselves to their assigned tasks. If each branch of government will do its
work, and not the work of the other branches, then many of our problems will be solved, and
desired outcomes like freedom, prosperity, justice, and peace are more likely.

11.2 April

11.2.1 The Eisenhower Presidency: A Pivotal Moment in America’s Civil
Rights Era (2021-04-21 14:43)

When Dwight Eisenhower won the 1952 presidential election against a resolutely segregationist
Democratic Party, he did so in part because of the credibility he’d earned with African American
voters nearly a decade earlier.
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In late 1944 and early 1945, Eisenhower, as Supreme Allied Commander, was engaged in the
intense fighting at the Battle of the Bulge. As an officer, he needed maximum flexibility in
maneuvering his troops to different locations as needed.
The mobility of U.S. soldiers was limited by directives from President Roosevelt, and from Roo-
sevelt’s Secretary of War, Henry Stimson. Both Roosevelt and Stimson wanted Eisenhower
to move his troops within the confines of their segregationist directives: they wanted Black
and White soldiers to remain in separate units, and to deny Black soldiers the opportunity to
volunteer for combat service.
Eisenhower wasmassively frustrated by the segregationist regulations. Logistics within amajor
modern army are complicated in any case, and the blatantly racist policies of Roosevelt and
Stimson only made matters worse.
In a courageous move, Eisenhower disobeyed the orders from Washington, integrating the
troops under his command, and giving African Americans in the army the opportunity to be
in combat. With combat came quicker and more significant promotions, and extra pay. Black
voters did not forget, and in 1952 voted for him in large numbers.
African Americans voted for Ike in even larger numbers to reelect him in 1956.
Known fondly by his nickname, “Ike” was popular among all Americans, and he used his social
capital to promote the civil rights movement, as historian William Hitchcock writes,

He presided over two enormously important developments that would shape the
history of race in America. He lent support to Attorney General Brownell’s strenuous
efforts to pass the Civil Rights Act of 1957; and he used the power of his office to
enforce court-ordered school desegregation in Little Rock, Arkansas, overcoming the
resistance of the demagogic governor, Orval Faubus.

Eisenhower, and his vice president, Richard Nixon, had invited Martin Luther King, Jr. to the
White House. Ike, Nixon, and MLK strategized about how to find enough votes in Congress to
pass the Civil Rights Act of 1957. In the end, of the votes cast to turn the bill into law, 100 % of
the Republican votes cast, both in the House of Representatives and in the Senate, supported
the bill. A number of Democrats also voted for the bill.
Between this victory in Congress, and Ike’s use of federal troops to protect the “Little Rock Nine”
as they attended school, 1957 was a landmark year in the civil rights movement. Encouraged
by these developments, Eisenhower went farther. He introduced another civil rights bill.
The strength of the 1957 Act had been somewhat weakened by Senator Lyndon Johnson, who’d
added some hostile amendments to it. Ike sought to strengthen the provisions of the 1957 law
by passing the 1960 Civil Rights Act.
By the time Eisenhower left office, he’d passed two major pieces of civil rights legislation,
collaborated with MLK, and made a clear and adamant stand in favor of desegregation in Little
Rock. Ike achieved significant forward movement in civil rights.

11.2.2 Kennedy Opposes Eisenhower’s Civil Rights Act: JFK Resists Ike’s
Move Toward Justice (2021-04-22 08:30)

In late 1944 and early 1945, General Eisenhower took bold steps to integrate the U.S. Army
during the Battle of the Bulge. Defying orders from President Roosevelt and Secretary of War
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Henry Stimson, Eisenhower ordered Black soldiers and White soldiers to work together in com-
bat units. This opened the way for Black soldiers to receive combat pay and be eligible for
more promotions.
African Americans enthusiastically voted for him in 1952, and General Eisenhower became
President Eisenhower.
During his eight years as president, in the words of historian William Hitchcock, Eisenhower
acted, and acted “decisively, to advance the progress of civil rights.”
Known fondly as “Ike,” his actions included appointing Blacks to high federal offices. Ike ap-
pointed Jesse Ernest Wilkins, who became the first African American to attend White House
cabinet-level meetings.
Ike also used federal troops to overcome the resistance of Arkansas Governor Orval Faubus.
Ike ordered the troops to protect Black children who were attending public schools in the city
of Little Rock.
When Eisenhower proposed a civil rights bill to Congress in 1957, he encountered fierce oppo-
sition from future president John F. Kennedy, as historian C.N. Trueman writes:

Kennedy put political realism before any form of beliefs when he voted against Eisen-
hower’s 1957 Civil Rights Act.

100 % of the Republican votes cast, both in the Senate and in the House of Representatives,
supported the bill. But many Democrats, under the leadership of Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson,
opposed the bill:

The Democrats were almost united to a politician in their opposition to the bill / act.
Kennedy had aspirations to be the Democrats’ next presidential candidate in the
1960 election. If he was seen to be taking the party line and demonstrating strong
leadership with regards to opposing the bill, this would do his chances no harm what-
soever. This proved to be the case and Kennedy led the Democrats to victory over
Richard Nixon in 1960.

So it was that John F. Kennedy opposed the Civil Rights Act of 1957, while President Eisenhower
supported it. Eisenhower won.
Why was Ike so adamant in championing civil rights legislation? Because he saw that, despite
the advancements he’d alreadymade, there was still work to be done, as historian Nate Sullivan
writes:

During the 1950s, African Americans continued to suffer racial discrimination. While
the 15th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, ratified in 1870, gave African Ameri-
cans the right to vote, they often were subject to voter intimidation.

“This was especially true in the” states controlled by the Democratic Party.

Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower sought to change this through the pas-
sage of the Civil Rights Act of 1957, which provided federal oversight to ensure that
African Americans had the opportunity to vote free from intimidation or coercion.
This was the first federal civil rights legislation since the Civil Rights Act of 1875.
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While the Republicans were united in their support of the bill, the Democrats were divided.
Among the leaders of the Democratic Party at that time were both Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson.

As a Democrat, Kennedy was hesitant to lend his full support to the Republican’s civil
rights bill.

While some Democrats were willing to vote for the civil rights bill, many Democrats “were
fiercely opposed to civil rights reforms.” Some Democrats opposed the bill simply by voting
against it. Others took the additional step of adding hostile amendments to the bill, hoping
thereby to weaken its effectiveness. “By 1957, Kennedy had his eye on the White House, and
he did not want to lose the support of” his fellow Democrats. Voting for the bill would have
destroyed Kennedy’s presidential hopes.

He therefore voted against the bill (it did pass however). In fact, throughout his career
as a senator, Kennedy chose not to make civil rights an issue. Many historians feel
he took this approach because he did not want to lose the support of his party. He
likely was concerned about coming across as too radical and alienating his own base.

In an ironic twist, Lyndon Johnson found a way to claim that he supported civil rights: he
supported an amended version of the bill. But Johnson’s amendments were designed to weaken
the bill to the point of ineffectiveness. So Johnson was able to gain support from both sides.
Yet it was clear that Johnson had no genuine desire to see advancement in civil rights.
Eisenhower signed the 1957 Civil Rights Act into law. He’d worked together with his vice pres-
ident, Richard Nixon, and with Martin Luther King. The three of them had found or created
enough support to move the bill through Congress.
His next move, to overcome the opposition of Kennedy and Johnson, was to see the 1960 Civil
Rights Act through Congress, which he likewise signed into law. The 1960 version of the act
was designed to close certain loopholes which Johnson had put into the 1957 version.
When Eisenhower completed his time in office, leaving the White House in January 1961, he’d
compiled a series of civil rights victories.

11.3 May

11.3.1 Not Race, Not Income Levels, but Family Structures are Weakening
the Nation: The Family’s Impact on Society, and Society’s Impact on
the Family (2021-05-14 13:44)

Statisticians and social scientists are concluding, sometimes reluctantly, and often against their
own ideologies, that the single most significant variable in the life of a child from before birth to
the late teenage years is whether or not that child is a member of a functioning and functional
family.
There is a set of variables which shapes the family: income level, religion, race, the presence or
absence of substance abuse, gambling, etc. But the single most powerful variable is whether
or not the family is headed by an intact married couple.
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The divide between rich and poor, the divide between races, and divide between other demo-
graphic factors all pale in comparison to the massive influence which parents have on their
children.
The biggest gap in society now is not between levels of income, and not between races, but
between the single-parent family and the intact family. Citing the research of James Wilson,
Mary Eberstadt writes:

It’s the family divide, Wilson argued in his book Two Nations (1998), that has become
the best indicator for all kinds of problematic behaviors: dropping out of school, going
to jail, delinquency, emotional problems, out-of-wedlock births, early sexual activity,
and unemployment, to name just some. “These differences,” noted Wilson as he
analyzed the piles of numbers, “are not explained by income. Children in one-parent
families are much worse off than those in two-parent families even when both fami-
lies have the same earnings.”

Statistically, the impact of different income levels is erased when the factor of family structure
is included in the calculations.
This surprising result was not sought, and not even wanted, by those who found it. Both
culture and policy have believed that race, ethnicity, and income were the variables which
most influenced the nature of childhood.

It is an idea so potent that it still has the power to shock, even 14 years after its first
appearance: Family structure has replaced poverty as the best predictor of youth
problems.

Policies and programs designed to help children have instead merely enabled the underlying
cause. With good intentions, society has created mechanisms which make it ever easier for
parents to abdicate their responsibilities.

Think of all the institutions created to replace the family. What is the dawn-to-dusk
school day, and the concomitant attempt to abolish summer vacation, if not a ne-
cessity mothered by the empty home? What is the tres chic anti-bullying movement,
if not an elaborate, improvised response to the need to do something that capable
fathers, especially, used to do — i.e., stick up for their kids?

Nothing will substitute for parents. The best and most ethical social workers, teachers, coun-
selors, and coaches are excellent ancillaries for parents, but poor replacements for parents.

The search continues for substitute mothers, substitute fathers, and substitutes for
all the others who once took care of their own.

An effective way to address education problems, to address recreational or illegal drug use,
to address juvenile crime, and to address teen pregnancy is to explore, and then reduce, the
underlying causes which create increasing numbers of single-parent families.
Few girls or women, in their late teen years, have it as an express goal to become a single
mother. They do not, and did not, want this. Which factors have led to the rise in single-parent
families, and how can they be curbed? Both the factors, and the actions which can reduce their
394 ©2021 am-hist-02.blogspot.com



11.3. MAY BlogBook

impact on society, may be partly addressable by policy actions, but will certainly require inter-
ventions that no city, county, state, or federal government can orchestrate. Organic changes
in culture and society, in families and lifestyles, cannot be legislated.
The occasional policy move might help, but it will be people, not governments, who begin to
create better lives for children in American society.
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