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PART I

THE ROAD WE’VE TRAVELED


INTRODUCTION

IN THE JUNGLE, THE MIGHTY JUNGLE, THE LION SLEEPS TONIGHT

In 2001, an archeological team in the Djurab Desert discovered the remains of what they described as mankind’s oldest living ancestor, an apelike mammal with prominent brows. They dubbed this new species Sahelanthropus tchadensis. More chimpanzee than human, these primates lived in groups in a lakeside forest that gave way seven million years ago to the Saharan desert sands of northern Africa.

During the excavation, the team also encountered the remains of a large saber-toothed cat the size of a lion, which hunted these early humans as prey. The cats’ six-inch front sabers were perfectly suited for carving through flesh and bone, and their low-slung frames were adapted for stealthily stalking their next meals. Nothing could outrun these powerful creatures, certainly not the primates of North Africa that lived in constant fear of them.

“With our present data, we don’t know what precisely the interactions were between a primate and a big carnivore,” said Patrick Vignaud, director of the University of Poitiers’ Institute of Paleoprimatology and Human Paleontology. “But probably these interactions were not so friendly.”

We can imagine that interaction seven million years ago: a pair of our ancestors foraging for food near a pool of water, their child playing cheerfully near the mother’s feet. And then, without warning, a shadow in the brush becomes a living, breathing, snarling vision of death. The mother cries out and leaps to protect her baby. The father steps in between the beast and his family. The hairs on the back of both the hunter’s and the hunted’s necks stand up straight. Nostrils flare, eyes squint, jaws clench. Beads of sweat appear. Survival instincts kick in as the adrenaline flows.

They circle each other slowly. An instant later, the monster leaps forward. Nails and teeth dig into flesh. Dust swirls upward from the ground, lodging in the primate’s throat, lungs, and eyes. The warm-iron taste of lifeblood fills the cat’s mouth as saliva and blood spill out. Droplets of red-brown spatter the dry ground.

Then, with one swift and well-placed blow to the giant cat’s head, the battle ends. The primate escapes this time—bruised, battered, and bloodied.

His mate brings over their frightened child, and they all embrace. Heart rates begin to slow, and adrenaline levels recede, but something has irrevocably changed for them. The fear has burrowed deep into their subconscious, and it will never really leave.

Whether we’re aware of it or not, all of us are attracted to—and strangely beholden to—feelings of fear. Our bodies are simply wired that way. The ultimate fear, of course, is of the end. Of death itself. The fear of an encounter with a saber-toothed cat haunts Sahelanthropus tchadensis and his descendants—us—for eternity. Parents and children look carefully to every shadow for squinted yellow eyes hovering over sharp teeth.

Can you hear it? The low rumble that turns into a growl and eventually into a panting snarl? The beast is getting closer. The idea of death from the shadows, in all its forms, stalks us all.

♠

What does any of this have to do with Woodrow Wilson or Hillary Clinton? It’s a good question, and it’s what we’re going to explore in this book. Fear, as well as the hopeful (if not pointless) solutions offered to combat it, is ultimately what make progressivism so successful. It’s what makes otherwise intelligent, rational, and good human beings succumb so easily to obviously absurd visions of the future painted by politicians. It’s why our brothers and sisters and our children—and sometimes even you and I—are continually tempted by the progressive siren song.

Many experts have written about progressivism. I’ve talked about it on the air for more than a decade now, so I’m guessing you are already familiar with its frightening and demonstrable outcomes: the insatiable thirst for control and betterment of others; the determination to build a massive, all-controlling welfare state that holds the rest of us hostage to its preferences and whims; and the flirtation with totalitarianism masked by the guise of political correctness. Progressives regularly espouse ideas and support causes that openly involve the subjugation, murder, or mutilation of their fellow human beings, always in the name of a better world for all.

When their policies are actually implemented, they unfailingly achieve the opposite of their promised results. And yet, despite this, no amount of empirical data seems to dissuade progressives and their acolytes from embracing their flawed policies the next time around, even when they can easily be shown to be disastrous.

Given these failures time and time again, it’s only right to wonder how it is that progressive leaders and voters continue to cling to policies and programs that so plainly don’t work. Are progressive leaders such masters of lying and deception that their followers can be easily fooled, even in the face of undeniable evidence? Or is it rather that followers of progressivism are so eager to be lied to that they willfully ignore facts and reason?

As we’ll find out together in this book, the answer is both.

We all know what progressives want to do. We all know how easily they lie and how easily adherents allow themselves to be lied to. But what has rarely been asked or discussed is the more fundamental question: Why? Where does the urge originate from, and how does it hold so much power over the human mind? How does this impulse to build institutions and pass laws that dictate the behavior of others, stamping out individual choice in favor of the collective, overtake logic and sound thinking so often?

Each of us is born a unique, individual being, possessing free will and a mind capable of making rational choices. We’re capable of caring for both our loved ones and ourselves. But devotees of progressivism reject their free will and rational capacity. What makes people adopt a philosophy that is so fundamentally incompatible with their natural birthright as free and independent beings who are able to determine their own future?

The answer brings us back to the saber-toothed cat and to the fear-hope dynamic buried deep within all of us.

Human beings are creatures of the natural world, following natural laws that govern all species on earth. Like that of our primate ancestors and all other mammals, our DNA is filled with millions of years of collective experience. The stories of their survival and our evolution are written in organic matter such as proteins and nucleic acids that form vast ribbons of DNA. As much as they are indicative of our past, these strands of DNA also, in many ways, determine our future—whether we’re prone to cancer, whether our children will have light skin or dark skin, whether we’ll have a thick head of hair or be bald.

Our genetic sequencing also, it turns out, has a large effect on our political future.

Here’s the short version. Our ancestors, among all creatures that have ever existed, were endowed by their creator with something unique in the animal kingdom, something that sets us apart from every other living organism: an awareness of our unavoidable death. It is the fundamental difference between human beings and every other advanced mammal. No other species except for humans has both the inherent desire to live plus the foreknowledge that we won’t.

The awareness of death exists both consciously and unconsciously at the same time. Like members of all species, we experience fear as an inherent defense mechanism when faced with the danger of death or harm. That is the natural tool we are given to help us survive. But human beings are aware and afraid not only of immediate potential threats, as other creatures are, but also of future inevitable dangers, outside our control and perception, as other creatures are not. Human beings, therefore, more than any other living organisms, live in a constant state of terror over the danger of death. For some of us, the certainty of our death can create a sense of hopelessness. Each of us, and those we love and care about, will die. Eventually, no matter how many individual fights we might win against beasts from the underbrush, one of them will get us.

As we’ve evolved, the higher brain functions that enabled self-awareness, imagination, and reason had to create a counterbalance to the constant state of terror that came from foreknowledge of our own death. Psychologists identify this as a sort of coping mechanism that helps us get out of bed each day and march forward with life. This is the other quintessentially human psychological trait: hope. Hope is what empowers us to defy fear, to arm ourselves and fight against the saber-toothed cat. Hope is what enables inherently irrational action against impossible odds, fighting each battle, while knowing that the war will eventually be lost.

Dr. Jerome Groopman, a Harvard Medical School professor who has spent years studying the science of hope, discovered that the brain releases chemicals that cause a hopeful sensation after a traumatizing experience. “Hope helps us overcome hurdles that we otherwise could not scale,” he wrote, “and it moves us forward to a place where healing can occur.”

These chemicals create an effect almost identical to that of morphine: a calming, peaceful sensation. The feeling of succumbing to fears and then transcending them with hope becomes addictive. It’s why we love horror movies and Halloween. It’s why amusement parks strive to build the tallest, fastest roller coasters every year. It’s why adrenaline junkies jump out of airplanes and off bridges. It’s why tens of thousands flock to endurance events like triathlons and Ironman races. It’s why Navy SEALs and Army Rangers love the thrill of combat and why they continually subject themselves to grueling tests beforehand.

Progressivism works at both levels of the unique duality of the human psyche. Progressives first succumb to their own fear, and then they utilize that fear by instilling it in others. They helpfully identify the saber-toothed cats—the things that threaten us and will ultimately lead to our demise—hoping to export their fears to the rest of the herd so that others can be more easily controlled.

The pattern is always the same. First, they construct elaborate enemies that they say will kill us: overpopulation, global warming, gun violence, pornography, public health epidemics, bullying, SUVs, recreational drug use, or even masculinity itself. These are the saber-toothed cats. Then, having convinced us that we should be afraid of the predator in the brush, thereby filling our brains with adrenaline, anxiety, and stress, they offer us the “solution” that will allegedly kill the beast before it can kill us.

It’s a never-ending cycle by progressives: introduce fear; exploit it; introduce hope; exploit it.

♦

This book will present a clear, concise, and documented picture of progressives as they really are: eugenicists, racists, misogynists, terrorists, and authoritarian tyrants. We’ll dig through their own words, most of which have been airbrushed out of the official histories by liberal historians who’d rather we not know the truth about their intellectual forebears and the men and women they hold up in our children’s classrooms as heroes of democracy. We’ll unveil the progressives’ methods. We’ll puncture their lies, both the ones they tell us and the ones they tell themselves.

But more than that, I want you to walk away with the why and the how that animate the sordid history of progressivism and the perils it presents to a free people. Understanding this is vital to understanding the roots of the progressive impulse, seeing it for what it is, and freeing yourself from it.

Political movements—particularly the most pernicious ones—have always used fear as a selling point. Hitler used fear of the Jews. Hitler and Mussolini whipped up fear of the Communists in Russia, citing Mongolian-tainted blood. The Communists told their followers to fear the Fascists, the church, God, and capitalism. The progressives we’ll study aren’t all that different.

But wait, you say, there are differences. There was, for example, no racial component to how progressives employed fear to sell their program.

Think again.

Progressives used fear of nonwhites as a big part of their own particular “fear factor.”

Exhibit A: Margaret Sanger, founder of Planned Parenthood. She advocated contraception as a tool to control inferior populations, whether African-Americans (“We do not want the word to get out that we want to exterminate the Negro”) or lower-class whites.

The eugenics movement—a major component of the early-twentieth-century progressive movement—did much the same thing. “The emergency problem of segregation and sterilization must be faced immediately,” Sanger warned in 1922. “Every feeble-minded girl or woman of the hereditary type, especially of the moron class, should be segregated during the reproductive period. Otherwise, she is almost certain to bear imbecile children, who in turn are just as certain to breed other defectives.”

Nah, no fear-mongering here!

But back to the outright racist elements of progressivism—and of its country cousin, populism. Woodrow Wilson was unfortunately only the tip of the iceberg. South Carolina’s Senator “Pitchfork Ben” Tillman, Georgia’s Senator Tom Watson, Mississippi’s Senator James K. “The Great White Chief” Vardaman (“The only effect of Negro education is to spoil a good field hand and make an insolent cook”), and Mississippi’s Governor Theodore Bilbo were populist/progressives and also racists, often advocating violence and lynchings.

Virginia’s Senator Carter Glass, coauthor of the Glass-Steagall Act and Woodrow Wilson’s secretary of the Treasury, boasted, “Discrimination! Why that is exactly what we propose, to remove every negro voter who can be gotten rid of, legally, without materially impairing the numerical strength of the white electorate.”

Outside the South, Theodore Roosevelt’s 1912 Progressive Party running mate, Hiram Johnson, played on anti-Japanese hysteria. In 1913, Johnson signed the California Alien Land Law, which effectively barred Japanese persons from owning land in the state. During World War II, California’s progressive Republican governor Earl Warren helped implement Franklin Roosevelt’s forced internment of Japanese-Americans.

Progressives stirred up incredible hysteria before, during, and after World War I. Theodore Roosevelt exploited anxieties over “hyphenated-Americans,” largely Americans of German or Irish birth who didn’t share his enthusiasm for American participation in the conflict. After the United States joined the Allied cause in April 1917, Roosevelt’s progressive rival, Woodrow Wilson, further stoked the fires of fear by banning certain publications from the U.S. Mail and imprisoning numerous antiwar figures, including Socialist Party presidential nominee Eugene V. Debs. Under Wilson’s Espionage and Sedition Acts, even mainstream outlets were suppressed or outright banned.

Of course, there was a lot more to the progressive and populist fear factor than racism, xenophobia, and wartime crackdowns on free expression. A few decades ago, scholars Nathaniel Weyl and William Marina provided a pretty succinct summary of what the populists were peddling. It bears repeating:

In terms of ideological characteristics, Populism was not merely a mode of organized political expression, but a mood and an attitude of mind. It covers a broad spectrum of movements, ideas and writings, characterized, to a greater or lesser extent, by common views and preconceptions about American society. Among these was the conviction that history was a conspiracy of rich against poor, of idlers and parasites against productive businessmen, farmers and workers, of bloodsucking finance capital against creative agricultural and agrarian capital, of sinister, subtle, sophisticated English and Jewish manipulators of world power against simple, upright American ordinary folk. The Populists tended to believe that the two great political parties of their country were a sham, essentially identical, both corrupt tools of the interests, engaged in loud but spurious battles as a means of diverting the attention of productive America from the fact that it had been deprived of its political birthright.

Sound familiar?

Progressives, meanwhile, were filling in whatever gaps existed in the fear factor game: food and drug safety (were you being poisoned?), workplace safety (were the bosses deliberately working women and children to death? would workers lose limbs or even their lives?), economic security (would the unemployed or the elderly starve?), big business (were the big guys squeezing out the little guys and jacking up your prices?), big-city corruption (what were those Irish saloon keepers up to in the political back rooms?).

It’s no accident that among the most memorable phrases in all American rhetoric is Franklin Roosevelt’s “The only thing we have to fear is fear itself—nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror.”

FDR may not have been a great economist, but he was a brilliant politician. Most politicians will subtly (or maybe not so subtly) play upon your fears. But in Roosevelt’s case, he laid it all on the line:

You’re scared silly. You’re afraid of losing your jobs, your savings, your homes. You’re scared of empty pots and starving children. I will save you from hunger. I will save you from bankers. I will save you from the saber-toothed cat! Just hand over your gold and your future income, and let me plan your retirement for you.

And so, before a terrified America even knew it, FDR (who was soon about to frighten radio audiences with talk of “high finance” and the “malefactors of great wealth”) produced the CCC, the AAA, the WPA, the PWA, the NYA, the NLRB, Social Security, Medicare, and on and on and on.

Fear + Progressives = Government Control.

The progressive cure to your problems always involves giving more power to them. Always. They are the experts. They know best. They know just how big a business should be allowed to get before it becomes dangerous. They will write regulations and collect taxes and generate debt to pay for their programs. They know just how much of your income you should be allowed to keep. The free market, the free individual, operates recklessly and wastefully, creates imbalances and unfairness. Freedom of choice should be feared because some people, most people, will choose badly. They will run things scientifically, nonideologically. And whatever their new programs might cost, somehow they will all magically cost less—and even more magically, someone else will pay for them.

Trust them. They’re from the government, and they’re here to help.

Or maybe not. More than a century later, after more than a hundred years of progressive “solutions” (Square Deal, New Freedom, New Deal, Fair Deal, New Frontier, Great Society, Hope/Change), progressives are still sounding the alarm about basically the very same fears. We’ve moved from Upton Sinclair’s The Jungle to genetically modified foods, from outlawing booze to banning Big Gulps, from the Sixteenth Amendment to bashing the one percent. From banning the word sauerkraut in World War I to censoring “offensive” speech on today’s college campuses. It never ends, the same cycle of fear on the one hand and salvation-can-be-yours on the other.

The three parts of this book will present progressives, from the left and the right, and help you understand them—their stories, experiences, and motivations—more deeply and completely than any book has done before.

Part I discusses the history of the progressive movement in America from the early days of William Jennings Bryan through four pivotal “waves” of progressivism led by Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, Lyndon Johnson, and Barack Obama. It also includes profiles of some key figures during those eras who adopted the damaging progressive mindset as a means to protect themselves from personal traumas. For example, you’ll see how the deep depression and losses that Eleanor Roosevelt suffered as a child emboldened her to support a movement that hoped to bequeath to all Americans the parents she never had.

Part II examines some of the lies that progressives like to tell would-be recruits, for example, that progressivism means being open-minded and supporting freedom and diversity.

Part III discusses the future of the progressive movement while also laying bare its playbook. Most important, it gives us a road map for how to finally wake people up and convince them that fear is their friend. It doesn’t need to be defeated—especially by lying, power-hungry politicians—it needs to be harnessed.

The saber-toothed cat may look a lot different today from how it looked seven million years ago, but it can still be defeated in the same way: not by cowering in our caves but by pledging our lives, fortunes, and sacred honor to one another. Reliance on our creator, ourselves, our families, and our communities is what’s kept people safe and hopeful and happy since the beginning of time. Putting your faith in government and politicians instead is chasing fool’s gold.

I hope that by the end of this book, you’ll realize that FDR was mostly right but he left one important thing out. There is nothing to fear except fear itself . . . and the progressives who exploit it.


1

Roots:

Hegel, Marx, and the Making of Heaven on Earth

Looking into the future we can contemplate a society . . . in which men shall work together for a common purpose, and in which the wholesale cooperation shall take place largely through government.

We have reason to believe that we shall yet see great national undertakings with the property of the nation, and managed by the nation, through agents who appreciate the glory of true public service, and feel that it is God’s work which they are doing, because church and state are as one.

—EARLY AMERICAN PROGRESSIVE RICHARD T. ELY, 1894

Chicago Coliseum

July 9, 1896

Moses ascended the mountaintop.

Mount Sinai was the podium rising above a sea of delegates. The two stone tablets decreed that the U.S. government’s monetary supply be backed with reserves of silver instead of gold, along with a zealous commitment to heal the wounds that America’s “one percent” had inflicted on everyone else. Greedy idolaters had worshipped capitalism’s golden calf for far too long.

That’s why God, in his infinite mercy and wisdom, had finally sent a prophet.

Thirty-six years old, his name was William Jennings Bryan.

The seething mass of humanity inside Chicago’s enormous, brand-new coliseum looked up at Bryan, the Democratic Party’s nomination for President of the United States, whose imposing height, massive head, aquiline nose, and piercing brown eyes made him a striking figure. As Bryan held forth on the Democrats’ proposed national platform, they shouted and cheered, frantically waving red bandanas in a sign of solidarity with the global workers’ movement that had been sweeping Europe for decades.

For the first time at this convention the delegates saw a man of presidential timber on the stage above them.

And, for the first time in generations, they saw a savior.

The sweltering Chicago heat and the stench of thousands of sweating bodies inside the convention hall threatened to overcome him, but Bryan steadied himself for his moment atop Sinai. His knuckles turned white as he grabbed the sides of the lectern. He had never lacked for confidence, so now that thousands of eyes among the party faithful were upon him, now that reporters were furiously scribbling his every word in their notebooks, now that the moment he’d been waiting for all his life was upon him, William Jennings Bryan knew he would not falter.

Bryan had arrived in Chicago uncertain of his chances of becoming his party’s presidential nominee. But as his speech progressed he became convinced that victory was his. A new monetary policy based on the coinage of silver—“free silver”—had proven to be an even more enticing message than he’d expected. The new supply of money would relieve crippling debts for the farmers and other impoverished voters Bryan sought to mobilize.

As he neared the climax of his remarks he mustered every last ounce of energy he could and unleashed some of the most famous lines in American political rhetoric. “If they dare to come out in the open field,” he thundered, “and defend the gold standard as a good thing, we shall fight them to the uttermost, having behind us the producing masses of the nation and the world. Having behind us the commercial interests and the laboring interests and all the toiling masses.”

Bryan paused, raised his hands above his head, and continued, “We shall answer their demands for a gold standard by saying to them: you shall not press down upon the brow of labor this crown of thorns.”

He brought his hands down around his head, as if he were placing an imaginary crown on top. Then he stretched his arms out to his sides, palms toward the delegates, took a deep breath, and bellowed, “You shall not crucify mankind upon a cross of gold!”

Moses had now morphed into Jesus, and the multitude assembled thought they were witnessing the Second Coming. Their shouts thundered through the coliseum, shaking its steel girders and echoing down city blocks in every direction. “Bedlam broke loose,” exclaimed a stunned Washington Post correspondent. “Delirium reigned supreme. In the spoken word of the orator thousands of great men had heard the unexpressed sentiments and hopes of their own inmost souls.”

♣

With that speech, William Jennings Bryan—“The Great Commoner”—ignited the first progressive moment in American history. His speech transformed Thomas Jefferson’s and Andrew Jackson’s Democratic Party—a party famously skeptical of the federal government—into a vehicle for massively expanding the state and making it responsible for redistributing wealth, breaking up businesses, assailing private property, and providing all manner of aid to the poor.

Bryan was America’s first prophet of progressivism, an ideology that would go on to redefine the Democratic Party for generations and ultimately destroy the experiment in limited government that had begun with the founding of the Republic.

But Bryan’s progressivism, while new to Americans and antithetical to the American system, was not a new movement at all. In fact, it originated from the very place the Founders had fled: the authoritarian-ruled nations of Europe.

GEORG HEGEL: THE BIRTH OF “PROGRESS”



Ninety years before William Jennings Bryan’s rapturous reception in Chicago, a German university professor cast his eyes on an emperor. Maybe it was because the commanding figure on horseback contrasted so starkly with his own bent and bookish posture, but the image impressed Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel more than anything he had ever seen.

It was October 1806, and Napoleon Bonaparte, the self-declared emperor of France, was on his way to battle outside Jena, where Professor Hegel taught. Napoleon’s forces slaughtered tens of thousands of Hegel’s Prussian countrymen, defeating their kingdom’s army once and for all. But his nation’s humiliation hardly lessened Hegel’s admiration for the French tyrant. If anything, it increased it.

Napoleon sought to build an empire, a vast, ambitious government of planners and administrators. He was, in Hegel’s view, an energetic man bringing progress—bloodstained progress, perhaps, but progress nonetheless—to a land that desperately needed it. He believed this was the kind of strong, forward-thinking leader Europe had been waiting for.



FEAR AND SELF-LOATHING

The boy lay trembling in his bed, the sheets around him damp with sweat. Near his head, a cool cloth meant to provide relief from the fever had long ago fallen away as he lay half-dreaming.

He woke with a start. The room was dimly lit, with the fingers of dawn creeping through the curtains. The house was quiet, eerily so. He wondered if he might still be dreaming. At his bedside sat a bedpan and an untouched cup of tea from the night before. Wearily, he tried to sit up, his body weak, fever still sapping his strength.

He willed himself up, sitting on the edge of his bed for a moment to steady himself. “Mother?” he said softly into the darkness of the hallway. No answer, just the silence. The boy stood, shaky on his feet. A chill ran through him as he gathered his bedclothes in fists at his sides. He took a few timid steps, his vision blurry in the pale light. Down the hall, he saw the doorway to his parents’ bedroom was open.

“Mother?” he tried again. Silence again rebuffed him. He slowly worked his way down the hall, occasionally reaching out to the wall for balance.

He reached the doorway and peered in. The window was open, curtains swayed slightly in a gentle breeze, but otherwise the room was silent. “Mother?” The query was louder this time, as the form of his parents still under blankets annoyed him. “Father?” No movement.

He stepped into the room and took a few steps toward the bed. Steadying himself for a moment, he shook the bedpost to wake them. He walked around the edge of the bed and reached up to touch his mother’s shoulder.

“Mother?”

The coldness of her skin jolted him. He stepped back from the bed, his breath stuck in his throat. Fear washed over him, freezing him in place for a moment. Then he stepped forward and shook her roughly.

“Mother! Mother!”

His cries were raspy but loud. He was desperate to wake her, even though he already knew she would never wake up. Fever had claimed her in the night, just as it had claimed so many others in their village and throughout Germany.

Fear turned to nausea and ran through him. He cried and ran around the bed to the other side, where his father lay just as silent. He reached out in terror, tears starting to blur his vision. He touched his father’s cheek, expecting the same coldness from the grayish skin. But as he touched him, his father stirred with a slight moan.

He was still alive.

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, thirteen years old, sank his head into the blanket, relief overwhelming him. He and his father had both survived the fever—but barely. His relief soon gave way to anger, however. Why had God abandoned them? The priest had put a blessing on their house. Georg had prayed every single day, pleading with God to spare his family.

But God hadn’t listened. Or maybe he had listened but couldn’t do anything about it.

Either way, it didn’t matter. Georg decided then and there that no other family should have to go through that. If God couldn’t help, then he would.





The French Revolution that culminated in Napoleon’s reign differed wildly from the American Revolution that preceded it by a mere thirteen years. The colonists who challenged an empire were rebelling against the way things had been done for centuries. They were tossing out monarchs who claimed to have a “divine right,” a mandate from God to rule their citizens. Their movement championed the inalienable rights of the individual over the government. It defended the governed against their governors. Americans had created a government of elections and the rule of law: classical liberalism. The French preached democracy and liberty, but they birthed something else entirely: a reign of terror, culminating with an emperor who wielded near-total power.

How did these two revolutions meet such vastly different ends? Perhaps because, in the Americans’ case, the Framers of the Constitution were keen observers of human nature. As a result, they enacted checks against one man and one party amassing too much power, a careful balance of forces that trusted individuals more than it trusted the state and protected the people from too much centralized control. The architects of this new government possessed no illusions that they were creating a utopia ruled by perfect people—just the opposite, in fact. They believed man had fallen because he was naturally too self-interested and sinful.

Across the Atlantic, a growing movement of philosophers and academics had different ideas about the nature of man and what the future held, most notably the young university professor so entranced by the sight of Napoleon’s majesty: Hegel, the father of the progressive movement.

Hegel, whose own father was a senior government official working for one of Germany’s dukes, understood the importance of administrators from a very early age. As he worked on his PhD, Hegel found a new way of looking at history and mankind’s role in it by drawing on the writings of Jakob Böhme, a German Christian mystic, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau, a French writer.

Böhme believed that the fall of Adam and Eve was a first necessary stage so that mankind could achieve self-awareness. Man was separated from God, but through evolution over centuries, he could eventually achieve perfect knowledge with science and education. Rousseau, on the other hand, coined a concept he dubbed the “general will” of the people as a whole. The will of the individual, he proclaimed, was far less important than that of the collective. It was the government’s responsibility to identify and carry out that collective will.

Hegel believed that the history of humankind was the story of man becoming more and more rational and “achieving consciousness.” To “perfect” humanity, all that was needed was a government that tamed the impulses of human nature for the greater good. This was Hegel’s revolutionary idea of progress.

Like many progressives who followed in his wake, Hegel also dabbled in race theory to explain why some societies seemed to “progress” better or faster than others. According to Hegel, it was “the German nations” who “were the first to attain the consciousness that man, as man, is free.” Inferior genes, he believed, were the only way to explain why other parts of the world remained economically backward.

Hegel concluded that the world now stood at one of the most advanced stages of human history and that experts and knowledgeable persons should rule with the most perfect government and unlimited authority over the individual. Through the state and its rulers, in Hegel’s “philosophy of history,” man essentially became God on earth. This was the foundational principle of what eventually became known as progressivism.

With his belief in scientific training, Hegel helped create the modern research university system. Modeling this on the Prussian style of education, he envisioned universities that churned out administrators trained in the science of governing men and women—an idea they called “social science.” Prussian education reforms extended down to young children as well, with the establishment of free, compulsory education by the state, starting with a mandatory “kindergarten” and national tests to track childhood learning. Hegel believed that this “scientific” approach to governance and progressive reforms would ultimately lead to a well-managed administrative state of experts.

If there was a good example of what an “unreformed” society looked like in Hegel’s estimation, it was the United States. He saw America in the 1820s and 1830s as a wild and open nation, a vast unsettled frontier land with a primitive government. There was nothing progressive about it. It was a land with too much individual liberty, too much protection for private property, and too many greedy, ambitious people trying to build their individual fortunes. America, Hegel thought, was in dire need of progressive reform.

Hegel became Germany’s most renowned academic, eventually attracting followers around the world, even in America. But one follower in particular was far more consequential than the others. This disciple was a fellow Prussian philosopher, a university student who was a generation younger but just as ambitious and intent on making his mark on the world by proving that mankind could establish a progressive utopia here on earth.

His name was Karl Marx.

MARX: NO COMPASSION, NO EXCUSES



Europe was on fire.

The previous year had brought turmoil and upheaval to the continent, punctuated by uprisings against its faltering ancient monarchies, particularly in Germany. That was why, in April 1848, Karl Marx and his comrade Friedrich Engels took the great risk of returning to their native land to publish the Neue Rheinische Zeitung—the “New Rheinish Newspaper”—in the city of Cologne.

The paper was going to be their contribution to this great struggle, their way of fanning the flames of change, not just in Germany but in France, Hungary, Poland, and Italy and across the continent. And in large measure, they were already succeeding. Across central Europe, the masses demanded reform and social justice. Finally, thought Marx, revolution was in the air—and in the streets.

Of course, the revolution was not as “pure” as Marx and Engels would have liked. The proletariat working class had not yet emerged as the driving force, but there was time yet. First, thrones and crowns had to go. Then, even if the selfish bourgeoisie took over from the kings, the working classes could, soon enough, be roused in turn to dislodge the new bourgeois oppressors—and Marx’s ideal society could be born.

Although riots and protests had broken out in most capital cities, the Cologne offices of the paper were eerily quiet. There were no shouts of celebration. The presses weren’t running. There was no frantic pounding of feet as copy boys with rolled-up sleeves darted to and fro carrying last-second edits. The proudly inflammatory NRZ proclaimed itself on its masthead to be “The Organ of Democracy,” but in May 1849, that organ had seemingly gone silent.

Standing over his desk, one fist turning slowly, grinding into the battered wood of its surface, Marx, the paper’s editor in chief, was seething. This was it. The reactionaries had him cornered—again. With anger boiling inside him, the newspaperman-revolutionary reread the note from the Royal Police:

The tendency of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung to provoke in its readers contempt for the present government, and incite them to violent revolutions and the setting up of a social republic has become stronger in its latest pieces. The right of hospitality, which he so disgracefully abused, is therefore to be withdrawn from its Editor-in-Chief, Dr. Karl Marx, and since he has not obtained permission to prolong his stay in these states he is ordered to leave them within 24 hours. If he should not comply with this demand, he is to be conveyed across the border.

The authorities had struck once again. Marx was being forced to leave Cologne, just as he’d been ousted from Prussia, Paris, and Brussels. His revolutionary ideas had landed him in trouble everywhere he went. The pressure had only become more intense since he and Engels had published The Communist Manifesto two years earlier from the relative safety of London.

Marx, however, was a fighter. When he was a student, his philosophical scuffling with classmates was equaled only by (and often intertwined with) his drunken carousing. He’d even fought in a duel and been wounded above the eye by an arrogant Prussian blue blood. But the more important struggles at that time had been raging within his mind, and much of his sparring had been over the ideas of his favorite intellectual: Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel.

Marx plunged deeply into Hegel’s ideas while at university in Berlin. He’d even fallen in with a group of like-minded philosophers who called themselves the Young Hegelians. They debated the views and legacy of the recently deceased thinker, speculating how Hegel’s ideas about man’s increased consciousness would influence the course of history. Marx later rejected much of Hegelian philosophy, but one principle lodged itself firmly in young Marx’s mind and never left: the dialectic.

Hegel saw history as a constant clash of ideas, and Marx agreed. Ideas had to be tested by constantly pitting them against one another. Only through this grueling, perhaps even bloody, struggle could society advance. Survival of the fittest ideas—it was the only way. And survival usually required fighting.

The meek didn’t inherit the earth, Marx thought, they were swept from it.

From his newspaper office in Cologne, Marx knew that Hegel had been right: 1848’s round of revolutions was the very manifestation of this struggle of ideas, old feudalism against new socialism. Although he was forced to shutter his newspaper and leave the city, Marx wasn’t out of the fight. He had to make sure his ideas triumphed in the struggle to come.

He sat down at his desk, which was strewn with books, papers, pens, and inkwells. He cleared a space and began to sketch out the final edition of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung. He decided not only to print the note from the Cologne police forcing him to leave town but to add a scathing commentary. He ended with an ominous threat that would ring through the decades: “We have no compassion and we ask no compassion from you. When our turn comes, we shall not make excuses for the terror.”

The socialism Marx outlined in his Communist Manifesto was not identical to progressivism, but it shared ideological roots in Hegel and the idea that mankind would evolve—or “progress”—toward a more scientific and better-administered future where governments would drive and implement change. Not until the Bolshevik Revolution of October 1917 would the world see a truly socialist government, but Marx and Hegel fueled social movements around the world that demanded reform.

In the mid-nineteenth century, Hegel’s ideas found a powerful—and unlikely—adherent in Germany’s first chancellor, Prince Otto von Bismarck. “The Iron Chancellor,” through war and diplomacy, forged Germany’s patchwork of decentralized, independent states together into a single nation under Prussian control. Armed with administrators churned out by Hegel’s Prussian academy, Bismarck built the world’s first welfare state, a series of paternalistic government programs that sought to gain the support of the working class.

Although Bismarck fashioned himself a conservative fighting against radical firebrands like Marx, he thought the only way to defeat socialism was to adopt some of it. “My idea was to bribe the working class, or shall I say, to win them over, to regard the state as a social institution existing for their sake and interested in their welfare,” he confided to a fellow progressive. Bismarck’s government, with the blessing of Germany’s first kaiser, would become the most enlightened in the entire world.

Frederic Howe, an American evangelist of this German system, explained in 1915 how this worked. From the “cradle to the grave,” the German worker’s “education, his health, and his working efficiency are matters of constant concern” to the government. The individual would be taken care of in return for his unswerving loyalty to the state.

This was reform. This was progress.

And it was only the beginning.

SOCIALISM COMES TO AMERICA



Progressivism was not a natural fit for America. The idea that mankind was evolving to a higher consciousness, or a more moral, perfect state, seemed incompatible with the sinful view of man and the “hellfire and brimstone” sermons taught from pulpits across colonial America.

By and large, Americans venerated the Founders as wise students of human nature who’d been inspired by the classical Greek notion of permanent principles and truths. One of those ancient truths is that human beings have dark impulses. “There is a degree of depravity in mankind,” James Madison wrote in the Federalist Papers, “which requires a certain degree of circumspection and distrust.” No amount of Hegelian mumbo jumbo or advanced degrees from German universities could change that.

Early Americans were also deeply suspicious of federal power. They had resisted it at every turn, whether from London or from a newly formed federal government in Philadelphia (and later in Washington, D.C.). Skepticism of government and of politicians who promised big things ran deep in the national DNA. People firmly believed in self-reliance, local control, and a strong civil society where neighbors volunteered to help one another when things got bad. The federal government was a remote, abstract idea that never impinged on daily lives.

Americans had also never been as class-conscious as their European ancestors. The idea that bankers and moneyed interests were manipulating and exploiting them just didn’t add up. They raised families. They went to church. They tilled the soil with their plows, mined the coal from deep within the earth, worked on the factory floor, or ran a general store in town. And if they happened to falter or fail, a frontier rich in opportunity let them start again.

But that frontier was changing by the late nineteenth century. Some argued that it had even been closed altogether. Americans had spread west to the Pacific Coast of California. The Industrial Revolution was changing cities. If all of this was changing, many thought, so, too, must America’s politics, along with its very identity.

In the three decades following the Civil War, a nation of mostly wilderness and backwaters had been transformed into an economic superpower. Railroad tracks crisscrossed the vast American continent. Booming industrial centers with billowing smokestacks sprang up in nearly every state. By 1883, commerce had grown at such a clip that a national standardized time system replaced hundreds of local clock conventions.

Between 1865 and 1900, the American economy quadrupled. And in this tumult, a rebellion against the American idea was brewing in the academy—a rebellion that would soon spread to the churches.

THE INFECTION OF CHURCH AND STATE



Baltimore’s Johns Hopkins University was founded in 1876 as a new kind of research university. Johns Hopkins prided itself on being the first American institution to replicate the Prussian academic tradition of Heidelberg, Freiberg, Göttingen, and Berlin. It was animated by Hegel’s view of progress and the need for a powerful administrative state guided by disinterested, expert social scientists.

German immigrants had come to America by the millions during the fifty years since Hegel’s death, carrying with them ideas about progress and efficiency. Some even brought the more radical contentions of Marx’s socialism and the notion that government could be an organizing mechanism for social, economic, and moral reform. American graduate students had also gone to Germany to study in its legendary universities, bringing back the Hegelian appreciation for expertise and the idea that properly trained experts could be social engineers of the future.

This new generation of German-trained academics also brought back a disdain for “English” economics and natural law, the classically liberal thinking of philosophers such as John Locke and Adam Smith that had influenced the American Founders. The tradition of natural rights and the Anglo-American belief in the dignity of the individual were being replaced by a new kind of thinking that prioritized society as a whole.

The most prominent of the first American progressives was Richard T. Ely, a professor of economics who came to Johns Hopkins in 1881, two years after receiving his doctorate at Heidelberg. Ely, who once wrote that “God works through the State in carrying out his purposes more universally than through any other institution,” helped found the American Economic Association, which is dedicated to social science and social justice (and which still holds an annual lecture named for him).

Ely had grown up on a ninety-acre farm in upstate New York, where he worked with his father raising crops through young adulthood. He loved the sense of community in his small agrarian village, of working to trade milk for tools and cheese for grain in the local market. His mother was a member of a local women’s club that took donations of wool and made clothing for orphans in nearby cities and towns.

When he went off to college at Columbia in Manhattan, he felt alienated in the big city and missed the community he had loved. He wrote to his family that New Yorkers seemed to lack the principal Christian virtue he had found so comforting in his small farming community: charity. It seemed to him that this virtue was absent from big-city morals, which were focused on personal achievement and wealth seeking, all of which Ely viewed as “sinful.”

While in college, and later in graduate school at Johns Hopkins, he blended his study of economics with the study of “Christian morals.” In order to help man reach a new level of happiness, he determined that the cold science and hard numbers of economics must be blended with the Christian principles of charity and giving. The goal was to “end the suffering and loneliness that so often impacts the lives” of our fellow human beings.

To succeed, all that was needed was organizing resources to ensure that there were enough for everyone. In his small township, that had seemingly occurred out of the goodness of the hearts of his family, friends, and neighbors. But in cities, more powerful organizing forces were clearly needed. Ely’s overt mission was to “save mankind from himself.”

In an 1894 text on socialism, Ely wrote:

Looking into the future we can contemplate a society . . . in which men shall work together for a common purpose, and in which the wholesale cooperation shall take place largely through government. . . . We have reason to believe that we shall yet see great national undertakings with the property of the nation, and managed by the nation, through agents who appreciate the glory of true public service, and feel that it is God’s work which they are doing, because church and state are as one. . . . We may anticipate an approximation of state and society as men improve and we may hope that men outside of government will freely and voluntarily act with trained officers and experts in the service of the government for the advancement of common interests.

“The property of the nation” is the thesis at the very heart of the progressive movement: nothing belongs to the individual; it’s all owned by the state. The arbitrary powers of government can seize and do what they see fit with our property as long as government deems it good, right, and just for the broader society.

Ely rejected the socialist dictum of shared, collective property ownership. His family farm wasn’t collectively owned, so depriving families of land ownership was a bridge too far. He did, however, believe that the production of that property, the goods and crops, could be proportionally shared with those less fortunate. A balanced, hunger-free society was within reach.

And thus, charity by force was born.

Like Hegel and other progressives seeking the “perfect” society, Ely also held an unsavory view of minorities, especially African-Americans. He complained that “the negro race, while endowed with a splendid physique and with great power for work, is neither progressive nor inclined to submit to regularity of toil, such as an industrial civilization demands.” He campaigned to bar immigrants into the United States who were judged by elites to be “hereditary inferiors.”

From the movement’s earliest days, some progressives wavered between fully embracing socialism and keeping their distance. But for most, the two ideologies routinely intermingled—and for good reason: they shared a common ideological root. The marriage of progressivism and socialism was born of convenience as much as it was about shared goals. Progressives embraced the socialist movement because socialist theory enabled the use of government to further their reform agenda. Socialists embraced progressivism because it carried with it seemingly uncontroversial and popular causes such as protecting children, improving food quality and health standards, improving living standards, and protecting workers.

Ely believed that Marx’s socialist theology and themes of class warfare—things he had studied in Germany—would be too alien and radical for Americans if unleashed to be absorbed all at once. Instead, he preferred “a socialism of spirit that would replace laissez-faire from within men’s hearts.” Americans had grown too selfish, Ely maintained. His job was to instill a sense of communal goals and to do so through training a new generation of social scientists. He believed that these disinterested, nonpartisan, scientific, and civic-minded people could regulate and manage the world’s fastest-growing economy and compensate for those being left behind. This was the administrative state. Everything could be improved, as the prominent social reformer Jane Addams said.

Over time, Ely trained hundreds of social scientists in progressivism and his views about the “perfectibility” of society and man, but two of his disciples stood out: Woodrow Wilson and John Dewey.

When they first became attracted to Ely’s ideas, Dewey was teaching high school and Wilson was working as a lawyer. Later, as students together at Johns Hopkins, where Ely was a professor, the two men even squared off against each other in a debate over a rather telling topic: “Whether the U.S. government ought to pay to educate the Negro.” Dewey argued in favor, Wilson against.



THE GRUESOME SCIENCE

If mankind could be perfected over time, one of the best ways to do so, the theory went, would be by weeding out defective and less desirable genes from the pool. It had been a fantasy for millennia, dating back to at least as early as when Socrates speculated that humans could be bred like livestock, with only the best being allowed to reproduce. The rest of us could be sterilized, aborted, prevented from marrying or mixing with people of other races, or forced to use birth control to guarantee that our genetic material wasn’t passed on to pollute future generations.

Modern eugenics—its name derived from the Greek for “well born”—sprang up in the mid-nineteenth century among progressive thinkers and scientists. It was coined by a British scientist and a cousin of Charles Darwin named Francis Galston, who mused, “If a twentieth part of the cost and pains were spent in measures for the improvement of the human race that is spent on the improvement of the breed of horses and cattle, what a galaxy of genius might we not create!”

Darwin took his cousin’s theories on natural selection and not only applied them to humans but also argued that humans could manipulate this selection process themselves to create a kind of superrace.

Progressives like Ely would champion forced sterilization and social science to examine differences among races. A “Race Betterment Foundation” for the promotion of eugenics was launched, as was American Breeders Magazine. An International Eugenics Congress in London began under the leadership of Major Leonard Darwin, Charles Darwin’s son, with “undesirables” being the target of its campaign to perfect the human species. The Anglo-Saxon race was considered the epitome of humanity.

One of the leading eugenic theorists was Madison Grant, an avid conservationist who also had some interesting ideas about how to “conserve” the Nordic race. In his book, The Passing of the Great Race, Grant proposed a plan that included the outright elimination of “the least desirable, let us say, ten percent of the community,” which he described as “unemployed and unemployable human residuum” and a “great mass of crime, poverty, alcoholism, and feeble-mindedness.” After that, he called for “restricting the perpetuation”—sterilization—“of the then remaining least valuable types” among those that remained. “By this method,” Grant argued, “mankind might ultimately become sufficiently intelligent to deliberately choose the most vital and intellectual strains to carry on the race.”

Two men in particular were greatly affected by Grant’s writing. One was a friend from conservationist circles, a man named Teddy Roosevelt, who praised Grant for writing “a capital book; in purpose, in vision, in grasp of the facts of our people most need to realize . . . and all Americans should be sincerely grateful to you for writing it.”

Half a world away, Grant’s ideas also inspired a young German. He was a veteran of the World War I and a failed artist whose own radical ideas on race were starting to take shape while he was in prison in the 1920s. He called Grant’s work his “Bible”—and very soon the world would come to know Adolf Hitler’s name.





Dewey went on to become a career academic and progressive educational reformer, arguing that only a far larger governmental apparatus could cure the social ills of the twentieth century. He argued that freedom was not “something that individuals have as a ready-made possession”; it was “something to be achieved.” In this view, freedom was not a gift from God or nature; it was a product of human making, a gift from the state. He emphasized state influence on early-childhood education in order to spread the progressive doctrine to children as early as possible, no matter what views they were exposed to at home.

Progressive academics such as Dewey and Wilson, who eventually left the legal profession to teach (first at Cornell and Bryn Mawr and then at Princeton), had an ally in American Protestantism. Most social scientists such as Ely and Wilson were devout Christians themselves and open about their desire as Christian missionaries to build a kingdom of heaven on earth. This was the “social gospel,” a vision of Hegel’s and Ely’s progressivism that sought economic and social improvement by applying Christian ethics. Clergymen made up nearly half of the American Economic Association’s charter members. Preachers from pulpits across America railed against capitalism as selfish. The solution was a new kind of Christian socialism that encouraged more labor unions and cooperative economics.

The “social gospel” organizers mobilized millions on behalf of their cause for reform. One of the first mass organizations was the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, founded in 1873. Its goal was to create a “sober and pure world” by encouraging abstinence, sexual purity, and devotion to Christian doctrine (as the organization’s members defined it). Other groups also sprouted up—such as the YMCA and the Industrial Workers of the World—which marched, petitioned, and organized on behalf of progressive, and sometimes outright radical, reform.

By now, progressivism had captured the allegiance of a new generation of academics in campuses across America, along with thousands of pastors now evangelizing their flocks regarding the importance of social reform.

What progressivism needed next was a national leader to bring it all together and sell it to the masses.

BRYAN AND THE PROGRESSIVE PRAIRIE FIRE



Until 1896, progressivism in America had been confined to churches and campuses. But with one stirring speech, William Jennings Bryan changed all that.

Though a relative newcomer to the political scene, Bryan had a keen sense of how the winds were blowing in American politics. He positioned himself as a new kind of Democrat, the leader of a prairie insurgency against the Eastern elites. He thundered that Washington needed to “suppress” the business trusts and give debt relief by coining silver. He also supported the first peacetime income tax passed by Congress, although it was subsequently declared unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court.

At that time, there was just one federal social-welfare program: the Pension Office, which dispensed funds to Civil War veterans. Government was almost exclusively a state and local affair. Bryan had little in common with the bespectacled social scientists of Johns Hopkins and the University of Wisconsin, but he was a devout believer in the social gospel that had captured Christianity in the late nineteenth century.

Bryan’s populist campaign came as the Democratic Party warred against itself, torn between Eastern business interests supporting the Democrat incumbent Grover Cleveland’s hands-off approach to the economy and the Southern farmers and Western mining interests hit hardest by the calamitous Panic of 1893. The haves, said the progressives and the populists, had given themselves everything, and therefore they thrived even when the economy was in a depression. Now the have-nots were going to exact their revenge—and as the next president of the United States, William Jennings Bryan would be the one to do it.

Bryan was a true believer, an idealist of the most innocent kind. He knew that this new populism could propel him to the presidency, but he also believed in it deeply. So did millions of others who raged at the “robber barons,” such as John D. Rockefeller, Andrew Carnegie, and J. P. Morgan. Bryan was channeling the mistrust and confusion generated by the rapid pace of change during the Industrial Revolution. Bryan and his followers wanted the federal government to step in and level the playing field for the working masses. Grover Cleveland represented the old Democratic Party of Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, skeptical of federal power. But now, aligned against Cleveland and the “robber barons,” was a new party, one that had been bubbling up in local and state elections for a few years but had little presence nationally: the “People’s Party” or “Populists.”

Dubbed “hayseeds” and “anarchists” by their opponents and derided for their wispy beards and unkempt appearances, they embodied the first progressive movement in America. Through twenty-first-century lenses, nothing seems very radical about the demands of the People’s Party. They called for massive public-works projects to reduce unemployment. They demanded federal relief for poverty-stricken farmers, particularly cotton farmers in the South and wheat farmers in the West. They wanted strict limits on and disclosure requirements of political campaign contributions, the registration of lobbyists, and the recording and publication of congressional committee proceedings. They urged states to adopt measures for “direct democracy,” including recall elections, referendums where citizens could decide on a law by popular vote, and initiatives where citizens could even propose a law by petition and popular vote. They wanted social initiatives, such as a national health service including all existing government medical agencies, social insurance, limited injunctions in strikes, a minimum-wage law for women, an eight-hour workday, a federal securities commission, an inheritance tax, and a constitutional amendment to allow a federal income tax.

Eventually, the political initiatives of the People’s Party also included women’s suffrage, direct election of senators, primary elections for state and federal nominations, the recall of judges, and new rights for labor unions. As I said, not very radical. But most of all, the People’s Party wanted silver.

The gold standard—the idea that American paper currency was backed by actual stockpiles of gold—had been in place since what some called the Crime of ’73, the 1873 Fourth Coinage Act that demonetized silver. People’s Party adherents saw gold as the money of “exploitation” and “oppression” by the Eastern financial establishment. The “free coinage of silver” would inflate the currency, decreasing its value and aiding those who had fallen destitute and in debt in the Panic of 1893. Wealth would be more equitably distributed from the wealthy Eastern elites to the struggling lower classes—not to mention to the special interests such as the silver-mine owners who stood to profit handsomely.

In Chicago’s marbled Palmer House hotel, the silver lobbyists had plotted for days in advance of 1896’s Democratic National Convention. They had found a sympathetic ear in Bryan, who promised to voice their concerns when he addressed the delegates. The silver-mine owners of Nevada and California were particularly keen to have the federal government suddenly purchasing vast reserves of silver, which would increase the price of the metal and boost their already hefty fortunes. As the “boy orator from the Platte,” referring to his home state of Nebraska, he had been ostentatious in refusing any money from the big trusts and lobbyists. His honesty became legendary. He fashioned himself a man of the people.

Yet Bryan and his key supporters in the Democratic Party were intimately connected with their own big-business trusts, which represented the real one percent of America at the time. Prominent among them were Senator James Jones of Arkansas, the head of the Democratic National Committee, and Richard Croker, the boss of New York City’s Tammany Hall Democratic machine. Croker had become ensnared in a major corruption probe, which revealed how he and his wife had profited to the tune of hundreds of thousands of dollars for protecting a monopoly on the ice trade, a booming business on the eastern seaboard. There was also John D. Clarke, a lawyer and lobbyist for the silver-mining interests, who were making millions from their mines in Nevada and California and stood to make millions more if only the U.S. government allowed its currency to be backed by silver as well as gold.

Not all of these interests shared the progressives’ entire worldview, but they were all certainly ready to back “free silver.” They understood that federal power brought with it the opportunity to make millions of dollars. If they pushed for Bryan, then he and his progressive allies could pick winners and losers. The winners would be anyone with a stake in silver.

With the influence of these moneyed interests, the election of 1896 fused together a populist progressive platform that radically redefined the Democratic Party. From the days of Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson to the end of the Grover Cleveland administration, Democrats had believed in a small government. No more.

Bryan would go on to lose the 1896 election to Republican William McKinley, but he would boost the fortunes of his backers who successfully lobbied his fellow politicians at the local, state, and federal level. More important, Bryan would leave an indelible imprint on the Democratic Party. The new party of Jefferson and Jackson embarked on a far more radical course, one that would have an impact on the United States for generations to come and forever change how Americans viewed their rights, responsibilities, and relationships with government.




PROFILE IN FEAR:

MARGARET SANGER AND THE WAR ON “UNDESIRABLES”

Corning, New York

November 1892

The vagrants’ collars are pulled high around their necks, a futile defense against the cold, slushy rain. As they rap on the door of the house before them, the two men stamp their feet to keep warm.

The door opens, and the warmth of a coal-fired stove pours over them. Light from candles and a lantern on the table reflect in the ice crystals that have formed in their dark, grizzled beards.

At first, the matronly woman in her early forties steps back to allow the visitors inside. But after scrutinizing the men, she has second thoughts and quickly moves to block their entry. There is an instant of silence, cut only by the splash of sleet on the stepping stones outside.

Behind the woman, the curious eyes of several children on the steps probe silently.

“Is the boss in?” one of the men asks.

“No, but I’m looking for him any minute.”

“We want something to eat,” the man says expectantly.

Not wavering in her command of the threshold, the woman stands for a moment longer, considering but silent. She is accustomed to these types of visitors: tramps and vagabonds, the “knights of the open road” who travel between New York City and odd jobs in the country.

Over the years, hundreds of men and dozens of children have found sanctuary in the house, with free access to food, milk, and warm beds, as well as glasses of whiskey always favored by their host. Anne has always borne it patiently, quiet in the wisdom that, despite having eleven children of their own, the Christian upbringing of her husband—which has evolved into the open adoption of socialism in the waves of reform sweeping the Eastern seaboard—simply wouldn’t allow him to turn away the needy.

They are living, breathing adherents of the social gospel. Jesus, they believe, has commanded them to share their property. That includes their home on a cold night like this. Were her husband here and not out of town on business, Anne knows he would admonish her for having second thoughts about inviting them in with a smile. Yet every instinct tells her to turn these men away.

Sensing the hesitation, and without further ceremony, the men push past Anne and into the house, heading toward the kitchen. On the stairs, one of the family dogs barks, and Margaret, the eldest of the children, strains to hold the hound back from its protective instinct.

Leaving the door open, Anne bristles and moves defensively toward the foot of the stairs, declaring crossly, “How dare you come into this house!”

Ignoring her, the men begin searching for food. One throws open cupboards while the other stuffs rolls into the pockets of his trench coat. On a small desk near the stairs, Anne notices her husband’s tools—a hammer and a chisel.

She looks up at little Margaret on the steps, takes a deep breath, and turns back to the men. “Toss! Beauty!” she shouts, beckoning the two dogs to come to her side. Hearing the fear in her voice, the dogs bark and snarl, leaping down the steps, lunging past the children and onto the backs of the men ransacking the cupboards.

Anne turns toward the stairs with a stern, desperate message. “Margaret, you keep those children there, no matter what occurs.”

The children watch their mother charge forward to chase the men away. The dogs snarl and bite; the men throw punches, food, and utensils to fend them off. Anne swings the hammer at one of them, landing a blow on his cheek, only to have him smash her across the face with the back of his clenched fist. She falls hard to the floor, just as the other man lands a kick in her side.

The children cry out from the stairs, “No, Mother!” One of the dogs is felled with a blow from the hammer that Anne drops. The other retreats to the corner and barks and growls as the men grab what food they can and scamper out the door.

For an instant after they leave, it is impossibly silent. Snow and sleet splash in through the open door and onto the floor, mixing with spatters of blood and milk that spilled during the fracas.

On the stairs, the children cry quietly. Following orders, Margaret comforts them but doesn’t allow any to venture down, even to see if their mother is still alive. Time passes. The lone candle burns down and dies out.

As he approaches the home, Michael notices there are no lights in the windows. He sees the front door hanging open and immediately senses that something is very wrong.

He runs and lunges through the door, slipping to the floor in his haste. On his knees, he crawls to his wife, who is lying in a pool of blood.

Her breathing is raspy, and her body is cold to the touch, but she is alive.

“Margaret!” he yells toward the stairs. His daughter leaves her post at the top landing and crouches next to him.

She fetches a wet cloth from the sink, and they begin to clean Anne’s wounds. Michael shakes his wife lightly, trying to wake her. “Get the whiskey,” he instructs his daughter. She obeys and brings the bottle from a drawer in his desk.

Margaret helps to hold her mother’s mouth open as her father pours a dram into it. For a second, nothing happens. Then Anne coughs and gurgles and opens her eyes. She shivers in his arms as he holds her.

•  •  •

Anne developed a case of severe pneumonia over the ensuing days, turning a lifelong battle with tuberculosis into a crisis. From that day forward, she often had to lean against a wall or a counter to battle frequent bouts of coughing and labored breathing, and she endured seasonal cases of pneumonia, forcing bed rest off and on for the rest of her life. In the years that followed, vagrants coming to the Higgins household would only be served at the door and only if Michael was home.

Margaret acted as full-time nursemaid to her mother until Anne eventually died a few years later. Throughout those years of bringing her mother food and water, changing her bedclothes, and holding her while she was wracked with coughing fits, Margaret never forgot the lowly, evil men who had brought her mother to this state. The fear she endured that night had turned into hatred. And then into a blinding rage. She never forgave them. And she eventually dedicated her life to making sure that people like them—and anyone who, in her judgment, shared any of their undesirable traits—would be driven out of existence.

•  •  •

Victims of rape or violent assault often experience lifelong post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), a form of psychological panic that closes off part of the human brain where reason is processed. Margaret Sanger’s experiences as a child, witnessing the attack on her mother and encountering hundreds of other vagrants who had boarded in her own home because her father believed it to be a moral duty to help, are classic examples of events that trigger PTSD. The consequences can be varied, but they almost always include a powerful combination of ongoing shame, fear, and guilt.

The fear comes from not having control or the power to stop the event from recurring, and the shame and guilt come from not being able to stop it.

Sanger’s own description of the attack against her mother is surprisingly short, but it is told in the first person, so we know that she was at home and personally witnessed it. Absent from the short narrative, however, is any mention that Margaret herself stepped in to stop it or to help her mother in any way, even after the attack was over and her mother lay unconscious and bleeding on the ground. It wasn’t until her father returned home that Margaret had dared to come downstairs.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, Sanger became a passionate advocate for abortion, eugenics, and forced sterilization of both men and women (with particular focus on minorities, such as African-Americans and Chinese immigrants). Her desire to rid the world of what she saw as troublesome underclasses that produced violent vagrants is probably a direct result of her childhood experiences and the shame she must have felt over her inaction.

Merriam-Webster defines eugenics as “a science that tries to improve the human race by controlling which people become parents.” Eugenics research, funded by America’s elite industrialists, was carried out by scientists dedicated to the perfection of the human race. Their work influenced a generation of progressives and socialists—including Adolf Hitler, Woodrow Wilson, and, of course, Margaret Sanger.

As Sanger grew older, she became an early and earnest supporter of this diabolical science, a field that formed a pillar of the early progressive movement in its fixation on manipulating genetics to “perfect” humanity. In words that might well be approved by Hitler or David Duke, she wrote this about her plans for humanity:

The first step would thus be to control the intake and output of morons, mental defectives, epileptics. The second step would be to take an inventory of the secondary group such as illiterates, paupers, unemployables, criminals, prostitutes, dope-fiends; classify them in special departments under government medical protection and segregate.

Sanger believed in a policy of “race improvement,” once saying that it was necessary to create a “race of thoroughbreds.” In 1926, she even saw fit to present her views before a women’s chapter of the Ku Klux Klan, which led to “a dozen invitations to speak to similar groups.”

Sanger also believed that families with too many children (remember, she was one of eleven kids) posed an unnecessary hardship on the rest of society. “The most merciful thing that the large family does to one of its members,” she wrote in 1920, “is to kill it.” (It’s worth noting that Planned Parenthood claims that this quote is out of context, that it is really about the rising infant death rate among large families at the time. Let’s assume they’re right—does that make this statement OK? It’s merciful to have a child and then kill it just because there is some percentage chance that it might die anyway?)

Sanger is perhaps best known as an early, staunch advocate of birth control, including abortion, and as the founder of the organization that would eventually grow into Planned Parenthood (its original name was more honest: the American Birth Control League). But the reasoning behind her zeal was deeper and darker than simply a disregard for individual human lives. Sanger believed that contraception, especially preventing birth among certain undesirables, was better for the human race as a whole.

In 1922, she wrote:

Those least fit to carry on the race are increasing most rapidly. People who cannot support their own offspring are encouraged by Church and State to produce large families. Many of the children thus begotten are diseased or feeble minded. Many become criminals. . . . Funds that should be used to raise the standard of our civilization are diverted to the maintenance of those who should never have been born.

Despite these radical views, Sanger is, to this day, a progressive hero.

In 2009, Hillary Clinton proudly accepted the Margaret Sanger Award from Planned Parenthood. “Now, I have to tell you that it was a great privilege when I was told that I would receive this award,” Clinton said. “I admire Margaret Sanger enormously, her courage, her tenacity, her vision.”

For a singular moment, Clinton told the truth. She admires—as she said in her own words—this racist, bigoted, self-appointed deity who saw fit to decide who should get the gift of life.

♠
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First Wave:

Wilson, the Philosopher President

The difference between democracy and socialism is not an essential difference, but only a practical difference.

—WOODROW WILSON

The North Atlantic

April 19, 1912

For four excruciating days, a lone ship plowed the waves through fog, darkness, and rough, freezing seas. It sped toward a cursed patch of icy sea four hundred miles south of Newfoundland that had recently echoed with the desperate screams of twenty-two hundred souls.

The CS Mackay-Bennett, a two-thousand-ton cable-repair ship berthed in Halifax, Nova Scotia, had been overhauling a communications cable linking Canada and France when it received the White Star Line’s desperate plea for aid. It embarked immediately after its macabre cargo—embalming supplies for hundreds of floating corpses and a hundred empty coffins—was aboard. This time, there was no cable line in need of urgent repair. This was a mission of recovery and retrieval. This was a search for death.

The April 15 sinking of the British luxury liner RMS had claimed more than fifteen hundred passengers and crew, chiefly because the Titanic, this grand, state-of-the-art vessel, sumptuously appointed with all manner of luxuries and modern conveniences—from a squash court to a lending library to a Turkish bath—had simply not carried enough lifeboats for everyone on board.

The dead who wore life vests bobbed on the ocean like human buoys. The Mackay-Bennett recovered 306 corpses, far more than the number of caskets it carried. The bodies included that of a nineteen-month-old English boy named Sidney Leslie Goodwin; Isidor Straus, the seventy-seven-year-old owner of Macy’s Department Store (his wife’s body was never found); and a well-dressed, light-haired, fifty-year-old man whose shirt collar and gold belt buckle bore the initials J.J.A.

He was, the crew later learned, John Jacob Astor IV, the richest man aboard the Titanic and, in death, the richest man now aboard the Mackay-Bennett.

As the elegant Titanic capsized, Colonel Astor, a Spanish-American War veteran, had ensured that his pregnant eighteen-year-old second wife, Madeleine, her nurse, and their maid had safely boarded a lifeboat. “Might I be allowed to go with her?” the multimillionaire had asked a ship’s officer. “She is in a delicate condition.”

“No, sir,” the officer had replied. “No man is allowed on this boat or any of the boats until the ladies are off.”

“Well, tell me,” Astor had asked, “what is the number of this boat so I may find her afterwards?”

“Number four.”

Astor had kissed his wife on the cheek and watched her boat being lowered to the choppy sea. He had known he would never see her again, nor would he ever get to lay eyes on his unborn child.i

He’d asked for the lifeboat’s number simply to calm her fears.

ONE DISASTER FORETELLS ANOTHER



In the three decades that preceded the sinking of the Titanic, the public in both America and Britain had been gripped by a fear of oceanic sailing. The waters of the North Atlantic, which were the most transited in the world—and arguably the most dangerous—claimed hundreds of lives each year. A young woman named Eleanor Roosevelt herself was on the White Star Line steamship Britannic when it nearly sank after colliding with another ship. Dozens of men who had boarded a lifeboat before realizing that the ship was not actually sinking sheepishly returned to the scornful eyes of passengers and crew.

In the twelve years leading up to the sailing of the Titanic, there was at least one major maritime disaster per year, with more than six thousand passengers lost at sea. While the fear of oceanic travel among the public hadn’t quite reached the level of a clinical phobia yet (thalassophobia, fear of the sea, however, is a real clinical disorder), the general mood in the United States and in Europe was that transoceanic sailing was, in fact, a dangerous proposition. The White Star Line was so anxious to allay public fear of ocean crossings that the Titanic was built and marketed as “unsinkable” as early as 1909, two full years before its steel hull ever touched water.

The marketing campaign worked brilliantly. The Titanic’s maiden voyage sold out in mere days, and White Star had bookings as far out as a year in advance. The Titanic and White Star Line’s “unsinkable” campaign provided relief, giving the public an antidote to the fear that had been building with the stories of so many lives lost to the waves.

At long last, the public had hope.

That hope was quickly dashed when an iceberg ripped through the “unsinkable” vessel. News of the Titanic’s tragedy flashed across a horrified world, although one famed historian could not resist dark-humor parallels to another, larger tragedy about to befall America. Henry Adams, who had booked passage on the doomed liner’s return voyage to Europe, wrote a longtime female friend, “I do not know whether Taft or the Titanic is likely to be the furthest-reaching disaster.”

Incumbent Republican President William Howard Taft faced the fight of his life against both Theodore Roosevelt, his old friend and immediate predecessor, and that year’s Democratic nominee, former Princeton University President Woodrow Wilson. Both Roosevelt and Wilson ran as passionate progressives—a term that had entered the lexicon thanks to Democrat William Jennings Bryan and was later adopted by Republican Roosevelt during his “trust-busting” presidency.

Teddy Roosevelt was the first chief executive to endorse a federal income tax and a national health-insurance program. He also waged war against big business, and he almost single-handedly transformed the presidency from its nineteenth-century practice of quietly administrating government, taking its lead from Congress, to making it the center of all power in the nation’s capital.

In 1910, Roosevelt declared, “The absence of effective State, and, especially, national, restraint upon unfair money-getting has tended to create a small class of enormously wealthy and economically powerful men, whose chief object is to hold and increase their power.” He also said that the government “should permit [their fortunes] to be gained only so long as the gaining represents benefit to the community.”

This was a Republican essentially saying that private wealth is only allowable to the extent that it benefits the greater good. Roosevelt also argued that accumulated property is “subject to the general right of the community to regulate its use to whatever degree the public welfare may require it.” He advocated concentrating power in the presidency to make this system work. “This New Nationalism,” he said, “regards the executive power as the steward of the public welfare.”

By 1912, Roosevelt labeled Taft, his designated heir, insufficiently progressive and unsuccessfully challenged him in the Republican primaries and at the hotly contested convention. In the general election, Roosevelt bolted from the GOP to run on a radical Progressive (or “Bull Moose”) third-party ticket. The Roosevelt-Taft split guaranteed the election of Woodrow Wilson, the most radical Democrat in U.S. history. Wilson garnered a mere 41.8 percent of the popular vote but received 435 electoral votes to Roosevelt’s 88 and Taft’s minuscule 8.

Just a month after the Mackay-Bennett completed its grim recovery operation, the hatchet-faced Wilson addressed the prestigious Economic Club of New York at a hotel bearing the name of one of the Titanic’s most prominent victims. Speaking to business leaders at Times Square’s Hotel Astor, Wilson pushed back against complaints that his ideas opposed the free-enterprise system. He believed that wealthy families such as the Astors had turned the American republic into their own fiefdom. The rich, he said, had to be reined in, their wealth confiscated for the public good, if necessary.

“The very thing that government cannot let alone is business,” Wilson blustered. “Government cannot take its hands off business. Government must regulate business because that is the foundation of every other relationship.”

The tragic sinking of the Titanic, a ship that its owners boasted was unsinkable, was the consequence of hubristic, humanist assumptions about man’s ability to control natural law and defy the will of God.

And so was the candidacy of Woodrow Wilson.

LIBERAL IDOL . . . AND BLIND SPOT



If you’ve listened to me on radio or TV, you probably know that I’m not a member in good standing of the Woodrow Wilson fan club. What you might not know, however, is that neither is the American public. Not a single recent public-opinion survey lists Wilson as among the greatest U.S. presidents. Even Jimmy Carter is more popular.

Yes, even Jimmy Carter.

Unfortunately, the people who write history haven’t quite figured out just how awful a president (not to mention a person) Wilson actually was. In fact, few former presidents are held in such high esteem by modern liberals. Historians, most of them progressives themselves, routinely rank Wilson among the top ten of the nation’s chief executives. In fact, two polls conducted by Arthur Schlesinger Jr. both rated Wilson behind only Lincoln, Washington, and (big surprise) Franklin Roosevelt.

How can that be explained? Here’s Howard University historian Edna Medford’s attempt: “How we rank our presidents is, to a large extent, influenced by our own times. Today’s concerns shape our views of the past, be it in the area of foreign policy, managing the economy, or human rights.”

If that’s true, well, it only makes the liberal academic fetish for Wilson even more bizarre. Few presidents displayed such open contempt for the Constitution they swore to preserve, protect, and defend. Even fewer had such a severe disdain for women, minorities, and anyone else who deviated from Wilson’s view of the “perfect citizen.”

Some modern progressives have mixed emotions about Wilson. Embarrassed by his blatant prejudices, a few have demanded that his name be stripped from Princeton’s elite Woodrow Wilson School of Government.ii Yet most still seem to excuse him, in much the same way they excuse the abhorrent behavior of people like Bill Clinton, Donald Trump, or Robert Byrd simply because these people represent an ideology they support.

Never is this more apparent than in the case of Wilson. Here, for example, is an all-too-typical description of him from the “nonpartisan” University of Virginia’s Miller Center:

Woodrow Wilson was one of America’s greatest Presidents. His domestic program expanded the role of the federal government in managing the economy and protecting the interests of citizens. His foreign policy established a new vision of America’s role in the world. And he helped to make the White House the center of power in Washington. Most historians rank him among the five most important American Presidents, along with Washington, Lincoln, and the two Roosevelts.

Note how the Miller Center folks call him one of the “greatest”—not the “most consequential,” which might actually be accurate—and also note how they directly tie his “greatness” to expanding the role of the federal government and to the creation of an imperial presidency.

It’s not just academics like those at the Miller Center who display a fawning love for Wilson. A 2002 episode of the PBS series American Experience glowingly “explores the transformation of a history professor into one of America’s greatest presidents.” Radical Liberal Prime Minister David Lloyd George, who in many ways was Britain’s version of Wilson, once even likened him to Jesus Christ.

In the 1960s, President Lyndon Baines Johnson—another Wilson acolyte—spearheaded the formation of Washington, D.C.’s Woodrow Wilson Center. In announcing the project, Johnson proclaimed that there “could be no more fitting monument to the memory of Woodrow Wilson than an institution devoted to the highest ideals of scholarship and international understanding.”

In November 2015, Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen even penned an article titled “Woodrow Wilson Was Racist, but He Deserves Our Understanding.” Why does Wilson deserve our understanding when others do not? Is it because he was a “transformational progressive” who supported liberal causes such as the Federal Reserve system, the Federal Trade Commission, the implementation of the federal income tax, and the creation of the world government League of Nations?

You bet it is.

Wilson’s presidency was the beginning of the end for the radical experiment in individual liberty that the Founders had fought for. How did it happen? Well, much like the case of the Titanic, the story of how something goes from mighty, brave, and unsinkable to slowly breaking apart and becoming a footnote in history requires the same relentless forces of humanity that the Founders tried so hard to protect citizens from: hubris, greed, and, most of all, fear.

YOUNG, CAREFREE, AND POWER-MAD



Thomas Woodrow Wilson was a proud son of the South. Born in Staunton, Virginia, in the calamitous decade preceding the Civil War, he grew up mostly in Georgia and South Carolina. His father, a transplanted Ohio Yankee, was a passionately devoted secessionist and a Presbyterian minister.

Among Wilson’s earliest memories was the searing sight of Union soldiers marching through his small town in the deep South at the end of the Civil War. They were Yankee invaders, a victorious occupying force, who wanted to make life as miserable as possible for Confederates like the Wilsons.

As an eight-year-old boy in Augusta, Georgia, he watched in horror as Union troops led the captured Confederate ex-President Jefferson Davis through the streets in chains. He recalled his mother tending to wounded Confederate soldiers, victims of the barbaric Northern aggressors. Although he would later hide it, he had severe contempt for the Union, for Abraham Lincoln, and for African-Americans. All of them had stood in the way of creating an elite Southern society that would prosper on the backs of slaves.

Most likely dyslexic, Wilson did not learn to read or write until he was nearly ten years old. But despite the slow start, he turned into an ivory-tower academic for his whole life. Whatever his official job title, he always remained an elitist “intellectual” who believed that experts (like him!) should be in charge of, well, just about everything.

Wilson came to define the nihilist, humanist philosophy that drives institutions of “higher” learning to this day. There is a sweet irony in the fact that the virulently racist Wilson was the prime mover in a progressive movement that is directly responsible for the hypersensitive, multicultural, and “trigger-warned” college campuses of today.

While he’s had some competition through the years, Wilson remains the most “academic” of any U.S. president. After a short stint at North Carolina’s Davidson College, Wilson enrolled at the College of New Jersey (now Princeton), where he graduated in 1879. He also briefly attended the University of Virginia Law School but soon abandoned practicing law. In 1883, he received his doctorate in political science and history from the recently formed Johns Hopkins University.

Wilson had been a student for more than a decade, so it was surely time to leave academia behind for the world of business, right? Of course not. Instead, he went into teaching, bouncing from Cornell to Bryn Mawr to Wesleyan and then finally back to Princeton as a professor and, eventually, as its president.

It wasn’t until 1910, when he was in his fifties, that Wilson eventually got his first “real” job—if you consider being governor of New Jersey a real job (after Jon Corzine and Chris Christie, I have my doubts). Just two years later, a man who had spent more than three decades with his head in the academic clouds (and not one day in private enterprise) became president of the United States.

But let’s be clear on something: Wilson defied the absentminded-professor stereotype. He was no bookish wallflower. Quite the contrary, he was a powerful speaker with a rich baritone voice. His students worshipped him. But he was also cold, calculating, and power-hungry from a very early age. (As a child, he printed up calling cards reading “Woodrow Wilson, United States Senator from Virginia.”)

Wilson didn’t spend decades in academia simply to learn. To him, higher education was a tool to hone a new philosophy of American government led by Hegelian experts focusing on the collective instead of the individual, an elite cadre of intellectuals at the helm working to perfect society. Wilson plotted to be the captain of that ship.

His time at Johns Hopkins only helped cement his big-government attitudes. Many of that university’s early professors were German-trained. Through them—particularly the influential early progressive economist Richard Ely—Wilson lapped up an admiration for Prince Otto von Bismarck and the powerful new authoritarian German welfare state. He also imbibed a belief in Darwinism, concluding that a more powerful, centralized government was critical to society’s evolution.

It all added up to an absolute infatuation with governmental power. “If any trait bubbles up in all one reads about Wilson,” observed historian Walter McDougall, “it is this: he loved, craved, and in a sense glorified power.”

Wilson was passionate and ambitious—and also quite arrogant. In 1886, as a young Bryn Mawr professor, he wrote, “[A]ll the country needs is a new and sincere body of thought in politics.” Wilson had earlier made a “solemn covenant” with a friend in which the co-conspirators swore “that we would school all our powers and passions for the work of establishing the principles we held in common; that we would acquire knowledge that we might have power; and that we would drill ourselves in all the arts of persuasion . . . that we might have facility in leading others into our ways of thinking and enlisting them in our purposes.”

These new “sentiments” and “ways of thinking” amounted to an entire rejection of the American experiment in limited government and classical liberalism. According to historian Charles R. Kesler, as “an undergraduate, graduate student, professor, and university president, Wilson spent three decades in the academy contemplating the failings of the old American constitutional system, testing his critique of it, and preparing the rhetorical case for its transformation.” Even before finalizing his education, Wilson had already embraced “a new theory of the presidency and of the whole political system.”



ORDAINED BY GOD

You might not always like a politician’s policies or ideology, but up close and personal, you sometimes discover that he or she is actually a very kind person.

That is not the case with Woodrow Wilson.

He was, of course, intensely ambitious and convinced that he was meant for great things. Beyond that, he often exhibited what he proudly called his Scotch-Irish fighting streak. This made him a tough, unbending, unforgiving enemy.

His closest political ally was probably Texas power broker Colonel Edward Mandel House. House once explained that the best way to convince Wilson of something was to “[d]iscover a common hate, exploit it, get the president warmed up, and then start your business.”

Wilson eventually broke with House, just as he broke from almost every person who aided his rise from Princeton to the New Jersey State House to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. House was a strong personality, but most of the time, Wilson simply loved the sound of people saying yes to him, telling him just how wonderful he was. He had many followers but few close friends.

“Wilson,” progressive journalist William Allen White once explained, “in his gayest hours, in his times of greatest happiness, stood always aloof, distrusting men instinctively. It was this suspicion of men, founded upon ignorance of men, which led Wilson always to question the strong, to fraternize with the meek, and to break ruthlessly and irrevocably, without defense or explanation, any friendship which threatened his own prestige.”

When Wilson captured the White House in 1912, his arrogance was already so great that he reprimanded one supporter with these incredible words: “I wish it to be clearly understood that I owe you nothing. Remember that God ordained that I should be the next president of the United States. Neither you nor any other mortal could have prevented that.”

Yes, Wilson would let nothing stand between him and power. The 1912 Democratic platform had demanded a one-term limit on the presidency, but Wilson violated his party’s pledge and ran again in 1916. Even crippled by a major stroke, he angled for a third term in 1920.

Death was the only force with the power to fully silence his ambition.





MORE POWER FOR FEWER PEOPLE



Woodrow Wilson believed that “the State” was everything and that individual rights basically meant nothing. He even went so far as to claim that “the State of today may be regarded as in an important sense only an enlarged Family: ‘State’ is ‘Family’ writ large.”

The State he had believed in for most of his youth was the Confederacy of the old South, run by a patrician elite. It didn’t matter that African-Americans had no part in the State except to generate revenue in the form of cotton exports; in Wilson’s eyes, they weren’t really citizens.

Prior to Wilson and his progressive allies, this concept was not only laughable but also insulting and dangerous to the most important human institution: the family. But family, faith, and the individual—not to mention the Constitution itself—weren’t bedrock principles to him; they were mere hindrances to be overcome. In keeping with the progressive mind-set, he believed that men could not reach perfection on their own; only the forces of society—unleashed, administered, and monitored by the State—could do that for them.

Wilson believed that America’s founding principles were outdated at best and distasteful at worst. He loathed “blind worship” of the Constitution and thought veneration of the Founders prevented Americans from appreciating a “more glorious time” to come. “Progress, development—those are modern words,” he said. “The modern idea is to leave the past and press onward to something new.”

Wilson’s generation was the first to question the wisdom, efficacy, and relevance of the Constitution. And much like today’s progressives, he looked across the Atlantic to Europe for guidance on how to do things “better”—to Britain’s ancient Parliament and Germany’s newfangled welfare state.

Perhaps most damning of all, Wilson is the father of the single biggest philosophical threat to the Constitution the country has ever faced, one that splits the U.S. Supreme Court to this day. Wilson believed, in violation of everything the Founders stood for, in a “living and breathing constitution” that can and should be “modified by its environment.” These “living political constitutions must be Darwinian in structure and in practice,” he wrote in 1908.

The Constitution was, in Wilson’s mind, subject to the concept of “survival of the fittest”—not bedrock at all but more like shifting sands. In the Wilsonian view, the government had to keep evolving, changing to meet the needs of the environment around it. There was no such thing as natural rights endowed to us by our creator or immutable principles.

Wilson’s scorn for the Constitution rings clear and strong. He even derided the U.S. system of checks and balances: “No living thing can have its organs offset against each other, as checks, and live.” He ridiculed the idea of individual rights:

No doubt a great deal of nonsense has been talked about the inalienable rights of the individual, and a great deal that was mere vague sentiment and pleasing speculation has been put forward as fundamental principle. [However, the] rights of man are easy to discourse of, [but] infinitely hard to translate into practice. [Such] theories are never “law”; no matter what the name or the formal authority of the document in which they are embodied.

In a 1912 campaign address titled “What Is Progress?” (a speech he later included in perhaps the most ironically titled book of the twentieth century, The New Freedom), Wilson laid out in the starkest terms the progressive approach to the Constitution: “All that progressives ask or desire is permission [in an] era when ‘development,’ ‘evolution,’ is the scientific word, [to] interpret the Constitution according to the Darwinian principle; all they ask is recognition of the fact that a nation is a living thing and not a machine.”

Wilson was equally contemptuous of the Declaration of Independence, claiming, “If you want to understand the real Declaration of Independence, do not repeat the preface” (that is, that whole “all men are created equal . . . endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights . . . Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness” thing). To Wilson, the “question is not whether all men are born free and equal or not,” because we all “know they are not.”

Wilson argued that Americans “are not bound to adhere to the doctrines held by the signers of the Declaration of Independence,” because we “are as free as they were to make and unmake governments.” Americans, he said, should not “worship men or a document.”

Unless, of course, that man was him.

COMMUNITIES ARE SUPREME OVER MEN



Like all progressives, Wilson had a barely concealed elitist’s disdain for the regular Americans he allegedly wanted to help and protect. As governor of New Jersey and later as president of the United States, Wilson rarely talked about socialism, but he was much less guarded during his years in academia.

Wilson’s brand of socialism was something he called “state socialism.” “The thesis of the state socialist,” he wrote, “is that no line can be drawn between private and public affairs which the State may not cross at will; that omnipotence of legislation is the first postulate of all just political theory.”

Wilsonian progressive thinking leaves no room for protection from the state, however. “Communities are supreme over men as individuals,” Wilson said. “Limits of wisdom and convenience to the public control there may be: limits of principle there are, upon strict analysis, none.”

Wilson is perhaps best known for urging America to make the world “safe for democracy.” Yet his core values—his core progressive values—drove him to undermine the very essence of American democracy in favor of state socialism:

Democracy is bound by no principle of its own nature to say itself nay as to the exercise of any power. Here, then, lies the point. The difference between democracy and socialism is not an essential difference, but only a practical difference—[it] is a difference of organization and policy, not a difference of primary motive.

Let’s pause for a moment and consider the gravity of this statement, one made by a revered American president. He is saying that there is nothing exceptional about American democracy because, with just a few “practical” tweaks to “organization and policy,” it can be transformed into socialism.

And people wonder why I have the front page of the newspaper declaring “Woodrow Wilson Is Dead” hanging in my office.

FIRST BLOOD: THE SIXTEENTH AMENDMENT



Wilson—who once referred to paying taxes as a “glorious privilege”—was instrumental in passing the Sixteenth Amendment, which authorized the previously unconstitutionaliii federal income tax: “The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the several states, and without regard to any census or enumeration.”

The amendment, which took effect just a few weeks before his inauguration, was one of his “practical” tweaks that would erase the “essential difference” between America’s capitalist, democratic system and the state socialism Wilson so admired.

Once in office, he embraced the amendment with alacrity, summoning a special session of Congress to pass the Revenue Act of 1913, which by our current standards seems pretty innocuous. Its lowest rate was a mere one percent. Its highest rate at the time was just seven percent, and that was only on annual incomes of more than five hundred thousand dollars.



SOCIALISM: AN AMERICAN MASS MOVEMENT

American socialism flourished in the early 1900s. The Socialist Party elected dozens of mayors (including the mayor of Milwaukee) and state legislators. In the 1912 presidential election, Socialist Eugene V. Debs garnered six percent of the vote. While that’s a small percentage, it still amounted to more than nine hundred thousand American voters supporting the overt Socialist banner.

Despite personal differences between Debs and Wilson—Debs was actually sentenced to ten years in prison under Wilson’s Sedition Act for speaking out against the World War I draft—many socialists saw a fellow traveler in Wilson (and supported his reelection in 1916), and more and more radical leftists were drawn to an increasingly extremist Democratic Party.

In 1934, author Upton Sinclair, a prominent ex-Socialist then running for governor of California as a Democrat, theorized about how this continued leftward drift would play out in America:

The American people will take Socialism, but they won’t take the label. . . . I certainly proved it. . . . Running on the Socialist ticket [in 1932] I got 60,000 votes, and running [two years later as a Democrat] on the slogan to “End Poverty in California” I got 879,000. . . . There is no use attacking it by a front attack, it is much better to outflank them.

It’s ironic that it took a writer to understand the immense power of words. Change them, and you change everything—even if the meaning is identical. Of course, by the time Sinclair said this, Debs-style socialism under Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal was already well on its way to becoming reality.





Progressives initially framed federal income taxes as only focusing on corporations and the very wealthy—targets their political heirs still favor today—but of course, they didn’t stop there. Progressives never stop demanding more. Within a couple of years, the lowest income-tax rate had doubled from one percent to two percent. The highest rate had skyrocketed from seven percent to thirteen percent. But this was nothing compared with what Wilson would soon hit taxpayers with: a top marginal income tax of seventy-three percent! (Franklin Roosevelt took the top bracket to ninety-four percent during World War II, and it remained above seventy percent until Ronald Reagan took over.)

Obviously, the issue of taxes is not really one of economics; it’s one of ideology and redistribution of capital. Building a massive central government is expensive. Without an income tax, all of the proposals for new programs and initiatives had no chance of being funded. But the Sixteenth Amendment made a constantly growing state encroaching into nearly every area of life nearly inevitable.

THE RACIST AND MISOGYNIST “WHITE PRIVILEGE” OF WOODROW WILSON



Wilson was white and essentially Southern, Scotch-Irish, and highly intellectual. And if you weren’t a member of one of his various tribes, you would feel his wrath.

He served as president of Princeton University and later as governor of New Jersey, but it’s impossible to overstate just how Southern (actually, Confederate) he really was.

Wilson never abandoned his Southern sympathies. His cabinet was full of Southerners. But he very carefully picked and chose which Southern values he retained. He junked any idea of separation of powers or limited government, yet he retained a rabid racism and a belief in the forced segregation of the races.

Even when he served as president of Princeton, Wilson’s prejudices tainted his decisions. He once said that the “whole temper and tradition of [Princeton] are such that no negro has ever applied for admission, and it seems unlikely that the question will ever assume practical form.” He turned away black applicants, deeming any need or desire for their education to be “unwarranted.”

His racist policies continued while he was governor of New Jersey, yet he successfully employed vague promises of equality to capture a sizable portion of the traditionally Republican black vote in 1912. African-Americans, however, soon discovered Wilson’s true racial attitudes: this “Father of Progressivism” was really a rank white supremacist who “brought Jim Crow to the North.”

Just a month after his inauguration, Wilson resegregated parts of the federal workforce (including the Navy Department, where a young Franklin D. Roosevelt was serving as undersecretary). Demonstrating the coldness of character that defined so much of his human interactions, Wilson dismissively claimed that he had made “no promises in particular to Negroes, except to do them justice.”

Blacks felt betrayed. With Boston newspaper editor and Harvard graduate William Monroe Trotter, African-American leaders came to the White House to protest his actions. An incensed Wilson lectured them that segregation wasn’t “humiliating but a benefit.” He later signed a law banning interracial marriage in the nation’s capital, segregated the U.S. military and parts of the federal workforce, and deprived African-American soldiers, sailors, and Marines of the opportunity to fight for their country.

Wilson even championed the nineteenth-century terrorists the Ku Klux Klan. He wrote in 1903:

The white men of the South were aroused by the mere instinct of self-preservation to rid themselves, by fair means or foul, of the intolerable burden of governments sustained by the votes of ignorant negroes and conducted in the interest of adventurers. . . . Every countryside wished to have its own Ku Klux Klan, founded in secrecy and mystery . . . until at last there had sprung into existence a great Ku Klux Klan, an “Invisible Empire of the South,” bound together . . . to protect the Southern country from some of the ugliest hazards of a time of revolution.



WILSON AND THE KKK’S TRIUMPH OF THE WILL

Perhaps Wilson’s most egregious public racism was his embrace of D. W. Griffith’s 1915 pro-Klan, pro-segregation film The Birth of a Nation, which was based on Thomas J. Dixon Sr.’s 1905 novel The Clansman (Dixon was Wilson’s friend and Johns Hopkins classmate). This truly shameful film—which glorified the Ku Klux Klan—was sprinkled with racist quotes from Wilson’s writings and featured white actors in blackface portraying racist stereotypes of African-Americans.

Wilson not only liked and supported The Birth of a Nation, but he even screened the movie at the White House. At the showing, some reports (which may be apocryphal) claimed, he stated that the film was “like writing history with lightning, and my only regret is that it is all so terribly true.”

There’s a saying that life imitates art. Race relations during Wilson’s administration not only imitated The Birth of a Nation, but they far exceeded it—and in the most negative possible sense. May 1916 witnessed one of the most brutal lynchings in American history, that of Jesse Washington in Waco, Texas. The details are too horrific to repeat here; you can google it if you really want to read about what happened. I mention it only to highlight how Wilson reacted: he didn’t. Even as brutal race riots rocked East St. Louis in 1917 and Chicago, Omaha, Knoxville, and Washington, D.C., in the summer of 1919, Wilson took no action.

This reaction from the top, along with his embrace of The Birth of a Nation, sparked a rebirth of the long-defunct Ku Klux Klan. And when it came back, it was meaner and more bigoted than ever, spreading its hatred beyond blacks to Jews and Catholics (“Kill the Kikes, Koons, and Katholics”).





Wilson’s dismal record on race was the precedent for more than a century of progressives taking advantage of African-Americans by promising the sky to get their votes and then not delivering. FDR followed in his footsteps (he didn’t even bother to desegregate the armed forces or the District of Columbia), and the practice has not stopped since.

Wilson admired the Protestant peoples of the British Isles, either the English and the Scottish themselves or his own Scots-Irish kinsmen. He had little use, however, for the flood of immigrants arriving at Ellis Island from the non-Nordic portions of the European continent. In 1902, he committed these prejudices to writing:

Immigrants poured steadily in[to America] as before, but with an alteration of stock which students of affairs marked with uneasiness. Throughout the century men of the sturdy stocks of the north of Europe had made up the main strain of foreign blood which was every year added to the vital working force of the country, or men from the Latin-Gallic stocks of France and northern Italy; but now there came multitudes of men of the lowest class from the south of Italy and men of the meaner sort out of Hungary and Poland, men out of the ranks where there was neither skill nor energy nor any initiative of quick intelligence; and they came in numbers which increased from year to year, as if the countries of the south of Europe were disburdening themselves of the more sordid and hapless elements of their population, the men whose standards of life and of work were such as American workmen had never dreamed of hitherto.

Again, through the miracle of rebranding and the reliance on short memories, progressives have somehow whitewashed this anti-immigrant past to become the group that supposedly stands with open arms and open borders toward all those who want to come here.

Wilson’s firm belief in Anglo-Saxon superiority led him to embrace one of the most disgusting notions of his time: eugenics. He believed that the human race could be improved through selective breeding.

In 1907, Wilson supported Indiana legislation mandating the compulsory sterilization of criminals and the mentally retarded, the nation’s first eugenics law. After becoming governor of New Jersey, he wasted little time in implementing similar legislation there, proudly signing into law a bill calling for the compulsory sterilization of the “Feeble-minded (including imbeciles, idiots and morons), Epileptics, and other defectives.” (Fortunately, other people with more sense prevailed, and the bill was quickly overturned by the New Jersey Supreme Court.)

This overt disdain for whole classes of people was pretty typical stuff for Wilson-era progressives, but many eugenics laws were less obvious. Take the minimum wage, for example. Royal Meeker, a Princeton economist and Wilson’s commissioner of labor statistics, explained how economics can easily be used for human engineering: “It is much better to enact a minimum-wage law even if it deprives these unfortunates of work . . . better that the state should support the inefficient wholly and prevent the multiplication of the breed than subsidize incompetence and unthrift, enabling them to bring forth more of their kind.”

Wilson also seemed to despise women—or at least not to think of them as being equal to men. He was a late and very reluctant convert to the women’s suffrage movement, and he characterized the female mind as a “vacuum.” He professed to be “frustrated” when teaching at Bryn Mawr, a women’s college, because those students never challenged him. In fact, Wilson felt women were not “the intellectual equal of men.” If their weaker minds couldn’t handle the weighty questions of politics, why should they receive the privilege of voting?

From the moment Wilson stepped off his train in Washington, D.C., on the day before his inauguration, the suffragists stole his thunder and made his life miserable. As protesters became more frustrated and more militant in their tactics—which included daily rallies outside the White House—Wilson grew more and more irritated.

Initially cordial, he soon became rude and then downright nasty. He was “repelled by the militant suffragists outside his gate.” To him, “their methods were insulting, unfeminine, and unpatriotic.” Eventually, many were jailed and beaten. Those who protested further by going on hunger strikes were force-fed.

Several years into his presidency, Wilson finally relented, if for no other reason than to stop the incessant shouting of protesters outside his bedroom window. The fact that women could also form a core constituency for a new U.S. war abroad also didn’t go unnoticed. Wilson would grin and bear granting the “lesser sex” the right to vote if it would mean that he would now have political support for war.

For progressives, the ends always justify the means.

WILSON AND THE NEW WORLD ORDER



Wilson was really the first “internationalist president.” As a young man, he fell in love with the British parliamentary system (a system with no checks and balances). In such a system, a prime minister and his or her ruling party call the shots, and if anyone disagrees, well, that’s just too bad. When Wilson campaigned for governor of New Jersey, he even vowed to be an “unconstitutional governor,” planning to run roughshod over the state’s legislature.

His justification for this was pretty simple. He didn’t believe that the wisdom of the Founders applied anymore. He didn’t believe in American exceptionalism. That experiment, he felt, had grown outmoded and woefully out of touch with current conditions. Limited government, God-given rights, and more than a century of American political traditions meant less than nothing to Wilson.



THE FIRST FASCIST PRESIDENT AND THE ESPIONAGE AND SEDITION ACTS

Wilson’s disdain for democracy was most aptly represented by his support for the Espionage Act of 1917 and the Sedition Act of 1918. These crypto-fascist laws, passed in the midst of World War I, played on the fear of German propaganda and sabotage and made “disloyalty and subversion” punishable offenses while barring the sending of “seditious” materials through the U.S. Mail.

Thousands were arrested as a result of these acts, and they led to a highly bigoted anti-German crusade. Numerous volunteer “security” organizations sprang up, such as the American Protective League, a quarter-million-strong body of semiofficial government spies in the guise of citizen patriots; the National Security League; and the Boy Spies of America. These were American brownshirts, plain and simple.

Instead of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, Wilson sought to control the minds of the masses by effectively repealing the First Amendment and criminalizing antiadministration free speech. That’s tyranny, plain and simple, and there is no greater insult to U.S. history or threat to the U.S. republic.





This elitism knew no borders—literally. Wilson’s ultimate goal was not just to bend the United States to the will of his “benevolent” expert elites. He and his progressive allies fixed their eyes on a much larger goal: an all-encompassing progressive global government to rule all of humanity under a big-government yoke.

But to do so, Wilson had to get the United States—his base of power—to shake off its natural and historic hostility to foreign wars and engage in the great conflict raging across Europe: World War I.

Throughout the 1916 election, Wilson ran on the slogan “He kept us out of war.” It helped him gain an eyelash victory, and he reiterated his supposed desire to stay out of the European conflagration during his March 4, 1917, inaugural address. “We stand firm,” he declared from the Oval Office, “in armed neutrality.”

Five weeks later, the United States declared war on Germany. It was a complete turnaround by Wilson, one that still puzzles many historians.

Wilson mobilized more than four million Americans to bear the brunt of his world-building ambitions. More than three hundred thousand were killed or injured, shattering not only their own lives but also those of millions of friends, family members, and loved ones.

Their sacrifice proved decisive. With the introduction of millions of fresh American troops, the Allies vanquished Berlin, opening the door for Wilson to carry out the next phase of his plan for global dominance: the creation of the League of Nations.

America—and the rest of the world—feared the mass bloodshed of future wars. But, like any good progressive, Wilson knew how to exploit that fear and bend it to his will. Wilson’s League of Nations would ostensibly prevent future conflicts and keep the world safe for democracy, but it was much more than just a peacekeeping organization; it was a truly radical global governing body, the first of its kind. Wilson hoped the League would mature from a place of discussion and compromise into one of command and control.

In December 1918, he began a tradition of presidential globetrotting, personally traveling to Europe to negotiate a peace treaty and secure his precious League. His imperious attitude won him few friends abroad (“I could not bear him,” Britain’s King George V complained), and his unwillingness to compromise won him few friends at home.

Returning from Versailles, Wilson refused to cooperate with Republicans to secure Senate ratification of his treaty. He stooped to insults and threats instead, attacking opponents of his new world government as “blind and little provincial people” with “pygmy minds” who should be “hanged on gibbets as high as heaven, but pointing in the opposite direction.”

“Any man,” Wilson proclaimed, “who resists the present tides that run in the world will find himself thrown upon a shore so high and barren that it will seem as if he had been separated from his human kind forever.”

Wilson, like a future acolyte named Barack Obama, was handsomely rewarded for his globalist efforts by winning the highest honor in the progressive, globalist land: the Nobel Peace Prize.

The U.S. Senate wisely rejected Wilson’s plea to join the League, but the damage was already done. Two and a half decades later, Wilson’s protégé Franklin Roosevelt picked up the world-government mantle by helping to create the United Nations, while across the pond, the European Union has forced progressive internationalism on an entire continent.

Although the progressive effort to place elites in charge of society and redefine world governance is incomplete, it is still very much under way. As Christine Legarde—head of the International Monetary Fund, a key component of the progressive world order—stated in a 2011 speech (fittingly held at Washington’s Woodrow Wilson Center):

More than anyone else, it was Woodrow Wilson who championed the cause of multilateralism and global fraternity. The seeds he planted bore fruit in the postwar milieu that produced the IMF and its sister organizations. For at the heart of our mandate lies a simple but powerful idea—that cooperation can bestow not only economic stability, but a better future for all.

Wilson’s quest for top-down governance and globalism has not died with the passing of time. In April 2012, the Wilson Center bestowed its Award for Public Service on none other than Hillary Clinton. During the ceremony, Clinton sang the praises of the Wilson Center, but she did not once mention the sordid chauvinism, elitism, and bigotry at the heart of Wilson’s life and agenda.

Drawing on the progressive German influences of his studies at Johns Hopkins and his later writings that openly despised the Constitution, Wilson began the first wave of progressivism, a wave that would forever change the relationship between the federal government of the United States and its citizens.

In 1896, 1900, and 1908, Americans soundly rejected populist and progressive William Jennings Bryan for the White House, but by 1912, the public had become desensitized enough to elect Wilson president. (Wilson, in turn, appointed Bryan as secretary of State.)

No longer was progressivism confined to the universities and fringe candidates in American politics. It finally found a home at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. With sweeping constitutional amendments such as the Sixteenth, the Seventeenth (allowing direct election of senators), and the Eighteenth (banning the sale of alcohol), Wilson led a political revolution that forever changed Washington, D.C., and the ways it interacted with the daily lives of Americans.

In Washington, progressivism served as an ideal excuse for further seizing control of the nation. Leaders of both parties shrewdly embraced this new ideology as the best way to expand the federal government’s authority (as well as their own, of course) under the guise of improving the lives of all citizens.

Progressive acolytes filled newsrooms, university faculty rosters, church pulpits, and newly opened government agencies and bureaus within walking distance from the White House. They proselytized with a missionary zeal that their movement could help the poor, end the scourge of alcohol, reform politics, remedy income inequality, battle special interests, improve working conditions and living standards, and create a kind of heaven on earth—if only the right people were in power. They were Republicans and Democrats. They were members of the House and the Senate. They were judges and government lawyers. They were unelected government officials and administrators.

But they all shared a commitment to “progress.”

One of Wilson’s greatest admirers was a tall, striking man with an irresistible smile and an infectious laugh. For years, he had labored in obscurity in the bowels of the Navy Department across the street from the White House. What the young man lacked in national prominence he would eventually make up for with his singular ambition and his already familiar last name: Roosevelt.



i. Madeleine Astor would receive only five million dollars of her husband’s huge estate. Sixty-nine million dollars would go to his son from his first marriage, Vincent, who would become one of Franklin Roosevelt’s closest personal friends.

ii. There’s no demand, though, from modern progressives to rename a building just a few blocks away: the Paul Robeson Center for the Arts, named for an ardent Stalinist.

iii. In May 1895, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 5–4 that an 1894 income tax act violated Article I, Section 9, Clause 4 of the Constitution, a clause that prohibited direct federal taxes on individuals.




PROFILE IN FEAR:

THE DEVIL’S WATER

Trumbull County, Ohio

Circa 1885

Wayne Wheeler swung a newly sharpened scythe through the alfalfa grass that came up to his hips.

At five foot six and with a tidy mustache, he didn’t very much look the part of an Ohio farmer. His father, Joseph, had insisted that his son become an educated man—go to college and become a lawyer or a doctor. Young Wayne had every intention on following through with his dad’s wish—he loved his books—but he also loved the rough-and-tumble of farm life.

Every July, his father would summon him, his siblings, and a handful of farmhands from neighboring towns to the fields, where they would work days on end from sunup to sunset, cutting the season’s supply of hay. Wayne liked the feel of calluses on his hand at the end of harvest season. He liked being around the farmhands who joked and cursed. Even now, as beads of sweat gathered on his upper lip in the sweltering Ohio sun, he found the musty, comforting smell of freshly cut grass wafting toward his nostrils intoxicating.

But with each passing summer, Wayne noticed something troubling about a number of the farmhands, a few tormented souls who staggered in each morning, eyes bloodshot and smelling of alcohol. They’d sneak sips of their favorite liquid from mason jars kept out of sight of his devout Congregationalist father.

One time, Wayne had been upstairs in his house when a drunken farmhand ran in from the fields in a maniacal rage, muttering in long, slurred sentences, “I’m a kill you two ladies! But I ain’t gonna do a hideous thang like that ’til I have my way with you two beauties!”

His mother and sister were screaming for help. “Joseph!” they cried out. “Joseph!”

Wayne cowered under his bed, covering his ears with the palms of his hands. He was paralyzed by fear.

He heard the front door slam open, then the sounds of fists pummeling flesh and bone, thumps and cracks audible through the floorboards. He never saw or heard from the farmhand again, nor was the subject ever spoken about in the Wheeler household.

And then there was “Old Soak,” the affable neighbor with a fondness for Kentucky bourbon and a knack for impressions of local town characters. As his nickname implied, Old Soak was harmless, even endearing, until he got hold of the bottle. Liquor made him belligerent and aggressive.

One drunken evening, Old Soak ambled up to the Wheelers’ front porch to show off his impressions, but his kind face had transformed into a sneering picture of horror. Joseph Wheeler took the man’s arm and walked him home. As Wayne watched the silhouette of his father and this pitiable, broken man amble off down the road, the young man promised himself he would never touch alcohol.

But none of those run-ins with drunkards compared to what happened one fateful July day.

Wayne had piled up bales of hay and was loading them into a wagon. The choreography of lifting a hundred-pound hay bale into the air and then onto a cart was something to behold. Wayne had worked out a fluid rhythm: his pitchfork plunged into the hay bale, up it went, and then it leaped forward in a graceful arc onto the back of the wagon. Once he got into a groove, Wayne could fork bales forever.

That was when he heard the voice. “Hey, boy!”

The call came from the other side of the wagon. He’d been so busy he hadn’t noticed anyone approaching. Around the side staggered Hank, a new farmhand Wayne’s father had hired for the season. Just a few years older than Wayne himself, Hank already had a deep, gravelly voice, a mustache, scraggly hair, and a deep tan earned from many seasons in the sun. Wayne knew he was one of the hands who drank, but he’d never caused any problems.

Wayne had never seen Hank drunk like this, though. He was staggering, leaning on his own pitchfork like a staff. Wayne could see the top of a glass flagon poking up from the pocket of Hank’s coveralls. It swished and sloshed with every step the man took.

“Hey, boy!” Hank said again, advancing on Wayne. “Ol’ man says we ga-go farster.”

Wayne couldn’t understand. “What’s that?” he asked.

“Ga-go farster!” Hank repeated. “Farster!”

Was he saying “faster”? Wayne could barely understand his drunken gibberish.

“Farster!” thundered Hank, almost shouting.

With that, he took his pitchfork and tore into Wayne’s bales of hay, flinging them about in a desperate, frenzied attempt to throw more of them onto the wagon. He was making a bad job of it; strands of hay and larger chunks were flying every which way. Wayne’s hard work was on the verge of being ruined.

“Hank, stop!” Wayne implored.

Hank’s arms were moving like pistons, pumping up and down as he shoved the pitchfork into the hay and brought up again, pointing in the general direction of the wagon but instead scattering the hay into the low Ohio wind.

“Stop, Hank, stop!”

Hank stood straight for a moment, a wild look in his eye.

Wayne froze. He could hear Hank’s grunting breaths and smell the stink of liquor from his lips.

Then Hank lunged forward once again, unsteady on his feet, seemingly aiming to grab another chunk of hay with the pitchfork. Instead, the sharp metal prongs plunged deep into Wayne’s leg.

The pain blinded Wayne for a moment. When he opened his eyes again, he was on the ground, surrounded by hay, the pitchfork still in his leg. Hank had backed away and was swaying where he stood, looking not at Wayne but around aimlessly at nothing in particular. Clearly, he had no conception of what he’d just done. And more important, he would be of no help.

Wayne looked toward the house and saw some figures running across the field, no doubt attracted by his scream. One of them looked to be a woman, her shawl trailing behind her in the breeze. His mother? His sister? He couldn’t focus his reddened vision long enough to see. Closing his eyes to try to block some, any, measure of the pain, he began to crawl toward the house, his bleeding leg burning as the pitchfork tines shifted with every small movement.

He looked over his shoulder and saw Hank shuffling around the wagon, hands in his pockets, whistling an infuriating tune. The smell of liquor clung to the air.

It was a smell that would haunt Wayne Wheeler for the rest of his life.

•  •  •

By 1893, Reverend Howard Hyde Russell was one of the nation’s leading crusaders against alcohol. He had founded the Anti-Saloon League, preaching against the perils of the demon drink, while a student at Oberlin College. Now, on a return visit to campus, he delivered a lecture on temperance that enthralled many of his listeners but none more so than the student in his early twenties who found the abolition of alcohol to be a mission from God.

Wayne Wheeler, who had followed his father’s wishes and entered college at Oberlin, sought out Russell after his speech. The reverend was so impressed by Wheeler’s passion and zeal that he offered the young man a job on the spot. He believed he’d found a worthy apprentice. He was right. In fact, he’d found someone who would take the Anti-Saloon League to heights few had imagined.

Wheeler got right to work. As one of only a handful of permanent employees of the Anti-Saloon League, he rode his bike around Cleveland, evangelizing the masses during visits to churches and temperance meetings. He later enrolled in law school, knowing full well that his legal training could only help the cause.

Haunted by the memories of a childhood torment, Wheeler believed that only the full-scale abolition of alcohol across America could bring safety and comfort. Men could not be counted on to restrain themselves from their vices; the perfect world required absolute control. Besides, he wasn’t going to let any other children cower in fear under their beds, loathing their own helplessness, while the devil’s water turned men into demonic savages.

Turning the tide of public opinion against the powerful liquor industry was not going to be easy. And it wasn’t going to be pretty. But it had to be done, regardless of the cost.

Wheeler put together a temperance army that didn’t care about party or ideological labels. The “drys” would support any candidate from either party who adopted temperance as his campaign platform. They would use leaflets, advertisements, letter-writing campaigns, and visits from temperance advocates to increase public pressure on wavering legislators. Wheeler even coined the term pressure group to explain the League’s tactics. This pressure was justified, of course, because Wheeler knew what was best for the communities. The freedom to decide whether to drink alcohol responsibly didn’t belong to individuals, because those decisions affected the collective. Only sobriety could cure men who tormented their communities, people like Old Soak and Hank.

The first target was Ohio’s governor, Myron Herrick, who was hostile to the cause. If Wheeler could unseat the powerful sitting governor, he knew the Anti-Saloon League would demonstrate its political power and terrify other politicians into getting in line.

Wheeler, now head of the Ohio Anti-Saloon League chapter, began to encircle Herrick by slowly helping League allies get elected to the Ohio legislature. From this base of power, he built alliances to form a massive campaign against Herrick, finally defeating him in the 1905 election. Having enforced his will on Ohio, Wheeler then turned his gaze toward the rest of the country.

In 1915, he left behind his dry comrades in Ohio and went to Washington, D.C., to become the general counsel for the entire Anti-Saloon League of America. He scaled his pressure-group tactics up to a nationwide level and became one of the most effective lobbyists of his time.

In 1920, thanks in large part to Wheeler’s efforts, the Eighteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which banned “the manufacture, sale, or transportation of intoxicating liquors” in the United States, went into effect. Prohibition was now in force across the nation. But instead of creating a new, perfect world, the law opened the door for bootleggers and organized crime to make millions from the distribution of liquor.

That was of little concern to Wheeler. The drunks and brutes who’d scared him when he was young would not be able to scare anyone else.

♠


3

Second Wave:

FDR, Wartime Progressive

The only thing we have to fear is fear itself—nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into advance.

—FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT

Washington, D.C.

East Capitol Steps

March 4, 1933

It was a time for action. A time for vigor.

A time for mobilizing the power of the executive office in support of full-scale war.

The man in the morning coat and top hat sat rigid, his veins coursing with adrenaline, but his head never more clear. He—and, more important, his nation—had been waiting for this moment for decades. The reins of federal government had become dust-covered, untouched for far too long. They had to be grabbed and the slack wrung out on behalf of the people. And if a whip had to be taken to the concentrated powers and the princes of property to give the forgotten man his fair shake, so be it.

A wry smile crossed his lips.

No longer would the weak use federal power for piddling projects in the face of crisis while labor lay dormant. No longer would the strong businessmen of the great trusts and their lapdog money changers be left to shape society to their selfish whims.

The ship of state was his for the steering toward a more social, equitable, and fair system. Planning was to be the operative word of the day, rather than wasteful, oligarchic, haphazard individualism. Could the politicians who surrounded him continue to just stand there, dazed and daunted, in the face of the rot of laissez-faire lunacy? No. The invisible hand was to be brought into the light of day.

There was nothing to fear but fear itself. And, he knew, there was no one better equipped to fill the vacuum of incompetency and inaction than himself, the newly elected president of the United States of America.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt put his enamel cigarette holder to his lips, struck a match, and took a long drag, thick smoke twirling in the cool air like so many of the dreams he was about to fulfill.

In that moment, he thought back to his days as a student at Groton and the much richer boys who never respected him. He thought of the last laugh he was sure to get over the bankers, lawyers, and industrialists who had doubted his cunning and intellect at Harvard and then at Columbia Law. They thought they were powerful—just watch.

He thought of his late cousin Teddy and how it was time to finally make good on the bold progressive vision and vigorous executive power he had championed. He thought about how Teddy had commanded the bully pulpit and breathed life into the American people. He thought about how through sheer personality and grit, he, too, could marshal the resources of the nation for more social ends, not to mention his own.

He thought of Woodrow Wilson, who had appointed him assistant secretary of the Navy, just as President William McKinley had done decades earlier for Teddy. He knew he could take Wilson’s revolutionary but academic critique of America and mold it into something practical and concrete, something truly useful for the little man. He knew that he’d not merely been pandering months earlier at the 1932 Democratic Convention when he said, “Let us feel that in everything we do there still lives with us, if not the body, the great indomitable, unquenchable, progressive soul of our Commander-in-Chief, Woodrow Wilson.”

He thought back to his days at Hyde Park and his responsibility now to command a much larger estate.

He thought about how he had been preparing for this day his whole life.

Taking in the sea of people one last time from his chair, Roosevelt collected himself, clutched the arm of his son James, and gathered all the strength he could muster to ascend the steps to the podium. The steel braces dug into his sides, the pain nearly unbearable as he swung one leg in front of the other, the product of nearly a decade of determined rehabilitation to become somewhat mobile again. He had always been athletic, an embodiment of vivaciousness, much like Teddy, until one day, he woke up and couldn’t feel his legs. But neither polio nor the attempt on his life mere weeks earlier could keep him from his rightful office.

Franklin raised his right hand and repeated after Chief Justice Charles Evan Hughes: “I, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, do solemnly swear that I will faithfully execute the Office of President of the United States, and will to the best of my ability, preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States.”

Yes, he thought to himself, I can take this oath, with a caveat: it’s the Constitution as I understand it, flexible enough to meet any new problem of democracy. He suspected the reactionaries on the Supreme Court might not go along with his plans, but such recriminations would have to wait for another day. Right now, it was time for hard facts.

Roosevelt began his address with confidence and conviction. “This is preeminently the time to speak the truth, the whole truth, frankly and boldly,” he said. “[L]et me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear itself—nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into advance.”

Fear had gripped the nation ever since the stock market crashed three years earlier. Proud Americans who had once owned the polished cars and opulent mansions on the Upper West Side of his youth were reduced to beggars living in shantytowns in Central Park. Survival was now foremost in their minds. Freedom was a fine principle, but when your day consisted of living hand-to-mouth in search of scraps of food to keep your family and yourself alive, it didn’t much matter. What mattered was giving people hope, even if it meant surrendering to the loving arms of a federal government. That was what FDR promised to deliver.

His legs throbbing, Roosevelt ignored the pain and enumerated the economic strains under which the country languished, laying the Depression right at the feet of the “rulers of the exchange of mankind’s goods,” who had “failed through their own stubbornness and . . . incompetence.” The “unscrupulous money changers” had been discredited. Punctuating his point, FDR said that such men were merely “self-seekers [with] no vision, and when there is no vision the people perish.”

There it was, the thing mankind feared the most: death. It was no accident that he’d carefully worked it into his speech. Scare them with their own demise, and then show them how, by following you, they can avoid it or at least stave it off for as long as possible.

Roosevelt’s vision wasn’t merely talk, however; it required action. Men were to be put to work. “Redistribution” was to be achieved nationally. Supply and pricing imbalances were to be rectified. Foreclosures were to be halted. Government planning and supervision would rule the day. The greater good would reign.

The balance of power between the executive and legislative branches would have to be tilted in his favor. “I shall ask the Congress for the one remaining instrument to meet the crisis,” he said. “Broad Executive power to wage a war against the emergency, as great as the power that would be given to me if we were in fact invaded by a foreign foe.”

The crowd roared.

His wife, Eleanor, shuddered. She found the crowd’s raucous reaction a bit terrifying.

But, just across the way, prominent progressive journalist Walter Lippmann didn’t shudder; he smiled. A few days earlier, he’d advised FDR that the situation was critical and that the new president might have no alternative but to assume dictatorial power. Lippman had assumed that it would take a lot of coercing and pressure over the following months to get FDR to agree.

Little did he know that the newly minted president would need no cajoling.

THE MAKING OF A “LIBERAL”



What exactly did Franklin Roosevelt have in mind as he delivered his first inaugural address with America in the throes of the Depression?

Well, it’s very likely the exact same sentiment that future Democratic operative Rahm Emanuel later expressed as “Never let a serious crisis go to waste.”

In his 1932 Commonwealth Club address, the more tactful Roosevelt had said that the statesman’s job was to redefine rights based on a “changing and growing social order.” Conditions had changed during the Depression, he believed, and so government, as well as the rights it was charged with securing, would have to change, too.

Roosevelt’s philosophy was perhaps best articulated by the man who helped author his first inaugural address. This little-known Columbia University professor, who would help form the inner intellectual sanctum of FDR’s presidency—the “Brain Trust”—wrote of FDR:

He believed that government not only could, but should, achieve the subordination of private interests to collective interests, substitute co-operation for the mad scramble of selfish individualism. He had a profound feeling for the underdog, a real sense of the critical unbalance of economic life, a very keen awareness that political democracy could not exist side by side with economic plutocracy.

The professor noted that, as with other “inglorious liberal[s]” in America, Roosevelt drew directly on the likes of Woodrow Wilson, Herbert Croly, and Walter Lippmann, among a who’s who of other progressives.

But, perhaps learning from the progressive titans before him, FDR knew he had a branding problem. The term progressivism was waning in the 1920s. The years between Wilson and FDR had witnessed America’s return to its small-government roots under Presidents Harding and Coolidge. In foreign affairs, the horrors of World War I called into question the idealistic notion that mankind was becoming more humane and more perfect with each successive generation.

Progressivism was also being identified—rightly—with German philosophy, which had become far less appealing once the kaiser unleashed a calamitous war on the world. At home, the American economy was booming. So while Herbert Hoover had been technocratic (like George W. Bush preceding Barack Obama, he laid the groundwork for programs that Roosevelt would later expand in crisis), progressivism receded.

All of this led to FDR’s purposeful rebranding of the progressive ideology. During the 1932 Democratic National Convention, he explained, “Ours must be a party of liberal thought, of planned action, of enlightened international outlook, and of the greatest good to the greatest number of our citizens.”

FDR’s new “liberalism” clearly betrayed the classical liberal thought of John Locke and Adam Smith, not to mention the men who signed the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution. It was a noble lie, a label cynically reappropriated to obscure the total break from an older meaning and tradition that progressive ideology represented. This new interpretation of American politics and governance that elevated the state above the individual had begun under Teddy Roosevelt and Wilson, but it accelerated under FDR. Rights no longer came from the individual, much less God, but directly from government. This was everything that classical liberals had come to reject about the “divine right” of monarchs and the tendency of the state to trample individual liberty.

Before the 1930s, liberalism hadn’t been a term used to describe any political group in the United States. But FDR, above all else, was a good marketer. Progressivism was now too closely associated with Wilson and failed third-party efforts. Adopting liberalism would also deprive Republicans of their intellectual heritage while associating progressivism directly with the nation’s founding.

Republican President Hoover had tried to describe his policies as “liberal” during his time in office, but FDR suggested a new word for Republicans: conservatives. At the time, the term sounded distinctly un-American and out of the mainstream, something like Tory, vaguely monarchical and fascist. If FDR was liberal, by definition, his opponents were illiberal.

He explained this further in his 1932 nomination acceptance speech:

There are two ways of viewing the Government’s duty in matters affecting economic and social life. The first sees to it that a favored few are helped and hopes that some of their prosperity will leak through, sift through, to labor, to the farmer, to the small businessman. That theory belongs to the party of Toryism, and I had hoped that most of the Tories left this country in 1776. But it is not and never will be the theory of the Democratic Party.

John Dewey, the dean of progressive education, argued that the more politically expedient word was liberalism, snatching its use from real liberals—classical liberals who believed in individual freedom and limited government—in a bit of verbal jujitsu. Dewey argued in a 1934 speech that liberalism no longer signified natural rights, individual liberty, and a state subservient to the people (rather than their master). He instead contended that liberalism was “committed to the idea of historic relativity. It knows that the content of the individual and freedom change with time.”

According to Dewey, what the Founders meant when they spoke about liberty was specific to their time and place. To help people achieve liberty now would require enlightened experimentation.

And with that, the transformation of the word liberal was virtually complete.

A nation run on scientific principles by intelligent men of goodwill was the engine powering the administrative state FDR was to build. At Oglethorpe University in May 1932, the president declared that the nation demanded “persistent experimentation.”



HERBERT HOOVER AND THE GREAT MISSISSIPPI FLOOD

He stood at the edge of the waters, his entourage of engineers, military officers, and local businessmen yards behind him, watching the portly man ankle-deep in mud. Fourteen percent of Arkansas was under as much as twenty-two feet of water. More than twenty-seven thousand square miles of the lower Mississippi delta was completely flooded, incapacitating hundreds of thousands of Americans, most of them farmers, sharecroppers, or black laborers. The rest of America might have been roaring during the 1920s, but the flooding had precipitated a humanitarian crisis that was dragging Arkansas back into primitive times.

The great engineer charged with fixing the crisis had been granted sweeping powers by the president to handle the emergency. Telegrams had been dispatched from the White House to state governors, to Army generals, even local sheriffs and bank managers, ordering them to comply with any orders he might give them. There was no specific constitutional clause that enabled this authority, but that had never stopped him before. Ten years earlier, as America declared war on Germany and entered the Great War, he’d been appointed to head the U.S. Food Administration (USFA), an innocuous-sounding agency responsible for ensuring that U.S. soldiers and refugees in Europe didn’t starve.

The USFA had created nationwide mandatory rationing programs, combined with patriotic marketing campaigns designed to inspire voluntary participation, since the agency itself had limited legal authority to force civilians to comply. His “Tomato Tuesdays” and “Potato Wednesdays” had largely been successful, encouraging millions of American families to set aside certain items on certain days in jars, cans, or bags to be donated to local food banks.

Now, standing in the flood plain with his hands on his hips, looking at billions of gallons of soil-blackened water, Herbert Hoover had a new mission, along with a handful of executive orders granting him powers over local, state, and federal government authorities. Even the three-star general standing behind him was directly beholden to his command. He also had authority to conscript private property, equipment, and manpower by invoking eminent domain.

Hoover was a results-oriented, no-nonsense fellow. It wasn’t how that mattered but only the outcomes. Over the coming months, he would conscript tens of thousands of men, mostly blacks, into forced-labor parties to dig ditches, fill sandbags, load boats, tear down homes, and clear debris. By the end of 1927, he had ordered the demolition of more than eight thousand damaged homes and businesses. He had claimed government ownership of thousands of square miles of riverbank and seized and slaughtered tens of thousands of farm animals, including horses, to be used to feed refuges.

When refugee camps became overfilled, Hoover struck deals with railroads to carry supplies into besieged areas and to help move tens of thousands of poor blacks out of the area, most to big cities such as Chicago, New York, Atlanta, and Pittsburgh. He ordered the U.S. military to dynamite and then rebuild more than twenty bridges or dams. He took over dozens of local hospitals and schools in Arkansas, Mississippi, and Louisiana, turning them into makeshift camps and local headquarters for the distribution of food, medical supplies, and blankets.

The Great Mississippi Flood of 1927 turned out to be a watershed for progressive idealism. Hoover demonstrated the efficiency of centralized, federalized power in the face of an emergency. The federal government had granted itself total authority over public, private, and military resources to respond to a crisis. All authority was vested in one man—with state rights, private-property rights, and personal liberty subordinate to him.

The quietest revolution in the history of the world, the Great Mississippi Flood was a propaganda tool for Hoover to increase his national media profile a year before he would run for the presidency in 1928.

Hoover swept the election over Democrat Al Smith with nearly sixty percent of the popular vote and forty states. Three states that didn’t vote for Hoover were three states that experienced firsthand what it looked and felt like when one man could wield total power over everything: Arkansas, Mississippi, and Louisiana.





And experiment he would, thanks to lots of help from Ivy League professors. As one FDR critic wrote of his “Brain Trust,” “Here was the Great Brain itself surrounded by all these bulging foreheads handling easily the tough problems that had baffled the feeble intellects of bankers, magnates, and politicos. Now in a new sense the real age of reason had come. It was the Age of the Professors.”

Their progressive policies would simply be a means to the most important end for the opportunist FDR: power.

FDR TAKES OFFICE



The economy was bottoming out as FDR took office. Banks were failing. Unemployment had risen to a peak of more than twenty-eight percent. The Dow Jones Industrial Average was still hovering at the lowest it would ever get during the Great Depression. International trade had collapsed from the Smoot-Hawley-induced tariff war.

In the brief but devastating recession of 1920–21, government shrank, and the economy healed on its own. Now, with another crisis at hand, FDR had an opportunity to translate Wilson’s theory into practice. Roosevelt declared during his 1932 Commonwealth address that America had hit the end of economic progress and that the job of government now was to “equitably” redistribute its fruits. “The day of enlightened administration [of resources] has come,” Roosevelt said. In the Industrial Age, the corporation had replaced the tyrannical role of repressive central government. The state was to create an “economic declaration of rights, an economic constitutional order,” to tame business.

FDR used his first hundred days in office to seize power from “tyrannical” business in the name of getting the economy working, largely by executive order. The result was an alphabet soup of agencies designed to regulate and intervene in every aspect of American life.

Under the National Recovery Administration (NRA), Roosevelt created cartels controlled by big business in almost every industry, overseen by the federal government. These cooperatives fixed wages and controlled prices, production, quantities, qualities, and distribution methods under seven hundred competition-killing industrial codes. In its first year alone, the NRA released 2,998 administrative orders approving or modifying existing codes, along with 6,000 press releases, some of which served as legislation.

Understanding the value of propaganda, the administration promoted the NRA with a massive public-relations campaign. Trucks circled the streets blaring pro-NRA messages through megaphones. Businesses that complied with the NRA were adorned with “Blue Eagles” in their windows to reward their solidarity with the government. “In war in the gloom of night attack . . . soldiers wear a bright badge to be sure that comrades do not fire on comrades,” FDR said. “Those who cooperate in this program must know each other at a glance. That bright badge is the Blue Eagle.”

The NRA also strengthened labor unions with substantial collective-bargaining powers and compulsory membership, which caused prices to rise. Workers began to strike—there would be more than two thousand strikes during FDR’s first term—and economic activity stagnated.

While all of this new regulation was awful, something more insidious occurred at the human level. Jack Magid, a tailor from New Jersey, was fined and jailed for the offense of pressing a suit for thirty-five cents, five cents less than the Tailors’ Code commanded. Labor leader Sidney Hillman, who was responsible for the garment industry’s codes, hired enforcement police. Within minutes, this force could take over a factory, interrogate its employees, and commandeer its books. Night work was made a crime, and these code-enforcement squads went on patrol looking for anyone who dared so much as sew pants after dark.

African-Americans were particularly hard hit by the NRA’s labor codes. The newly empowered unions negotiated artificially high minimum wages that implicitly (and intentionally) discriminated against lower-skilled black laborers. It is estimated that five hundred thousand black workers lost their jobs as a result of NRA minimum wage laws alone.

Small businesses suffered acutely. In the case of Schechter v. United States, the Schechters, Jewish immigrants whose name is derived from the Yiddish word for “butcher,” lived up to their name by operating a chain of Brooklyn slaughterhouses. Their lives were turned upside down when they were convicted of violating the FDR-authorized Live Poultry Code. Among other things, the Schechters had sold an “unfit” chicken—an egg was lodged inside it—and they allegedly sought to undercut competitors with their pricing.

The Schechters were fined $7,425, a substantial sum now but astronomical for the time. They were also sentenced to between one and three months in jail. They took their case to the Supreme Court, challenged the code, and won—a stunning blow that put the brakes on FDR’s progressive runaway train.

The legislation that created the NRA was struck down by the Court (1) as a violation of the Commerce Clause of the Constitution (the code regulated commerce solely within the state of New York, not interstate commerce), and (2) on separation-of-powers grounds (the president could not legislate from the Oval Office).

For the unemployed, FDR’s government became the default employer. Economist John Maynard Keynes later wrote that a nation could decrease unemployment and increase income by burying jars of money and having the public dig them up. Roosevelt anticipated him, funding a series of “stimulus projects” and relief programs purportedly to spur the economy. The government was essentially paying one group to dig holes and another group to fill them in.

The dirty secret was that putting billions of dollars in Roosevelt’s hands politicized the spending. FDR doled out funds from the Works Progress Administration (WPA) specifically to states believed to be critical to the 1936 presidential election. In contested Pennsylvania, he increased WPA expenditures more than three thousand percent, the largest increase in any state in the nation. Patronage and politics made the government’s make-work projects, which were paid for by tax increases and debt, twice as bad.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) represented one of the cruelest and most unusual punishments of Roosevelt’s “liberal” agenda. It was designed to decrease the agricultural supply to prop prices up. Arch-progressive Secretary of Agriculture Henry Wallace literally paid farmers to destroy produce while Americans starved.

As FDR critic John T. Flynn wrote:

We had men burning oats when we were importing oats from abroad on a huge scale, killing pigs while increasing our imports of lard, cutting corn production and importing 30 million bushels of corn from abroad . . . [and] while Wallace was paying out hundreds of millions to kill millions of hogs, burn oats, plow under cotton, the Department of Agriculture issued a bulletin telling the nation that the great problem of our time was our failure to produce enough food to provide the people with a mere subsistence diet.

But while “restoring purchasing power” to farmers sounded noble, it was like trying to defy gravity. Prices are determined by supply and demand. Government was fighting markets that needed to adjust if a real recovery was ever to come about.

The NRA also propped up prices by letting unions require industries to pay above-market minimum wages. As another critic of the New Deal put it, “The theory here, embraced by FDR and his New Dealers . . . was that the depression was caused by falling wages, and if wages could be forced up, the depression would be cured.” The flaw, of course, is that wages cannot be “forced up”; that’s defying laws of nature. Nature always wins in the end. Always.

Compounding these problems was FDR’s undermining of property and contractual rights. One of his earliest acts was to end banking in gold, expropriating privately owned gold and ordering the abolition of all contractual clauses calling for payment in it. The federal government itself reneged on these obligations.

FDR’s reasoning was devious. According to Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau Jr., Roosevelt wanted to “keep things on an unsettled basis” until the Supreme Court ruled on the constitutionality of his gold legislation. The more chaos for the Court and financial markets, the greater the chance the public would throw up its hands and demand that FDR be given control over the currency.

Meanwhile, with the dollar off the gold standard, FDR could set the price himself, which he did, often over breakfast with Morgenthau. Just how arbitrary was this process (which was aimed at raising prices)? Morgenthau revealed that Roosevelt suggested a price increase from nineteen to twenty-one cents one morning because “It is a lucky number . . . because it’s three times seven.”

When FDR set the gold price to thirty-five dollars per ounce by law, he devalued the currency by more than forty percent, wiping out savings with a pen stroke.

FDR LOSES THE BATTLE BUT WINS THE WAR



Many of the most harmful of Roosevelt’s policies were struck down by the Supreme Court, which was led by FDR’s old friend, Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes. But FDR wasn’t about to take it lying down.

In February 1937, fresh off reelection, FDR proposed what would become known as the “court-packing” scheme. Alleging that the Court was flouting the will of the executive and legislative branches in its “activism,” he chided the Court for “making law from the bench.” He argued that modern conditions demanded action.

His plan called for federal judges to be given the option to resign and accept a pension upon reaching the age of seventy. If they refused, FDR would get to appoint additional judges. Since six judges on the Supreme Court were older than seventy, Roosevelt would have the power to potentially expand the Court to fifteen judges, thereby ensuring a favorable majority.

In spite of Democratic control of Congress, a series of events conspired to kill Roosevelt’s bill, including a flurry of Court decisions upholding parts of the New Deal that hinged on the defection of one judge from the “conservative” side to the “liberal” side, the retirement of another judge, and a shift in public opinion against FDR.

Although Roosevelt lost this battle, he won the war. William Rehnquist, who became chief justice five decades later, argued that by breaking with the two-term tradition to win four terms in office, the power-hungry FDR was able to appoint eight Supreme Court justices, shaping decisions for decades to come.

MORE NEW DEAL NUISANCES



Court actions notwithstanding, much of FDR’s agenda continued to surge ahead. He tripled taxes; created more government entities such as the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), and the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC); created a new entitlement in Social Security; and doubled federal spending.

The FCC’s regulation of the communications industry, designed to protect a limited resource, also gave it the power to regulate the content of communications. The FCC threatened anti-FDR stations with license revocation and restricted all “partisan” broadcasts, Roosevelt’s own notwithstanding.

The NLRB “protected” labor by forcing employers to bargain collectively with unions and by mandating minimum-wage floors that dramatically increased unemployment. Strike activity doubled from fourteen million days to twenty-eight million days from 1936 to 1937. But FDR’s “pro-labor” policies did have a positive political effect—at least, for him and future Democrats. Between 1933 and 1945, union membership grew to fourteen million from less than three million, most of them loyal FDR Democrats. By this time, union members now accounted for thirty percent of the entire labor force.

The SEC, designed to protect investors by regulating securities, imposed costly disclosure requirements on businesses, preventing them from raising more capital to expand and create new jobs. Studies showed that rates of return on stocks before and after the SEC’s creation were indistinguishable, which should not have been the case if their job was actually to prevent frauds. The SEC mandated price fixing, sustaining a cartel of Wall Street firms. The little guy received the same investment returns but paid more for them.

Speaking of frauds, Social Security, which is, in effect, a legalized Ponzi scheme, has been on a path to insolvency since the day it was signed.

Roosevelt spent and regulated like a drunken sailor in spite of criticizing President Hoover on those very same grounds during the 1932 presidential race. And perhaps worst of all, he paid for it all by vastly expanding and steeping the tax code. What was only four hundred pages at the start of FDR’s administration ballooned to more than eighty-two hundred pages by the end of it. While designed to make individuals and businesses pay their “fair share,” it had the effect of stifling economic growth and completely reshaping the economic promise of America from one of individual achievement into one of redistributive equality.

FDR MAKES THE DEPRESSION GREAT



The New Deal was designed to relieve suffering and put America on a sustainable and equitable path. But designed is the key word there. The actual effect was something else entirely.

FDR, in fact, turned what would otherwise have been a Depression into a Great Depression through his attempts at social and financial engineering. From 1933 to 1940, the average annual unemployment rate averaged 18.6 percent. The economy went on a “capital strike,” as private investment did not return to 1929 levels until 1941. FDR’s constant “experimentation” created uncertainty, and there is nothing that private companies and stock markets hate more than that. Business was paralyzed as a result. In 1937 and 1938, after brief gains from the depths of the Great Depression, the economy collapsed into a double-dip recession. From 1937 to 1938, industrial production declined by thirty-three percent. National income hemorrhaged thirteen percent. Wages went down by thirty-five percent. All of this unsurprisingly added up to an unemployment rate that rose by roughly five percentage points. An estimated four million workers lost their jobs.

C. S. Lewis, in God in the Dock, could have been speaking for millions of demoralized Americans when he wrote:

Of all tyrannies, a tyranny sincerely exercised for the good of its victims may be the most oppressive . . . those who torment us for our own good will torment us without end for they do so with the approval of their own conscience. They may be more likely to go to Heaven yet at the same time likelier to make a Hell of earth.

Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau Jr. may have summed it up best when he said that “after eight years of this administration we have just as much unemployment as when we started. . . . And an enormous debt to boot!”

Everyone seemed to be a loser, except for Roosevelt himself. After all, if his primary mission was to consolidate and retain power, his agenda would have to be deemed a rousing success.

But a simple rousing success was not what he had in mind. He wanted to be thought of as an all-time great.

And a world war would be exactly the thing to get him there.

FDR GOES TO WAR



In peacetime, spending and regulation were FDR’s tonics for fixing what ailed America. But war provided him with an excuse to plan centrally on a far greater scale—the free world depended on it. If America didn’t reform, it would be occupied by Hitler’s storm troops. Hitler himself was known to fantasize about “the downfall of New York in towers of flames.” In March 1942, before the United States had even entered the war, FDR warned journalists: “Nazi forces are not seeking mere modifications in colonial maps or in minor European boundaries. They openly seek the destruction of all elective systems of government on every continent, including our own.”

Fear of Nazi occupation, of losing everything we loved. But of course, there was hope. We could avoid war if only we’d get our own economic house in order—which, in FDR’s telling, meant giving more power to the federal government to regulate business and confiscate private property.

Given this context, it shouldn’t be too surprising that FDR conferred upon himself unprecedented executive powers after Pearl Harbor, including the right to ignore tariffs, close radio stations, order the military to take over any plot of land, close financial exchanges, and alter labor regulations.

The federal bureaucracy boomed.

The War Production Board (WPB) was created to direct production and allocate materials and fuel. It converted civilian industries into wartime ones, rationed basic materials, and regulated everything down to even the quantity of fabrics used in dresses.

Vice President Henry Wallace—the former agriculture secretary who supervised the hog-slaughtering AAA—now headed the Board of Economic Welfare (BEW), which procured raw materials. Although the BEW spent $1.2 billion during the war, it was never authorized by law, nor did the Senate ever affirm Wallace’s appointment to lead it.

Under the BEW, Wallace sought to kill two birds with one stone by internationalizing the New Deal in service of the war. For example, he built rubber plantations in Haiti and Brazil, while subsidizing the natives’ “general welfare.” This sounds great until you look at the math. Private industry produced rubber for $0.30 per pound; the rubber from Haiti cost $546 per pound.



HENRY WALLACE’S 1944 TRIP TO THE SOVIET UNION

He looked out over the plains of Kolyma toward the snowcapped mountains in the distance. The tall man from Iowa probably did not expect to find himself feeling at home in the stark landscape of northeastern Russia, yet Vice President Henry Wallace, visiting this remote corner of Soviet Siberia as part of a tour of the Far East in May 1944, sensed that he was visiting a land of bounty not so different from America’s own heartland.

“The vast expanses of your country, her virgin forests, wide rivers and large lakes, all kinds of climate,” he said to the Soviet officials who greeted him, “from tropical to polar—her inexhaustible wealth. It all reminds me of my homeland.”

Among Wallace’s official Soviet guides was Sergei Goglidze, who was introduced as a civil official. Wallace told Goglidze that he saw him as a very fine man and very understanding with people. In reality, however, Goglidze was the top commander of the Soviet foreign intelligence services in the region and had arranged for a number of his agents to be placed among Wallace’s welcoming committee.

Shepherded by Goglidze and other Soviet handlers, Wallace spent several weeks visiting the region’s farms, mines, and factories. He chatted amiably with the seemingly cheerful workers he met along the way.

Of course, it was all a ruse. They were literal Potemkin villages to charm and impress credulous visitors like the American vice president.

What Wallace was actually touring was a massive prison complex where hundreds of thousands of political prisoners from all over the Soviet Union and beyond labored as slaves of Stalin. The gulag archipelago of Siberia stretched for thousands of miles in each direction. Wallace would have had no way of knowing. Soviet officials had seen to that. According to Elinor Lipper, a prisoner in the camp who was originally from Switzerland and was later released, “in honor of Mr. Wallace the wooden watchtowers were razed in a single night.”

Also hidden away were the prisoners themselves, who were prohibited from even venturing into the camp yard during Wallace’s visit. Instead, guards, other camp staff, and members of local Communist youth groups were corralled into masquerading as miners, farmers, and workers for Wallace to meet with.

The charade worked. Wallace went home and two years later published an enthusiastic account of the trip, describing the efficient, prosperous workforce he had encountered. But back in Siberia, in the words of Lipper, “the watchtowers were put up again, the prisoners sent out to work again.”

“Wallace,” she said, “saw nothing at all of this frozen hell with its hundreds of thousands of the damned.”





Wallace was a progressive who was, at a minimum, a proud socialist. Many argued that he was actually an outright Communist. Like so many others in FDR’s employ, Wallace hired Communists, dupes, and useful idiots under him. (Thirty-five BEW Reds were later identified by the House Committee on Un-American Activities.)

Wallace fancied himself an expert on Russia. He had studied Marx and Lenin and even taught himself the language. In 1944, he traveled to Siberia as FDR’s vice president. When it became clear that Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin had less-than-peaceful plans in eastern Europe and elsewhere, Wallace steadfastly argued for appeasement, offering to relinquish the atomic bomb in exchange for a deal with the tyrant.

Roosevelt created the Office of Price Administration (OPA) to fight price inflation. The OPA could freeze rents and set prices for goods and commodities. Rationing soon followed. Labor unions, however, did not see their wages frozen, nor did FDR take action to break up strikes. (It’s probably not a coincidence that union members were a key source of Roosevelt votes.)

All of this central planning only made the economic dislocations of war worse. Aside from the rationing, price inflation and mass shortages of basic goods such as rubber and flour also followed.

The distorted war marketplace created labor shortages resulting in a job freeze of twenty-seven million workers issued in April 1943. Strikes that year numbered 3,752, including those in vital war industries like steel and coal. This amounted to thirteen million man-days of labor lost at a time when the country couldn’t afford any.

Historians Burton and Anita Folsom wrote that the OPA “issued more than 600 rent and price regulations on more than 8 million articles, with 3,100 investigators and 700 attorneys, plus support staff” by 1945. “Snoopers” submitted hundreds of thousands of cases to the courts alleging illegal black-market transactions.

Economic liberty wasn’t the only thing languishing.

The Office of War Information (OWI) published and distributed pro-FDR propaganda worldwide and promoted the efforts of the Soviet Communist “ally” in Europe. In addition to the politicized messaging in its hundreds of radio programs, daily cables, recordings, and movie shorts, OWI also printed millions of pro-FDR pamphlets in the run-up to the 1944 election. News that might have reflected poorly on Roosevelt was often suppressed.

The FCC and OWI took control of foreign-language radio, often installing un-vetted immigrants with “questionable” (read: Leftist) political views to broadcast to millions of people. The OWI, in conjunction with the FCC, forced out those whose views did not comport with theirs. Eugene L. Carey, a member of the Congressional Select Committee Investigating the FCC, noted that “a real Gestapo was created and a lawless enterprise was launched.” OWI also worked with Treasury to use the airwaves to emphasize the patriotic duty of paying taxes. The theme? “Taxes to beat the Axis.”

More chilling was Roosevelt’s use of illegal wiretapping. Under cover of war, the president authorized agents to bug the phones of not just aliens who threatened national security but also “potential political enemies” and even “political friends.” Roosevelt’s spying targets included former President Herbert Hoover, 1940 Republican presidential opponent Wendell Willkie, and critical journalists.

FDR asked Treasury Secretary Morgenthau to run a tax audit on the New York Times, among other IRS investigations FDR ordered on behalf of actual opponents. He also sicced the heads of various agencies, including the FBI and the Department of Justice, on several newspaper publishers in a failed witch hunt for evidence of Nazi ties.

FDR’s internment of almost one hundred twenty thousand Japanese, most of whom were American, was particularly brazen. It violated the rights of habeas corpus, protection against search and seizure, and protection of property. Meanwhile, Germans and Italians—the latter of whom consisted of six hundred thousand noncitizens—were never interned en masse.

Roosevelt, however, was really just following the progressive playbook, responding to his innate fear of people different from himself. Consistent with the progressive eugenicists who came before him and held disdain for “inferior” peoples, Roosevelt had historically argued that Japanese immigrants were inassimilable on a biological basis. The Germans could be excused—Wilson had, after all, praised the “Teutonic race”—but not the Japanese. The distinction was made based purely on race. Roosevelt’s irrational fear led to the rounding up and unjust imprisonment of tens of thousands of loyal Americans who happened to come from a different background. This is the price of progressive fear in high places.

FDR’S LAST PROGRESSIVE HURRAH



As World War II wound toward its end in 1944, FDR proposed a “Second Bill of Rights.” The first was apparently insufficient for him. In that year’s State of the Union address, he argued: “True individual freedom cannot exist without economic security and independence. ‘Necessitous men are not free men.’ People who are hungry and out of a job are the stuff of which dictatorships are made.”

Roosevelt claimed that government had to secure Americans’ fundamental right to a job; a decent living; trade without “unfair competition”; a fine home; sufficient health care; financial support in old age, poor health, or unemployment; and a solid education—all to prevent tyranny.

He may have originally claimed that all we had to fear was fear itself, but the reality was that he wanted Americans to fear a whole host of things, from Japanese-Americans to those who didn’t have enough to eat. Fear, after all, opened doors to all sorts of things that people wouldn’t otherwise think possible.

In addition to fear, Roosevelt also appealed to pride and patriotism. He noted that the nation must not be allowed to slide back into 1920s “normalcy.” Were that to happen, he said, “even though we shall have conquered our enemies on the battlefields abroad, we shall have yielded to the spirit of Fascism here at home.”

In other words, FDR argued that if Americans let his wartime reforms go away, then they might as well have just lost the war in the first place. It sounds incredible, but it’s a strategy employed by progressives in government over and over again. Legislation passed during a crisis lives on like a cockroach, able to survive even in the worst of conditions. It was a crisis, after all, that gave birth to the Patriot Act, a law that continues to be used to invade Americans’ privacy long after September 11, 2001.

In FDR’s wartime America, “rights” were to be granted no longer by our creator but by the federal government. “Security” was to trump liberty. And if you disagreed with any of that, you were a Nazi or at least someone who didn’t much care for American values.

Earlier in this chapter, I mentioned a professor who was instrumental in drafting FDR’s first inaugural address. This man, Raymond Moley, went on to work for Roosevelt for several years before eventually breaking with him as FDR’s policies bore their poisonous fruit.

In his 1952 book How to Keep Our Liberty, Moley wrote:

It was no secret that a great number of . . . reformers [in Roosevelt’s bureaucracy] were admirers of the “great Soviet experiment.” And some . . . were secret agents of Communism.

In my opinion, there is a greater danger in collectivists than in the betrayal of our secrets to foreign powers. The danger lies in what can be done to a nation by public officials who do not believe in a free economy. In Roosevelt’s day there were many people working for the government who regarded his reforms as a mere prelude to revolution.

America has been fortunate to avoid such a fate so far, but Roosevelt’s revolution not only accomplished more than Wilson and the other progressives who came before him had ever dreamed possible, but it also set the stage for what was to come next.

A New Deal and a Second Bill of Rights were terrific starts, but what America really needed was someone who could pull all of the disparate pieces together. Someone who could appeal to all races and creeds and make Americans believe that they could achieve what no one before them had, that it was their duty to work toward something bigger than themselves, something he called a Great Society.




PROFILE IN FEAR:

ELEANOR’S DOLLHOUSE

This was his last chance. For most of his life, Teddy Roosevelt had tried to help his younger brother, Elliott. He’d tried to get him to live a vigorous life, to take advantage of their family’s wealth, his good looks, and his easy charm and to contribute something useful to the world.

Instead, Elliott was a reprobate. A spendthrift. A philandering drunk. A dangerous maniac.

Elliott’s latest embarrassment—knocking up one of the servants—had left the family in a state of utter dismay. It only underscored Teddy’s wisdom in filing the lawsuit in the first place.

With his distraught sister-in-law’s approval, he filed to have Elliott judged mentally incapacitated and to take control of his fortune before he spent it all on women, booze, or other passing fancies. The suit did have some negative repercussions—“Elliott Roosevelt Insane” was a headline in one of the New York papers in 1891—but the hope was that the shock of the lawsuit and the likelihood that he might be committed to an asylum (yet again) might finally straighten him out.

It had the opposite effect.

From Paris, where his family had demanded he go in exile, Elliott vowed to fight.

•  •  •

Teddy boarded a ship bound for Europe. It had been several months since the Roosevelts had seen Elliott in America, and they were relieved that he was no longer causing disastrous headlines and embarrassing the family. Now Teddy was prepared to offer his brother yet another Faustian bargain, hoping to finally bring him around. As Elliott’s anxious family awaited a report, Teddy went to work on his brother.

A few weeks later, the Roosevelt family received a letter from Teddy that filled them with hope. “Won!” the letter read. “Thank Heaven I went over.”

Teddy reported that his brother was “utterly broken, submissive, and repentant.” Elliott had agreed to sign over two-thirds of his property to his wife and to return home and try to make amends with his family, which included his beloved daughter, Eleanor, who still worshipped him.

Unfortunately, Elliott’s experiment with sobriety did not last. Later that year, his wife, Anna, contracted diphtheria, a form of the croup, and passed away. Their son, Elliott Jr., died of the same disease the following year. A distraught Elliott returned to the safety of the bottle and the madness it brought. Not long after, drunk and delirious, he fell from a window and suffered a seizure.

He was dead at thirty-four.

Teddy later wrote that Elliott was pursued by “the most terrible demons that ever entered a man’s body and soul.” But the devastation was most acute in the sorrow of his adoring daughter. In two short years, young Eleanor had lost her mother, her brother, and now her father. She was now, at just nine years old, an orphan.

The loss of her father—“the love of my life when I was a child”—undoubtedly hit her the hardest. She could never completely come to terms with his raging illness, his selfishness, his neglect. She kept the few letters he had written to her like treasures. And for the rest of her life, she clung to the memory of a sainted man who had never truly existed.

Shipped off to her grandmother and living a sheltered existence, young Eleanor had a childhood of depression and panic. She never had the family life she wanted, and she yearned for the safety and security of one. But what she lacked in her personal life she tried to make up for in her ideological views, turning to a belief system that allowed her total control. It was an ideology that promised to heal wounds, those seen and unseen, and to remake the world in her own image. The perfect world she had always wanted.

All of which brings us to a small town in West Virginia.

Authoritarians love to build monuments to themselves. In the 1930s, the fad was to build model cities that demonstrated an ideology’s glory and greatness. Stalin built the town of Magadan in the wilds of Siberia. Hitler built Ramersdorft. And Eleanor Roosevelt built the town of Arthurdale.

Organizing it to respond to the plight of West Virginia coal miners, Eleanor Roosevelt persuaded her husband to make construction of this new city a federal priority. Arthurdale was designed to be a city for the future, a city in which all of its inhabitants would show the wisdom and value of the progressive way of life.

The project was managed by the Division of Subsistence Homesteads (DSH), whose aim was to “build ‘a new American man’ and ‘a new social order’ in which ‘the common good’ would replace ‘selfish motives.’ ” Author C. J. Maloney wrote that these homesteads were to make up small, semi-independent towns under a centrally planned industrial policy designed to decentralize American industry.

Eleanor Roosevelt made it her pet project, overseeing budgets, contacting potential employers who might locate in the city, and raising money for the program in Congress. She’d fix the despair and fear that the miners’ families had experienced in a way that no one had been able to fix her own.

The vision of Arthurdale was nothing short of a worker’s paradise, a place where citizens would spend half of their days working at a factory and the other half tending their own five-acre plots. Industries would flock to the town. It would become a model for cities across America.

Eleanor Roosevelt would visit the town frequently as first lady, attending dances and graduations and frequently talking about its future course. She offered extensive input on the design of new homes, complete with indoor plumbing. Arthurdale was her own real-life dollhouse.

And it was a failure from the start.

The first houses sent to West Virginia had come from Cape Cod and were not very well suited for mountain winters. They also didn’t fit the existing foundations constructed by Arthurdale residents. Fixing this error—along with the many amenities that Eleanor Roosevelt had insisted on—made the homes three hundred percent more expensive than typical American houses.

As one author summarized it: “The planners of Arthurdale, when conjuring an entire town out of scratch, forgot one of the most basic lessons of real-estate investing: location is everything. Arthurdale’s location was less than ideal; in fact, it was in the middle of nowhere.”

Its remoteness made it almost impossible for manufacturers to want to locate there. Various companies, often at the federal government’s urging, set up shop there for a time but eventually folded. Eleanor Roosevelt had personally persuaded General Electric to open a facility there, but it too quickly shut down. What was meant as a project to show how the government could create a self-sustaining city run by empowered individuals turned out to be an embarrassing and very expensive flop as the costs far exceeded expectations. By 1940, nearly every single citizen of Arthurdale was dependent on a government job.

From the acquisition of the land, through the management of the community, to its collapse in 1948, Arthurdale demonstrated an utter failure of collectivism. All of the town’s holdings were eventually sold off at steep discounts.

Arthurdale was a fitting tribute to FDR progressivism, but it was an even more fitting tribute to how powerful emotions, like the fear of families falling apart, can result in big government projects that offer hope but deliver nothing.

♠
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Third Wave:

LBJ and the Power of Envy

If only I could take the next step and become dictator of the whole world, then I could really make things happen. Every hungry person would be fed, every ignorant child educated, every jobless man employed.

—LYNDON JOHNSON

Love Field

Dallas

November 22, 1963

Blood was everywhere. The dark, red liquid stained his waking thoughts and haunted him when he closed his eyes. It decorated the leather interior of the limousine that sped toward Parkland Memorial. It was on the gurney that carried his shattered friend. And it was splattered over the pink dress of the dazed woman who stood beside him.

It was a baptism by blood.

Like the state he loved, Lyndon Baines Johnson was large and imposing. His head, his ears, his hands, his voice—they all seemed to overwhelm those around him, traits that helped him make deals with timid, cowering colleagues. But now, in the two hours since he’d first heard those loud pops, the new president of the United States tried his very best to be small.

At 2:28 P.M., aboard a hot and crowded compartment on Air Force One, Johnson raised his massive right hand, placed the other on a Bible, and swore “to preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States.” John F. Kennedy’s casket lay next to him, the lifeless body having been rushed to the plane in a hearse within minutes of the president being declared dead. Amid tears and trauma and blood, so much blood, the Kennedy era—what would soon by christened “Camelot”—had come to a violent end.

Unlike others in the administration, it was fair to say that LBJ’s love for his fallen leader was not total. It was hard for a man of destiny and greatness—as Johnson had long seen himself—to surrender his powerful Senate seat in order to play second fiddle to a young man from Harvard who’d probably never worked one hard day in his life.

As vice president, LBJ was largely powerless, mostly marginalized. He knew the Kennedy boys made fun of him. Jackie, who now stood humbly at his side, privately referred to him and his wife, Lady Bird, as “Uncle Cornpone and his little porkchop.” Her deceased husband hadn’t been much kinder, once asking her rhetorically, “Oh, God, can you ever imagine what would happen to the country if Lyndon was president?”

But there was no doubt. Lyndon needed them now, all of them. He needed Jackie, the family, the Cabinet, even his nemesis, Bobby, if he had any hope of leading a nation that didn’t know him and of leading a party that had chosen someone else just three years earlier.

LBJ paced restlessly about the aircraft, avoiding eye contact with the grieving widow. He bit his oversized lower lip as he pondered the task before him. How could he claim the Kennedy mantle when, truth be told, he thought the Kennedy agenda was far too cautious and timid?

He took his seat as the hulking aircraft taxied to the runway. Its four engines soon roared, and the plane shot forward and then up, as if on the trajectory of a rocket. He closed his eyes and relished the blackness.

When he finally opened them a few minutes later, he peered out the window at the endless miles of fluffy clouds beneath him. There, at the top of the world, he decided that the Kennedy presidency would need to be remodeled.

Fortunately, he wouldn’t have to spend much time thinking about whom to model it on. His two idols, Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt, had already created the template.

Now Lyndon Baines Johnson just had to fill in the blanks.

THE POWER OF ENVY



Lyndon Johnson came from nothing, lived with nothing, and was expected to amount to nothing. His family had helped settle the great state of Texas, a place where people thought big and dreamed big, and his father had served as a state representative.

After their family farm went bust, Lyndon’s dad struggled to pay off his crippling debt for much of the rest of his life. The result was that Lyndon never had much money growing up, not like all the rich folks in the big cities or the people he saw on TV. Most of his neighbors and friends didn’t have money, either. It all seemed so unfair.

Lyndon was never much of a student, but he did have the gift of gab and the rugged adventurism of the American Southwest. He once described himself to reporters as “a cross between a roughneck cowboy and a Baptist preacher.”

Johnson caught the political bug at an early age and pounced at the chance to serve as an aide to Congressman Richard Kleberg. He arrived at the U.S. capital in the 1930s at an exciting time in Washington, D.C.: a new president named Franklin D. Roosevelt had taken over the reins, and he just so happened to be Lyndon Johnson’s lifelong hero.

Johnson spent several years in Kleberg’s office getting a crash course in how to get things done—or not done—in Congress. The wheeling and dealing. The backslapping. The late-night heavy drinking. The fondling of the pretty young women who orbited every member of Congress.

He found all the trappings of the political world to be intoxicating, but he also knew that he could do his boss’s job ten times better. The only thing standing in his way was the small inconvenience of actually having to win an election.

After a failed attempt at a Georgetown University law degree, lightning struck. Johnson was plucked from obscurity and tapped by the Roosevelt administration to run the Texas division of the National Youth Administration (NYA), one of the dozens of “progressive” programs that Roosevelt promulgated in the 1930s.

Johnson was a true commissar at the NYA, a program that ostensibly provided “education, jobs, recreation, and counseling” for teens and young adults, as well as “financial assistance to students in exchange for part-time jobs as clerks or maintenance workers.” It sounds admirable, but in reality, it was a giant taxpayer-subsidized welfare program that created jobs that weren’t needed. The program also “put non-students to work on public projects such as highways and roadside parks, playgrounds and schools, recreational parks, and public buildings all over Texas.”

It was at the NYA that Johnson got his most effective training in how to squeeze the most largesse out of a government program—and how someone could use it to get large groups of people (e.g., demographic groups, industries, political factions) to do exactly what he wanted. Both of these lessons became key ingredients in Johnson’s future success.

In 1937, Johnson got his next big break when a vacancy occurred in the Tenth Congressional District of Texas. He ran for election in a large field of hopefuls as the most Roosevelt-infatuated candidate. “I support Franklin Roosevelt the full way,” he said. “All the way, every day. That’s what I intend to do when elected as your representative in Congress.”

Johnson’s campaign motto was “Franklin D. and Lyndon B.”—and he tied his own successful election directly to the president’s agenda. “This is not a personal triumph,” he said. “This is but approval of the president’s program . . . the people of the 10th district [of Texas] are sending to Washington the message that they are . . . as strong as horse radish for Roosevelt.”

During the time between 1937 and 1945, Johnson met with the president no fewer than twenty-three times (at least officially; the unofficial number is likely significantly higher). And when Johnson was scolded for being Roosevelt’s “water boy” on Capitol Hill, he claimed he would “be glad to carry a bucket of water to the Commander in Chief any time his thirsty throat or his thirsty soul needed support.”

FDR was like a second father to Johnson, so Roosevelt’s death in 1945 left him devastated. “He was just like a daddy to me always,” Johnson said. “He always talked to me just that way. I don’t know that I’d ever have come to Congress if it hadn’t been for him. But I do know I got my first great desire for public office because of him.”

Once in the House, LBJ quickly became a protégé of Texas-born and all-powerful Speaker of the House Sam Rayburn. From Rayburn, he learned how to wield absolute power, but, unlike “gentleman Sam,” Johnson was, for most of his adult life, a crude and grotesque monster. When you got past the suit and tie, LBJ was nothing more than a bully who threatened and intimidated people who didn’t agree with him, a sexual predator who would paw people right in front of his wife, and a graceless oaf who sometimes made staffers meet with him while he sat on the toilet.

Lady Bird Johnson was his long-suffering spouse; her husband’s philandering was not just notorious, it was legendary. Biographer Robert Dallek called Johnson a “competitive womanizer” and noted that “when people mentioned Kennedy’s many affairs, Johnson would bang the table and declare that he had more women by accident than Kennedy ever had on purpose.”

LBJ wasn’t even particularly discreet about his womanizing. At a NATO meeting in Paris in 1960, LBJ, Lady Bird, and others were having dinner. The vice president got drunk and ended up with a diplomat’s wife sitting in his lap, “groping” her. Lady Bird just had to deal with it. When he wasn’t cheating on her, he was treating her as if she was invisible in public, berating her, or speaking ill about her cooking, housekeeping, or clothes.

Johnson’s philandering was evidence of his deep-seated need to dominate and humiliate people through bullying, cajoling, or outright humiliation. This need both informed and fed his disdain for others, including those in his Secret Service detail who had pledged their lives to protect him. Johnson reportedly once “asked a Secret Serviceman to shield him while he peed outside,” and then he “purposely peed on the agent’s trouser leg.” When “the agent mentioned how gross that was,” Johnson was unapologetic. “I know,” he said. “That’s my prerogative.” Dealing with the president’s bodily functions was just a part of life in the Johnson administration. Speechwriter Richard Goodwin was once summoned to Johnson’s bathroom for a “meeting.” “I remained standing,” Goodwin remembered, because “Johnson had the only seat in the room.” The president was sitting on the toilet.

Johnson quickly established himself as a D.C. natural, but it wasn’t until he was elected to Congress’s upper chamber in 1949 that his legend as “Master of the Senate” began. In this, the world’s most “elite club,” Johnson thrived as he perfected the bullying tactics and overbearing style that would win him so many battles—and help usher in countless progressive programs.

LBJ’s main aspiration was power. Control. He would improve the lives of his fellow sad sacks in the failed farmlands of Texas by running things from Washington with a massive federal government that would build a better America. How he’d obtain that power was simple. He’d prey on the American people’s fear while harnessing his own. He’d leverage his own personal childhood anxiety about being destitute, broke, abandoned, and alone to make sure others felt those same powerful emotions.

Modern society, with its “vast wasteland” of televisions, dreary office cubicles, and the constant threat of nuclear war with the Soviet Union, could be scary. What everyone needed was a “daddy” (as FDR had been to him) in their lives. Someone to smile. Someone to reassure them. Someone to take them by the hand and tell them that they’re from the government and they’re here to help.

Always looking for a bigger desk—and more influence—Johnson ran for the Democratic presidential nomination in 1960. He lost, but despite misgivings, John F. Kennedy asked Johnson to be his running mate. Kennedy, an Irish-Catholic from Massachusetts, believed he needed support from Southern Democrats to win what was projected to be a close race between himself and sitting vice president Richard Nixon. Kennedy’s instincts were right. Their ticket barely beat Nixon (it was the type of election where dead people voted for the Democrats in Chicago) and took over the White House in 1961.

After Kennedy’s assassination, LBJ finally had the chance to live up to the legacy of his second daddy and make the spirit of Roosevelt proud. He “had a specific objective in mind that guided his presidency from the start,” one reporter noted. “To out-do Franklin D. Roosevelt as the champion of everyday Americans.”

He would be the next generation’s FDR. He would be their daddy. Whether they liked it or not.

What Wilson had done to organize progressivism as a political force in the first place and what FDR had done to build new progressive economic institutions during the crisis of the Great Depression and World War II, LBJ would now do by spreading progressivism into the mainstream at a time of similar tumult and disorder. And in doing so, he would set in motion the destructive forces of nihilism, hedonism, and blasphemy that marked the 1960s, a decade that would change America forever.

THE NOT-SO-GREAT SOCIETY



Johnson’s presidency is primarily remembered for two things, both of them massive failures: the Vietnam War and the Great Society. Both exacted a horrific human toll on America. The war scarred an entire generation, and its consequences can be measured in lives lost or irreparably destroyed. The Great Society, however, left its mark on several generations, pushed America farther toward progressivism, and can only be measured in lives ruined.

For progressives like Johnson, issues such as poverty, education, women’s rights, and jobs are simply tools to be used in a continual effort to consolidate power and control. To understand how this works, we have to get into a bit of psychology. By stoking the fear of failure, disorder, and the unknown, progressives manipulate our most primal instincts. They hold out the collective—or the herd—as the solution to those fears and the way to alleviate our insecurities. Let’s face it, solving our own problems is hard. Self-reliance takes work, pain, sacrifice, and, often, failure. Putting your trust in someone else to solve your problems is a lot easier.

Scared of being poor? Don’t be. Poverty can be solved; we just have to declare war on it. Scared your kid isn’t doing well in school? It’s probably not his or her fault; we just need to put more taxpayer money into public education. Scared about losing your job? Plenty more can be created if the rich would just pay their fair share. Women can achieve equality if only we provide them with government-subsidized contraceptives and health care. The environment can be saved if only we would enact sweeping regulations and new taxes that punish polluters. And on and on and on.

Every problem has a big-government solution, and these were cornerstones of the Great Society, LBJ’s ultimate promise of hope and happiness to a fearful American public. Like Wilson and Roosevelt before him, Johnson had no qualms about sacrificing the rights and personal liberty of individuals at the altar of the state. The Great Society—much like Wilson’s New Freedom and Roosevelt’s New Deal—was meant to further transform American society and government from individualism to collectivism.

In addition to being fearmongers, progressives also tend to be elitists and narcissists. LBJ had both of these traits in abundance. It takes an enormous amount of arrogance to believe that you and other “chosen” progressives know what is best for everyone else. Johnson was the apotheosis of this theory—both in terms of the personal and political contradictions at his core and in the resources, ability, and unique moral force he could deploy in its service in the wake of the JFK assassination. It’s not much of a stretch to say that the Great Society would never have happened absent the Kennedy assassination. Not just because JFK himself wouldn’t have pursued it but because it took Johnson’s skillful exploitation of the nation’s grief to get such a sweeping and radical agenda passed.

The vast scope of the Great Society speaks to the unbridled arrogance of the man who promulgated it. In championing his cause, Johnson claimed that through his leadership and expansive government powers, America could eliminate poverty, vastly improve education, create an urban renaissance, protect the environment, and produce (actual, not theoretical) equality for all.

LBJ pushed for a raft of new programs, all with FDR in mind. Cambridge University historian Anthony Badger, who wrote FDR: The First Hundred Days, described LBJ’s near-obsession with FDR like this: “Throughout his presidency, Lyndon B. Johnson consistently measured his record against that of his political hero, FDR. In April 1965 he pressed his congressional liaison man, Larry O’Brien, to ‘jerk out every damn little bill you can and get them down here by the 12th’ because ‘on the 12th you’ll have the best Hundred Days. Better than he did!’ ”

By at least one estimate, the JFK-LBJ administration added 390 domestic social programs to the federal government. Prior to their time in office, the entire federal government had only 45 such programs. The Great Society was the New Deal on steroids, the most destructive, antidemocratic, and antientrepreneurial program of the twentieth century.

Johnson’s vision was utopian, statist, and reckless, as any rational observer would have concluded. But the grief of a nation reeling from an assassinated president and a general sense that America was spiraling out of control, coupled with the fear of doing nothing—polluted rivers, impoverished cities, failing schools, and so on—spurred LBJ to act. Using these fears, he persuaded millions of Americans to abandon their traditional values of hard work and self-reliance in exchange for the soullessness of self-actualization. The message was simple: if you merely dream it, it will happen, and the Great Society will help you get there. As Johnson explained in a May 1964 speech at the University of Michigan:

Your imagination, your initiative, and your indignation will determine whether we build a society where progress is the servant of our needs, or a society where old values and new visions are buried under unbridled growth. For in your time we have the opportunity to move not only toward the rich society and the powerful society, but upward to the Great Society.

Johnson went on to explain that the “purpose of protecting the life of our nation and preserving the liberty of our citizens is to pursue the happiness of our people.” That pursuit no longer mattered if it was just one individual’s happiness. Instead, the proper pursuit was now the happiness “of our people,” or the collective as a whole. That was our nation’s calling.

“[The] challenge of the next half century,” LBJ continued, “is whether we have the wisdom to use that wealth to enrich and elevate our national life.” Here’s how we’d do it. The Great Society:

• “rests on abundance and liberty for all [and] demands an end to poverty and racial injustice.”

• “is a place where every child can find knowledge to enrich his mind and to enlarge his talents, [where] leisure is a welcome chance to build and reflect, [where] the city of man serves not only the needs of the body and the demands of commerce but the desire for beauty and the hunger for community.”

• “is a place where man can renew contact with nature, [which] honors creation for its own sake, [where] men are more concerned with the quality of their goals than the quantity of their goods.”

• “is not a safe harbor, a resting place, a final objective, a finished work”; instead, it is “a challenge constantly renewed, beckoning us toward a destiny where the meaning of our lives matches the marvelous products of our labor.”

This was not a policy speech, it was a collectivist fantasy that could have been written by Karl Marx himself.

Fittingly, the Great Society approach started with Johnson’s disastrous “War on Poverty.” In reality, this wasn’t a war on poverty at all, it was a war against prosperity and success. Like all progressives, Johnson believed in economic leveling. Instead of lifting everyone up through commerce and capitalism, he wanted to force everyone into an economic purgatory where mediocrity was the norm and striving for greatness was discouraged.

Like all progressive scams, the Great Society sought to convince marginalized groups—especially minorities, the poor, immigrants, and so on—that their relationship with the government should be redefined from JFK’s “Ask not what your country can do for you, but what you can do for your country” to the complete opposite. Had LBJ been as articulate as JFK he easily could’ve framed the Great Society as “ask not what you can do for your country, ask what your country can do for you.”

LBJ pitched a simple deal to all those who felt aggrieved: the government will take away your fears and hardships, and you, in turn, will devote your life, including your paychecks, to the state.

In practice, the Great Society is an alphabet soup of government programs that cater to our every desire and complaint. If we want our children to be fed breakfast at school, there’s a government program for that. If we want more art in our public buildings or ballet in our theaters, there are government programs for those things, too. Here’s a short list of just some of the measures passed under LBJ to show how all of this paternal care was translated into big-government nonsense:

• Antipoverty programs such as the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, an Omnibus Housing Act, and the creation of Job Corps.

• Education (and brainwashing) programs such as Head Start, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the creation of Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA).

• Sweeping health-care “reforms” such as the creation of Medicare and Medicaid.

• The beginning of job-killing, reactionary environmental controls via the Wilderness Protection Act and the Air and Water Quality Acts.

• Creation of the federal-government-as-cultural-patron through programs such as the National Endowment for the Arts and Humanities.

Under LBJ, the nation witnessed the true creation of a welfare state based on massive entitlement programs and predicated on the government’s ability to drive the populace to an ambition-destroying focus on “inner meaning” and “quality of life” instead of character, ambition, and success. This, in turn, created a crisis of conscience and confidence in people that made them both susceptible to undermining traditional norms and predisposed to reliance on the state to handle the things that were “too hard” for them.

LBJ laid the groundwork to create an environment for self-actualization through the government: conservation programs, federal patronage of the arts, and public broadcasting, to name a few. These were not meant to foster national elevation or celebrate American greatness; they were created as a corporate, secular replacement of religion as sources of spiritual fulfillment for the masses. Replace God with government, and you control not just people’s minds but their hearts and souls as well.

Johnson’s conclusion in his Ann Arbor speech that day in 1964 should be telling for anyone who’s wondered how the Founders and their principles have become so marginalized over the last few decades: “Let us from this moment begin our work so that in the future men will look back and say: It was then, after a long and weary way, that man turned the exploits of his genius to the full enrichment of his life.”

This “long and weary way” he refers to is, of course, the previous centuries of American history. Centuries in which our forefathers built the greatest and most free country in the history of the world. This is what Johnson wished man to turn “the exploits of his genius” away from.

It’s no surprise that this speech by a gruff Texan reads like a self-help book. Johnson was more than just a daddy to the masses; he was also the father of the new powerful cultural trends that gave people the excuse to be selfish. The Me Generation would never have existed if Johnson hadn’t set out to specifically engender self-obsession. True freedom didn’t come from hard work or any kind of traditional definition of professional achievement, such as becoming a doctor or a lawyer. True freedom, Johnson argued, could only be obtained by pursuing whatever you personally found fulfilling, whether other people found it useful or not.

Johnson was not the only the proponent of this kind of progressivism. Half a century earlier, John Dewey had taught that a new, progressive social order would allow individuals more freedom because government would be there to back them up. In 1902, Dewey, along with the like-minded John Tufts, wrote:

The more comprehensive and diversified the social order, the greater the responsibility and the freedom of the individual. His freedom is the greater, because the more numerous are the effective stimuli to action, and the more varied and the more certain the ways in which he may fulfill his powers. His responsibility is greater because there are more demands for considering the consequences of his acts; and more agencies for bringing home to him the recognition of consequences which affect not merely more persons individually, but which also influence the more remote and hidden social ties.

That is a perfect—if not somewhat opaque—summary of the spiritual and personal fulfillment that progressives believe is achievable through reliance on an all-powerful State.



LADY BIRD’S GOOD FORTUNE

Inherent in the progressive mind-set is the belief that most rules don’t really apply to them.

After all, progressives believe themselves to be more enlightened than the rest of us. It follows, therefore, that they have every right to tell others what to do, even if they don’t do those things themselves.

Do as I say, not as I do.

LBJ was a perfect embodiment of this philosophy.

Johnson had always been known as a wheeler-dealer, with implications of the kind of quid pro quo approach to politics that skirts the line of legality and morality. But corruption in the Johnson White House, not to mention in his own personal household, ran deep. He was no stranger to scandal, corruption, and graft.

The New York Times obituary for Lady Bird Johnson, who died in 2007, states that the Johnsons came to Washington, D.C., in 1934, and that by the time Lyndon became president, Lady Bird had become “a successful businesswoman,” especially through the purchase in 1942 of a small Austin, Texas, radio station, KTBC.

The Times notes that although “the station was bought in Mrs. Johnson’s name,” her husband’s political influence “helped in acquiring the license from the Federal Communications Commission.” Afterward, Lyndon Johnson “became the commission’s champion at a time when Congress was about to cut its budget,” and Lady Bird’s “application was speedily approved.”

Lady Bird’s Washington Post obituary told a similar story. The station’s “previous owners had been unable to obtain approval from the Federal Communications Commission for a power increase, but Mrs. Johnson was granted approval within a month.” Critics “concluded that her husband’s close connection to Franklin D. Roosevelt had made the difference.”

The Post also notes that while Mrs. Johnson was president of her company, “it was her husband who negotiated an affiliation with the CBS radio network,” which “dramatically boosted advertising revenue and made the Johnsons millionaires.”

Johnson often used Lady Bird as his financial vessel, purchasing businesses and stock in her name while peddling influence to increase the value of these holdings. During the twenty years after the purchase of KTBC, the Johnsons would amass something of a telecommunications empire, with the purchase of numerous affiliates, a television station, and “cable interests,” as well ranches, real estate, and a bank.

Much of the corruption during the Johnson years revolved around the Vietnam War. For example, soon after Johnson became president, the fortunes of one of his closest corporate associates, Texas construction firm Brown & Root (now known as KBR and a onetime subsidiary of Halliburton), magically and dramatically improved.

National Public Radio, an outlet hardly known for being critical toward progressives, reported that Brown & Root “won contracts for huge construction projects for the federal government” during the Johnson administration, which, by the mid-1960s, had the press and political opposition suggesting “that the company’s good luck was tied to its sizable contributions to Johnson’s political campaign.”

Brown & Root was also part of the notorious “Vietnam Builders” consortium of companies hired by the U.S. government under Johnson to build the military and logistical infrastructure for the United States’ rapidly growing role in South Vietnam.

In 1966, a young congressman from Illinois named Donald H. Rumsfeld charged the Johnson administration with allowing contracts that were “illegal by statute” and “urged investigation into the relationship” between Johnson and the Vietnam Builders, particularly the “infamous ‘President’s Club,’ to which Brown & Root, one of the principal Vietnam contractors, had given tens of thousands of dollars in campaign contributions.”

Johnson also showed incredible favoritism and provided significant largesse to another company with which he also had close ties: a helicopter manufacturer named Bell Corporation. After Bell supported Johnson in his 1948 U.S. Senate campaign, the company went on to make huge profits from the Vietnam War. These profits were shared with one of the company’s big shareholders. You guessed it: Lady Bird Johnson.

Some analysts and historians believe that Johnson’s escalation of the Vietnam conflict was driven at least in part by his desire to “pay back” supporters in both the defense industry and the military itself. Before winning reelection in 1964, Johnson promised these groups that if he was victorious, “you’ll get your war.”

If it sounds like corruption, that’s because it is. But progressives don’t view it that way. They justify the self-dealing and cronyism because it provides resources for them to serve the country and the “greater good.” It’s an age-old “ends justify the means” argument; the Johnsons’ millions in side deals were a small price to pay for building the Great Society.





Dewey (whom Johnson affectionately referred to as “Dr. Johnny”) was the intellectual godfather of cultural progressivism; Johnson was the ambitious architect who brought his ideas to life.

All of this came at great cost to the country. Not simply in the way that Americans’ relationship with the Founders was forever changed but in actual dollars. According to a Heritage Foundation analysis, President Johnson’s agenda led to the government “expanding the non-defense budget by 14 percent per year,” and “tax increases and economic stagnation followed.”

In the end, the Great Society has cost American taxpayers more than $22 trillion in today’s dollars. That’s “three times the amount of money that the government has spent on all military wars in its history, from the Revolutionary War to present,” according to the Heritage Foundation’s Robert Rector. Each year, we add another $1 trillion to the costs of the Great Society, with more than eighty federal programs doling out dollars to fight the “War on Poverty.”

But costs hardly matter to progressives; the ends always justify the means.

THE CIVIL RIGHTS MYTH



History books say that Johnson played a pivotal role in the enactment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. No argument here—he was definitely pivotal. But the real story is far more complicated, interesting, and revealing about the progressive mind-set than anything you’ll read in a history book.

Like his idol Wilson before him, Johnson was an abhorrent bigot and sexist. And at the heart of his bigotry and misogyny was his own overweening sense of self, his elitism and narcissism, which drove Johnson’s political and societal views. This is all in keeping with progressive ideology, which envisions the creation of the perfect human, a human who, in progressives’ minds, clearly doesn’t include anyone with dark skin.

Johnson’s Herculean sense of personal entitlement—like an overgrown, spoiled teenager—only exacerbated his legendary racism. Johnson deployed the term “nigger” on a near-daily basis. In fact, according to MSNBC reporter Adam Serwer, he was something of a “connoisseur of the word.” Preeminent Johnson biographer Robert Caro explained that LBJ would “calibrate his pronunciations by region, using ‘nigra’ with some southern legislators and ‘negra’ with others.”

Johnson’s racism, which was not confined to African-Americans (he once described East Asians as “hordes of barbaric yellow dwarves”), was the perfect combination of his personal cruelty with his racial disdain. He once asked his African-American chauffeur Robert Parker if he would prefer to be called by his name rather than some pejorative term such as “boy,” “nigger,” or “chief.” When Parker had the temerity to say he preferred to be called by his own name, Johnson reportedly responded: “As long as you are black, and you’re gonna be black till the day you die, no one’s gonna call you by your goddamn name. So no matter what you are called, nigger, you just let it roll off your back like water, and you’ll make it. Just pretend you’re a goddamn piece of furniture.”

Johnson’s devotion to civil rights was, to put it mildly, tepid. Really, it was just a matter of political expediency. He saw the way the winds of history were blowing, and he wanted to smell good when he was upwind of future historians. His hostile views toward racial equality make sense once you remember that he spent most of his career as part of the segregationist Southern bloc of Democrats. Caro wrote that Johnson, until 1957, “had never supported civil rights legislation—any civil rights legislation.”

In fact, it’s not just that Johnson didn’t support civil rights legislation; he abhorred it, referring to the 1964 Civil Rights Act and its predecessors as “the nigger bill.” When he appointed African-American jurist Thurgood Marshall to the Supreme Court, he reportedly told an aide, “Son, when I appoint a nigger to the court, I want everyone to know he’s a nigger.” Even while making history in race-equality efforts, Johnson couldn’t help his racism.

Speaking of making history, perhaps the most important side note from the entire 1964 Civil Rights Act saga, one that seems to have been lost by history, is that the only reason the act passed into law was that it had the overwhelming support of Republicans in Congress.

According to CNN, “more Republicans voted in favor of the Civil Rights Act than Democrats.” Progressives, as we’ll soon see, make a great deal of noise over their supposedly exclusive advocacy on behalf of minorities, but the truth is that issues around equality (whether race, sex, or anything else) don’t seem to matter much to them unless they also happen to advance a political agenda.

Johnson’s support for civil rights should be seen for what it really was: an opportunistic game of high-stakes identity politics. All progressives don’t share Johnson’s overt racism, but they do all support policies that ultimately take a paternalistic view of racial minorities as groups of people who can’t make it on their own.

After consistently blocking civil rights legislation as a member of the U.S. House of Representatives and the Senate—and then, as vice president, strongly urging Kennedy to slow down his planned actions on civil rights—Johnson did an about-face when he became president himself.

While his reasons for doing so are complicated, they boil down to one tactic in support of two goals: to secure the far-left wing of the Democratic Party so that he could both escalate the war in Vietnam and prevent Robert F. Kennedy—brother of and attorney general to the late president (and heir presumptive to the Kennedy legacy)—from running for the Democratic nomination in 1964.

Johnson, who was ultimately successful in both endeavors, also wanted to secure his own presidential legacy, but there was a complicating factor between his newfound dedication to civil rights and his ardent desire to keep the Oval Office and fight a major war in Vietnam: Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Although Johnson and King would be forced to work together on civil rights, King was an ardent opponent of the U.S. presence in Vietnam in general and especially of escalating America’s role in the conflict.

LBJ figured that King, like his chauffeur, had to be reminded of his place in society—and that place wasn’t to be publicly challenging a sitting commander in chief. Given his obvious lack of consideration of ethics or morals, it’s no surprise that LBJ chose to send his message to King by wiretapping and extorting the civil rights leader.

Johnson’s partner in wiretapping crime was FBI chief J. Edgar Hoover. During the Johnson administration, the FBI spent enormous resources following, photographing, and wiretapping King and other antiwar activists, including gathering evidence of his marital infidelities. (All of this was despite the fact that Johnson had publicly declared his opposition to wiretapping American citizens except on the basis of “national security.” Johnson ordered broader surveillance of civil rights advocates at the 1964 Democratic National Convention.)

The Johnson FBI was not hesitant to put the fruits of these efforts into coercing King into submission. They used the information from wiretaps to try to split King from his wife, and they also sent him an unsigned letter claiming that the writer would expose King’s unfaithfulness unless he committed suicide:

No person can overcome the facts, not even a fraud like yourself. Lend your sexually psychotic ear to the enclosure. You will find yourself and in all your dirt, filth, evil and moronic talk exposed on the record for all time. . . . Listen to yourself, you filthy, abnormal animal. You are on the record. . . . King, there is only one thing left for you to do. You know what it is. You have just 34 days in which to do it (this exact number has been selected for a specific reason, it has definite practical significance). You are done. There is but one way out for you. You better take it before your filthy, abnormal fraudulent self is bared to the nation.



LBJ AND THE PROGRESSIVE VISION FOR NATIONAL HEALTH CARE

In July 1965, President Johnson flew from Washington, D.C., to Independence, Missouri, home of the Harry S. Truman Library. There, with the bespectacled Truman looking on proudly, LBJ signed legislation enacting Medicare into law. Truman had been the first president to endorse a national health insurance program, although Teddy Roosevelt included government-backed health care in his 1912 “Bull Moose” platform.

“It all started with the man from Independence,” Johnson said in his thick Texas drawl. He had “planted the seeds of compassion and duty” in the citizens of America.

Then, with one swipe of a pen, the near-century-long progressive dream of beginning the nationalization of health care was realized. Covering the elderly would be the first step in expanding taxpayer-funded health care. Next would be the poor (Medicaid), children (the Children’s Health Insurance Program, CHIP), and, eventually, everyone else (Obamacare).

Truman was the first person to receive a Medicare card, number one, and his wife, Bess, received card number two, thereby making the Trumans the first Americans to take part in the nation’s greatest Ponzi scheme.

Here’s how the scheme works: Because people are living longer than ever before, most Medicare recipients receive far more in benefits than they pay in during their lifetimes. In fact, over a lifetime, beneficiaries receive between two and six dollars in benefits for every dollar they pay in.

Free money, right? Of course not. The benefits paid to today’s elderly are funded by those who are currently working and paying into the system. In 1965, six working-age people paid for one Medicare recipient. Today only four workers do, and it’s projected to continue getting worse as the population ages and people live longer.

Medicare cannot be sustained, but that hasn’t stopped most Republicans from embracing it as a permanent fixture of modern society. President George W. Bush, for example, didn’t fight to make Medicare sustainable; he fought to expand it via Medicare Part D, a new prescription-drug benefit plan.

“If you’re a low-income senior, the government’s going to pick up a significant portion of your tab. . . . If you’re an average-income senior, you’re going to see your drug bills cut in half,” Bush said.

What he didn’t say was who would be picking up that tab. It isn’t going to be you or me; it’s going to be paid for by our children and grandchildren. And that tab is going to be at least $100 trillion, or about the price of some eighty Iraq wars. Your personal share of that $100 trillion comes out to about $330,000, or $1.3 million for a family of four. Perfectly manageable, right?





King wasn’t the only person the Johnson administration (or the FBI) wiretapped and harassed in its efforts to increase and secure America’s role in the Vietnam War. In 1967, Johnson ordered the CIA to undertake a domestic espionage campaign—Operation CHAOS—to spy on antiwar activists and other dissidents.

Eventually, CHAOS grew to include more than four thousand informers within the antiwar movement, leading to hundreds of thousands of U.S. citizens being placed on watch lists. Thousands of others had wide-ranging files collected on them by the government.

Other Johnson-era domestic spying efforts included the National Security Agency’s monitoring of numerous American citizens—including King, as well as members of Congress, reporters, actress Jane Fonda, folksinger Joan Baez, and pediatrician Benjamin Spock. Johnson followed the progressive playbook by realizing that ultimate control had to be an essential element of his agenda—and that can only come with total information. It was the only way to keep the revolution on track.

THE RECKONING



One of the worst things about the progressive approach to governance is the improvisational manner in which massive societal changes are implemented. As the late Democratic iconoclast Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, who had a front-row seat to the Great Society as part of Johnson’s administration, wrote in Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding: “A program was launched that was not understood, and not explained, and this brought about social losses that need not have occurred. . . . The government did not know what it was doing. It had a theory. Or, rather, a set of theories. Nothing more.”

And what were the consequences of all this experimentation with our lives and bedrock principles? The counterculture of the 1960s, social breakdown, racial violence, corruption of youth, and cultural nihilism. Not to mention the creation of domestic terrorists, such as Barack Obama’s friend Bill Ayers and his Weather Underground, which bombed public buildings in the name of communism and anti-imperialism.

Consider, for example, a young lady from Chicago named Hillary Rodham. In 1964, she was an honest-to-goodness “Goldwater Girl” who supported the Arizona senator against Lyndon Johnson. As late as 1968, she attended the Republican National Convention. But by 1972, she was on her way to being fully radicalized and working on George McGovern’s disastrous presidential campaign.



CHILDREN OF THE SIXTIES

Bethel, New York

August 17, 1969

The crowd—dirty, tired, higher than the clouds. The ground—muddy, covered with garbage, and swimming with excrement. Food is scarce, water tainted, and bathrooms nearly nonexistent. The rains aren’t cleansing; they just made the muck and feces fluid and easier to spread. Traffic getting in was awful; getting out would be almost impossible.

The “Aquarian Exposition: 3 Days of Peace & Music,” otherwise known as Woodstock, was coming to an end. And with it two lives: one dead from a heroin overdose, one from being run over by a tractor.

Surveying the dwindling, dirty crowd late that Sunday morning, Jimi Hendrix wearily swayed with his guitar. He was nervous, and it showed. Despite his massive fame, he hated performing before large crowds.

But he did his job, giving the audience what it wanted, including a tortured, butchering solo guitar version of “The Star-Spangled Banner” that put the exclamation point on the end of the 1960s.

With the set over, Hendrix collapsed backstage, unable to hold himself up by his own power. Awake for nearly three days by that Sunday morning, he was exhausted.

Like the counterculture movement that had elevated him to nearly unprecedented fame, he was a spent force. His body desiccated by drug and alcohol abuse, his soul empty from meaningless sex, and his mind turned away from all that was good by both, his collapse signaled the end of an era.

He’d be dead a year later.

Woodstock was the embodiment of the hedonistic, consequence-less, do-whatever-you-feel-like society that progressivism unleashed. It was sex in the mud, drugs, rock ’n’ roll, no values, no morals, no rules.

The revolt against the old white men of our founding and their outdated, rigid rules and Constitution had morphed into a rebellion against all rules whatsoever. By the 1960s, academia had embraced moral relativism and rejected the classical ideas of virtue and right and wrong. Right and wrong were just abstract ideas; what was right for you was whatever you thought it was.

At the time, few saw the coming danger of this worldview. Most people just saw some crazy kids running around in the mud and the rain. “They’ll grow out of it,” they thought to themselves. The problem was, many never did.

The children of the sixties, kids who were shaped by this fundamental shift in American values, did not stay children forever. They grew up, and while they may have eventually put on suits and gotten jobs and embraced at least the trappings of mainstream society, their moral relativism never left.

When the members of the Woodstock generation came to inherit the world, they brought Woodstock ideals right along with them.





What happened to Hillary? The same thing that happened to countless other promising young Americans in the 1960s: she went to college and learned that the Constitution was flawed, that America was evil, and that capitalism was the same thing as imperialism. She emerged—just like her country—as something her parents couldn’t recognize anymore.

Of course, Hillary being Hillary, she also got her radical tutelage from leading lights of the progressive and radical Left, including pen pal Saul Alinsky, the godfather of “community organizing,” who would prove to be an inspiration to both Obama and Hillary Rodham Clinton. This “community organizing”—a nice branding term for radicalism bordering on terrorism—would turn into the mayhem of riots, terrorism, and lawlessness that would come to define the 1960s.

On January 31, 1967, with his popularity beginning to fade, Lyndon Johnson accepted a portrait of FDR at the White House. He immodestly recalled that he was a “proud friend and follower of President Franklin Roosevelt,” to whom “any likeness” is “an inspiration.”

Almost three years earlier—on January 30, 1964—Johnson had made glowing remarks to celebrate the eighty-second anniversary of Roosevelt’s birth:

The place of Franklin Delano Roosevelt in our history and in the history of the human race grows steadily with time. Few men in history have served freedom so effectively and so nobly as did he, both in our own land and around the world. His liberal compassion towards his fellowman, together with his conservative respect for the institutions of our economy and society, guided this Nation past the shoals of radicalism and reaction. He provided our ship of state with both the ballast to hold a steady and stable course, and the sail to move us forward progressively toward the broader horizons of human hope.

Such was Johnson’s devotion to Roosevelt that as his final act as president, on the morning of his last day in office, he signed a proclamation to create the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Park.

That was one of the only bright spots in an otherwise dreary end to the LBJ administration. The nation was embroiled in the Vietnam War and overcome with riots and protests by marijuana-smoking young people (the millennials of their time). School buses had been brought to the White House to act as barricades against the thousands of protesters who sang antiwar songs and held up peace signs day and night. The collective chants of “Hey, hey, LBJ, how many kids did you kill today?” could be heard in every room of the White House.

LBJ was leaving the presidency in disgrace, with anger over his failed policies in Vietnam threatening to consume any hope he had of a decent political legacy. Eventually, the man who had worked so hard to gain power had no choice but to walk away from it all. On March 31, 1968, he announced: “I shall not seek, and I will not accept, the nomination of my party for another term as your president.”

None of this was what he had envisioned on that tarmac in Dallas just hours after JFK’s assassination, but he did accomplish one thing he’d set out to do: he’d realized his Rooseveltian ambitions to remake the federal government and forever shift the popular culture to embrace progressivism.

He’d outdone his idol FDR, and the consequences for America would be far more disastrous.




PROFILE IN FEAR:

PHILIP BERRIGAN AND THE ANTIWAR MOVEMENT

The Ardennes Forest

December 1944

The sun was just beginning to set when the trucks finally began to roll in.

Phil Berrigan heard them coming before they came into view. The young artilleryman from Minnesota stood next to his howitzer, along with the other men of his battery, and listened to the low rumble of the convoy of 2.5-ton, “deuce-and-a-half” Army trucks.

Berrigan knew their cargo: the trucks were bringing death.

Just a few hours earlier, Berrigan’s ears had been assaulted by another rumbling, this one sharper, harsher, and far closer. It was the sound of his own guns. His artillery battery had been busy that afternoon, launching 105-millimeter shells toward the German lines, which, Berrigan knew, lay somewhere inside the tree line a few miles away. The Americans and their British allies elsewhere were launching a counteroffensive, pushing the Germans back through the massive “bulge” they had smashed in the Allied lines earlier in the month.

Berrigan and his comrades had loaded and fired shell after shell as men and trucks and tanks streamed past their position on the outskirts of a bombed-out town, crossing the snow-covered fields on their way to meet Hitler’s forces. It was the artillery’s job to “soften up” the enemy positions, but by the sounds of the subsequent fighting and the limited reports they’d received from the front lines, the infantry and armor had a real battle on their hands. Now, with the guns silent, the casualties of the day’s action were starting to stream back toward the rear.

Berrigan heard a mechanical coughing and sputtering and turned to see another truck approaching from the opposite direction, back toward town. It pulled up to the battery, and a lieutenant poked his head out of the cab.

“Supply depot sent up some more ammo for you boys,” he announced. “I need one man from each gun to unload.”

Berrigan’s gun crew looked at their sergeant, leaning against one of their gun’s wheels, who curled his lip around the cigar clenched in his teeth. “Berrigan!” he barked. “You heard the lieutenant!”

“Yes, Sergeant,” Berrigan responded, and shuffled toward the supply truck with the other men on the unloading detail. But inside he burned. He had known Sarge would pick him. He was always “randomly” chosen him for extra duties—digging the latrine, cleaning the gun axles, peeling potatoes. Sometimes Sarge would lose his head completely, and the whole gun crew would catch hell, but Berrigan got it the worst, and it made him burn with a fire he knew all too well.

His father, Tom Berrigan, had been like that, too. A man of quick temper, prone to violent mood swings, he ruled over his wife and six sons with impunity—“tyrannical,” as Phil would later describe him. Raising his family amid the ravages of the Great Depression, he had young Phil working on the family farm by the age of five.

But Tom Berrigan was also a man of great passion. Always a proud union man—he’d worked on the railroad before losing his job—he eventually became a committed socialist. He raised his sons in his own Irish Catholic tradition but also subscribed to the progressive Catholic Worker newspaper, which highlighted the church’s work in social justice. Phil’s mother, Frida, was a believer in progressive causes, too, and the conversation around their house frequently questioned the established order of things, even of the Catholic Church itself.

The Berrigan boys inherited a complicated legacy from their parents. While Phil was inspired by his father’s convictions, he chafed at the despotic manner in which Tom ran his own household. In some ways, Phil was an enhanced reflection of his father. He inherited his father’s antiauthoritarian nature, but this was, in turn, amplified in Phil as he grew up under his father’s strict rule.

Now, as his artillery unit advanced across Europe after the Normandy landings, Berrigan had already looked death in the eyes a thousand times over. He had seen the bodies of fellow soldiers, mutilated beyond recognition, eyes missing from their empty sockets, shredded muscles and shattered bones sticking out of lifeless torsos. He had seen whole towns destroyed. He had seen the aftermath of the indiscriminate bombings on civilians. Some lay dead in the streets of their villages; others wept over the charred rubble of their homes.

The images stalked his every waking moment. And they didn’t leave him when he closed his eyes. The nightmares were intense and unrelenting.

Through it all, the demons in Phil Berrigan’s head danced. They followed him and his comrades on the long march to Berlin, leading them on periodic side trips to hell. They coordinated every ambush and guided every sniper’s aim. They inhabited the minds of his friends who’d gone stark raving mad under the pressures of combat. They sent artillery shells astray so they landed in the middle of friendly villages rather than on enemy positions. Berrigan had even seen American soldiers pour their fire into a body of troops, only to find out too late that their targets were Americans, too.

Who but demons could have orchestrated that?

And now came the latest pieces of their hellish handiwork. As Berrigan unloaded artillery shells, he had failed to notice that the trucks from the front had made it to his position. They were rumbling past now, into the village beyond, where a field hospital had been set up. Berrigan had seen these grim caravans before. The trucks carried some wounded, too crippled to walk, but mostly they carried the dead. The frozen corpses with rigid arms and legs bounced on tailgates as the truck tires ran over the cobblestones.

The walking wounded shuffled in the wake of the trucks. Those with lighter injuries, only one arm in a sling or a bandage around their heads, helped along their comrades who couldn’t walk. Some leaned on their rifles for support. Here and there, a man was carried on a stretcher—the trucks had run out of room. The men were coughing, wheezing, moaning, cursing with every painful step. Cigarettes dangled from some lips, all unlit—not even the smallest fires stood a chance against this cold.

These were shells of soldiers, bearded and bedraggled, only shreds of clothing between them and the frigid wind. They reminded Berrigan of the vagrants who’d come begging at their door during the Depression. Those men would always get a meal from his mother, cooked with whatever she had to spare. But there was nothing Berrigan himself could do for the men who now passed by him.

As Berrigan looked up from his work, he saw that interspersed with the walking American wounded were German prisoners, many of them wounded themselves. They were carrying wounded Americans with M1 Garand rifles pointed at their backs every step of the way. As he looked at the worst of the German wounded—men with legs, arms, whole chunks of their bodies shot away—his insides began to twist themselves into knots. These weren’t wounds made by bullets or even hand grenades, he realized. These were the victims of artillery shells, his shells. These were the men who’d been right under their initial “softening-up” barrage. Maybe the shells that had ripped their flesh had even been loaded by Berrigan and fired from his howitzer.

Yes, these were supposed to be his enemies, but they were men first, and he had harmed them. And for what? Because his cause was supposed to be more just than theirs? What was just about this violence, this brutality? What was just about killing any of God’s creations?

As this macabre procession of broken men straggled by and these thoughts played in his mind, Berrigan and his comrades unloaded more and more shells. These shells would make more carnage, which would make more broken and dead men, who in their turn would straggle past Berrigan’s artillery position later on. On and on it would go.

And suddenly, it all became too much. The fear of death and war consumed him. Carrying a 105-millimeter shell toward his gun, Berrigan closed his eyes to try to shut out the demons from his brain. He was shaking, his arms trembling under the weight of the shell and his anxiety about who else it might kill next. He lost his balance and tripped, falling to his knees in the snow. Sarge started barking immediately. Berrigan knew he had to get up, and he would. But now, finding himself kneeling down in this forsaken place, still cradling his weapon of war, he lifted his face to the cold, gray, and ever darkening sky.

“Never again,” he vowed silently to the God he’d grown up worshipping. “Once I get through this, never again.”

Then Phil Berrigan got to his feet and went back to war.

•  •  •

After World War II, Phil Berrigan followed his brother Daniel into the priesthood. His fear of death and his utter revulsion at war never left him. He turned to Catholicism, but he embraced the new kind that preached social justice and liberation from the conservative orthodoxies that had dogged the church for centuries.

The terror he had felt on the battlefields of Europe compelled Berrigan to begin a crusade to ensure that others never experienced the same. He was not able to eliminate war, as he had hoped to do on that snowy evening in 1944, but the Berrigan brothers did wage their own “war against war” through the latter half of the twentieth century, with a militancy of method that was surprising in such self-described pacifists.

While they first preached passive resistance in 1967, as the Vietnam War protests grew, they declared themselves revolutionaries for peace and social justice and sought to achieve those ends by any means necessary. With a group of other protesters who would become known as the Catonsville Nine, they stole draft records from a government office in Catonsville, Maryland, and set them on fire using a concoction of their own design made to resemble napalm.

Blood was another one of the Berrigans’ weapons of choice. They doused draft cards in it and threw them at the doors of the Pentagon. In 1976, they picketed the home of then–Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, whose young children had to walk to school through a line of Phil Berrigan’s shouting acolytes. They were arrested only after they started digging a “grave” on the Rumsfelds’ lawn.

The Berrigans hatched plots to kidnap Henry Kissinger and plant bombs under federal buildings in Washington. They also cycled in and out of jail. By 1993, Phil Berrigan had been arrested one hundred times and had spent about six years in prison.

♠

Berrigan tried for decades to fight his way past the traumas he’d experienced in World War II, but he failed to realize that no amount of blood sprayed, draft cards burned, or criminal plots concocted can change basic human nature, including its violent elements. Being human means that our worst tendencies and instincts will recur, no matter how idiotic they might seem to the “enlightened.” As Rudyard Kipling wrote in Gods of the Copybook Headings after losing his son in World War I:

As it will be in the future, it was at the birth of Man—

There are only four things certain since Social Progress began:—

That the Dog returns to his Vomit and the Sow returns to her Mire,

And the burnt Fool’s bandaged finger goes wabbling back to the Fire.

Human instinct, like that of dogs and sows, is impossible to change. No matter how many times we are burned, the fire still beckons for our hand once more. Most people understand these immutable ground rules of life.

Progressives do not.
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Fourth Wave:

The Hope and Change of Barack Obama

We are five days away from fundamentally transforming the United States of America.

—BARACK OBAMA, 2008

Chicago, Illinois

July 1995

The future president of the United States stood in the living room of a domestic terrorist.

They were in Hyde Park, a Chicago neighborhood of tree-lined streets dotted with handsome old stone and brick houses. In this highly segregated city, Hyde Park stands out as a vibrant, racially diverse but monolithically leftist melting pot. There couldn’t be a more fitting place for a future commander in chief to live, just mere blocks away from former domestic terrorists, not to mention Nation of Islam leader Louis Farrakhan.

Hyde Park is home to the prestigious University of Chicago, but venture just a few blocks outside the neighborhood, and you’ll find yourself in the middle of Chicago’s notorious South Side. The ivory tower of elitist academics looms over crippled communities riddled with drugs, gangs, and broken homes. The slums and Section 8 housing projects are home to some of the highest murder rates in the civilized world. The wreckage caused by decades of leftist rule ironically lies all around the progressive Hyde Park denizens, although they refuse to acknowledge it, let alone take any responsibility for it.

“Barry, if I have one lesson for you,” Bill Ayers said, “it’s this: if you really want to change things, you’ve got to drop the radical pose for the radical ends. You’re a talented community organizer; politics is just community organizing on a larger scale. People project their hopes, dreams, and aspirations on you. They don’t expect you to actually solve all of their problems, but they want you to say you’ll try.”

Barack Obama, a thirty-four-year-old aspiring politician, listened intently. “What matters more than what you say,” Ayers continued, “is how you say it. You can play on fear, but ultimately you also have to give people the antidote, and that is hope. We lost a generation of progress because we didn’t understand that simple rule.”

Obama grinned as he put out his cigarette, anticipating the arrival of his wife, Michelle, and Ayers’s wife, Bernadine Dohrn, as well as many guests whom he would attempt to dazzle out of their money that night. The duo of Ayers and Dohrn was nothing if not dynamic. The two had spent almost eleven years on the run, fugitives from the law. In fact, Dohrn had achieved the distinction of making the FBI’s Ten Most Wanted list, all the more impressive considering that only nine women have ever been listed there.

What were they running from? Ayers, Dohrn, and their Weather Underground coconspirators had sought to spark a full-on Communist revolution in the 1960s and ’70s, by destroying property and killing those who got in the way. After the two grew tired of running and finally turned themselves in to authorities, only Dohrn faced charges, and they were minor.

Blessed with unexpected freedom, the two revolutionaries continued to adhere to their beliefs, never expressing remorse for their crimes. Dohrn eventually landed at the prominent law firm Sidley Austin—the same firm where Barack would later meet Michelle—and she later served as a professor of law at Northwestern University. Ayers reinvented himself as a professor of education at the University of Illinois, where he got to shape young minds on a daily basis, this time without explosives.

As they finished their conversation, Obama, ever the shrewd politician, asked one last question: “What do I tell people if they ask about our relationship?”

Ayers displayed his characteristic mischievous smirk. “Just tell them I was a guy in the neighborhood.” Then he turned and opened the front door to a stream of prospective Obama donors.

As it turned out, it was the opening of a door that would one day lead right to the White House.

♦

Looking back, as improbable as it may seem, the same system that Obama would later claim was rigged had actually worked out quite well for him. A man who grew up in a fractured home had ended up attending the greatest academic institutions in the world and was now on the cusp of a meteoric rise in Illinois politics, an ideal place to cut one’s teeth and build a progressive power base.

In the middle of it all were these radicals-turned-educators who had once led the Weathermen, an organization that was responsible for twenty-five bombings on American soil, including attacks at the U.S. Capitol, the Pentagon, and New York Police Department headquarters. The group had murdered at least seven people, including three police officers, and they didn’t seem to have a whole lot of sympathy. “In a revolution,” Ayers once told a Weathermen colleague who’d become an FBI informant, “some people have to die.”

And now this group of aging revolutionaries had found an ambitious young man with a zeal for politics and a strong progressive streak right in their own backyard.

He was the messenger they had been searching for.

THE MAKING OF A PROGRESSIVE



There have been all kinds of wild attacks leveled against Barack Obama: that he’s a Third World sympathizer, a secret Islamic Manchurian candidate, a devotee of Saul Alinsky (OK, maybe this one is true), an undocumented Kenyan illegal immigrant, an avowed socialist, and so on. I’m wary of conspiracy theories like these because they assume a certain amount of forethought and malice. We cannot look into Obama’s heart and know what he truly feels.

But we can certainly judge him by his words and actions.

Obama calls himself a progressive. He has spent his entire life proving his devotion to this cause; sacrificing Democratic majorities in both houses of Congress; lying to, alienating, and dividing millions of Americans; and endangering the nation by empowering its worst enemies to advance his agenda.

By background, association, words, and actions, President Obama’s progressivism has pervaded almost every aspect of the man’s life. His ability to seamlessly combine leftist ideology with community-organizing tactics designed to win over a nation demanding “change” in a time of crisis has helped to usher in a new wave of progressivism. In its short time, this wave has already eroded the limited government victories of the Reagan Revolution and of the moderates under Bill Clinton who’d seemingly accepted the new reality of smaller, more effective federal government. Obama has returned the Democratic Party to the unapologetically liberal, government-expanding tradition of FDR and LBJ—and this wave may just be getting started.

Obama came from a progressive family in a progressive state. But unlike that of those who preceded him, elites such as the Roosevelts or even many of the leading leftist agitators of the ’60s, Obama’s broken background betrayed the fact that he was destined for prominence. He was born with no silver spoon in his mouth, no bourgeois upbringing to rebel against. He was a living product of the civil rights movement of the ’60s, the son of a black Kenyan man who left him and his mother, Stanley Ann Dunham, a white woman from Kansas who later married an Indonesian.

Young Barack’s early years were spent in exotic locales—Honolulu with his mother and Jakarta with his stepfather’s family. For long stretches during his childhood, Dunham left young Barack to be taken care of by her parents.

A Norman Rockwell painting this was not.

The near-total absence of his biological father, combined with his mother’s transience, could not have been easy on Barack. Yet Dunham proved to be a strong, if unconventional, influence. According to a profile by Tim Jones in Obama’s hometown newspaper, the Chicago Tribune:

[T]he parental traits that would mold him [Obama]—a contrarian worldview, an initial rejection of organized religion, a questioning nature—were already taking shape years earlier in the nomadic and sometimes tempestuous Dunham family, where the only child was a curious and precocious daughter of a father who wanted a boy so badly that he named her Stanley—after himself.

Politically, Dunham ran in leftist intellectual circles that questioned the capitalist system. Even as a student she was known to ask her teacher, “What’s wrong with communism?” The church her family attended while she was growing up in Washington State was dubbed “The Little Red Church on the Hill” because of its radical ties.

Obama later described his mother as a “lonely witness for secular humanism, a soldier for New Deal, Peace Corps, position-paper liberalism.” Dunham’s political leanings are relevant here because Obama himself says they are. “The values she taught me,” he said, “continue to be my touchstone when it comes to how I go about the world of politics.”

Obama’s father seemed to share a similar ideology to that of Dunham. One white paper drafted by Obama Sr. indicates that he felt there was nothing theoretically wrong with a one hundred percent tax rate and that nationalizing industries and economic redistribution were chief aims of government.

Young Obama’s time in college further reflects the influences of those with whom he spent his youth. As he later wrote about his college years:

To avoid being mistaken for a sellout, I chose my [college] friends carefully. The more politically active black students. The foreign students. The Chicanos. The Marxist professors and structural feminists and punk-rock performance poets. . . . At night in the dorms we discussed neocolonialism . . . [Franz] Fanon, Eurocentrism, and patriarchy . . . we were resisting bourgeois society’s stifling constraints.

At Occidental College, Obama was known to hang out with the “kids most concerned with issues of social justice.” John C. Drew, an Occidental classmate, has indicated that based on conversations with Obama during their college days, the future president was a “doctrinaire Marxist revolutionary, although perhaps—for the first time—considering conventional politics as a more practical road to socialism.”



THE CLOWARD-PIVEN STRATEGY

In May 1966, two Columbia sociologists named Richard Cloward and Frances Fox Piven took to the pages of the iconic leftist magazine The Nation to pen an important essay titled “The Weight of the Poor: A Strategy to End Poverty.”

The idea was astoundingly simple—and sinister: overload the public welfare system at the state and local levels to precipitate a debt crisis that would plunge America even further into poverty. Washington, D.C., would then have no choice but to act and implement a federally guaranteed minimum income level for every American.

“The ultimate objective of this strategy—to wipe out poverty by establishing a guaranteed annual income—will be questioned by some,” they wrote. “Because the ideal of individual social and economic mobility has deep roots, even activists seem reluctant to call for national programs to eliminate poverty by the outright redistribution of income.”

The Cloward-Piven strategy would overcome those pesky American ideas of individual and economic mobility through a sudden, cataclysmic economic collapse in which millions of people would be forced to become wards of the state, dependent on government for food stamps and basic income. A massive economic crisis would necessitate radical change.

Piven pitched a voter-registration strategy to “radicalize the Democratic Party and polarize the country along class lines,” which would be accomplished through collaboration with community-organizing ally the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), Project Vote, and others over the next two decades.

Cloward-Piven was a resounding success. Beginning with LBJ’s “War on Poverty,” the number of welfare recipients grew from 4.3 million to 10.8 million in the nine years from 1965 to 1974. Another 100 million Americans now collect some form of check from the government, totaling $1 trillion annually.

The Cloward-Piven strategy succeeded with the urban poor beyond anyone’s wildest dreams. It’s been accelerated with Obamacare and the addition of tens of millions of Americans to federally subsidized health-care programs that Americans can’t afford. The next front very likely involves the country’s southern border.

We wonder why progressive politicians have no objections to open borders and millions of illegals flooding the welfare rolls and driving up our debt. But we shouldn’t wonder, because the answer was given to us by Cloward and Piven long ago. After all, an unsustainable federal government is only a bad thing if you believe in the current system.





After transferring to Columbia University, Obama says, he attended “socialist conferences.” Author Stanley Kurtz places him at the 1983 Socialist Scholars Conference that celebrated the centenary of Karl Marx’s death. Delivering the opening remarks at that conference was City University of New York professor Frances Fox Piven, a famed leftist sociologist and advocate of the Cloward-Piven strategy to crater the American economy and replace it with a socialist system.

Activists, slam poets, artists, ivory tower professors, amateur philosophers, social justice advocates—these were the people Obama had known for years. These were the people he felt most comfortable around. He loved the to-and-fro of debate in college seminars. He loved the adrenaline that came from knocking on doors, urging complete strangers to vote for causes. He was a proud activist.

In 1992, Obama directed Project Vote’s Chicago voter-registration drive, helping to elect the socialist-linked Carol Mosely Braun to the U.S. Senate. While at Columbia, he published an editorial in the Columbia Sundial in favor of disarmament, with the goal of a nuclear-free world. This position would later reappear in 2009, when, as president, Obama vowed that “the United States will take concrete steps towards a world without nuclear weapons.”

Obama’s community organizing in Chicago further reflected, and also likely reinforced, his progressive principles. “Community organizing” was what socialists had done for decades in an effort to hide their true socialist beliefs behind a facade of “populism.” The idea was to push the country toward socialism gradually, under the guise of pragmatic “problem-solving.”

Three of Obama’s mentors studied at the Industrial Areas Foundation, an organization founded by Saul Alinsky that advocates a variety of leftist policies. Alinsky himself sought a socialist “future where the means of production will be owned by all the people instead of just a comparative handful.” To achieve this end, he developed organizing strategies and tactics (most notably in his book Rules for Radicals) that provided the foundational playbook for Obama’s political rise.

While it may have been self-serving, what Alinsky’s own son wrote of Obama in a 2008 Boston Globe editorial is telling:

Barack Obama’s training in Chicago by the great community organizers is showing its effectiveness. It is an amazingly powerful format, and the method of my late father always works to get the message out and get the supporters on board. When executed meticulously and thoughtfully, it is a powerful strategy for initiating change. . . . Obama learned his lesson well.

Obama would continue to support these causes as a civil rights attorney when he practiced at Miner Barnhill & Galland, representing, among others, community organizers such as ACORN.

The friends and advisors Obama has surrounded himself with shared a similar progressive vision to his own. Consider, for example, that the man who had the greatest influence on Obama’s faith, baptizing the future president and officiating at his wedding ceremony, was Reverend Jeremiah Wright. You’ll recall that Wright yelled things like “God damn America,” blamed 9/11 on American foreign policy, and accused whites of being endemically racist. But Wright also provided Obama with a first-class education in black liberation theology, a school of thought that added a religious tinge to the progressivism Obama had imbibed.

Obama would later speak of the need for fellow progressives to understand and internalize faith, both as a political imperative and because the values provided by faith would help make a progressive vision a reality.

Another close Obama friend was Columbia University professor Rashid Khalidi. Khalidi is an acolyte of Arabist and anti-Israel professor Edward Said, whose famous book Orientalism paints the West as the racist, imperialist, colonialist oppressor of the Islamic world. Israel is cast in this progressive dialectic as the “powerful” or “victimizer,” against the “powerless” or “victim” Arabs. The small, formerly socialist Jewish nation surrounded by bloodthirsty enemies had morphed from David to Goliath in the Left’s historical reading.

Khalidi has been an Obama ally since the 1990s, hosting him for social functions and organizing a fund-raiser during Obama’s unsuccessful 2000 congressional bid. It also happens that Khalidi is a close friend of Ayers. He, like Ayers and Obama, lived in Hyde Park while teaching at the University of Chicago during the 1990s.

Why so much attention to Obama’s friends? Simple. “Show me your friends, and I’ll show you your future” is not just a popular saying, it’s a fact. We’ve seen the president’s friends . . . and now we’re starting to see our own future.

THE MARKETING OF A PROGRESSIVE



Obama’s background and associations were a toxic brew of progressivism that made him an easy political target, not just for conservatives but also for moderate Democrats who rejected the excesses of the 1960s leftists. Obama knew this, which is why—like most shrewd progressives who aspired to the highest elected office in the land, from Wilson to FDR to LBJ—Obama hid his more radical views under the cloak of “liberalism.”

Obama’s public rhetoric on many issues appears to be moderate and within the liberal mainstream. It is the kernels of progressivism embedded within his words and the broader narrative he crafts that reflect a symmetry between his life’s work and associations and the beliefs to which he adheres. This tactical calculation is consistent with what he learned as a community organizer.

Here’s how this works in practice. While a nonpolitician progressive (such as influential historian Howard Zinn, for example) will say that America’s experiment has been immoral, Obama will rephrase that to say that the mistreatment of Native Americans and our original sin of slavery indicate that we have not always lived up to our values and that we must still be better.

Obama may not overtly attack the rich, but he will argue that they ought to pay their “fair share” and that at some point people have earned “enough.”

He will not exhibit blatant hostility toward private business, but he will admit that he sides with labor and that regulations can help strengthen the economy while protecting the environment.

He will not claim that America is a racist nation, but he will say that there are issues of race that still have not been overcome and that minorities continue to have legitimate grievances.

He will not explicitly say that his framework is dialectical—that is, based on the Marxian vision of looking at the world through a prism of competing races, classes, and sexes, such as the oppressors versus the oppressed, the victimizer versus the victim—but he will admit to standing with the “powerless.”

In Obama’s book The Audacity of Hope, almost every argument is presented as follows: Conservatives believe X. Liberals believe Y. While both sides have legitimate concerns, and we should respect conservatives for their beliefs, I stand with liberals.

While Obama is quick to praise the free market, such praise is almost always followed with a “but.” During a 2005 address, he said that “our greatness as a nation has depended . . . on a belief in the free market. But it has also depended on our sense of mutual regard for each other, the idea that everybody has a stake in the country, that we’re all in it together.”

“But.” There’s that word, when there really shouldn’t be one. I love our constitution, but . . .

As he would later argue during a speech in Osawatomie, Kansas, the spot at which Teddy Roosevelt had delivered his famous “New Nationalism” address a century earlier, “We simply cannot return to this brand of ‘you’re on your own’ economics if we’re serious about rebuilding the middle class in this country.”

Noting that Roosevelt’s critics had called him a “socialist” and “even a communist” for his views, Obama said that “we are a richer nation and a strong democracy” for having fought for progressive goals such as “an eight-hour work day and a minimum wage for women . . . insurance for the unemployed . . . political reform and a progressive income tax.” Progressivism trumps the caricature of free market economics.

While Obama purports to believe in individualism, he also argues that America can only be strong when it acts collectively. During his heralded keynote address at the 2004 Democratic National Convention, he said that “alongside our famous individualism . . . is that fundamental belief [that] I am my brother’s keeper, I am my sister’s keeper, that makes this country work.” In Obama’s thinking, the nation is one big family with all of the responsibilities that entails. What he does not make explicit, however, is that this belief revolves around government coercion rather than voluntary action. Families look out for one another because they want to. Taxes, on the other hand, are involuntary.

Obama delivered a commencement address in 2005 at the University of Chicago’s Pritzker School of Medicine, arguing that “our individual salvation depends on collective salvation.” For him, government is seen as a positive force that provides opportunity, rather than as the impediment to liberty that it really is. Government plays the central role in wealth creation, while labor unions play a central role in making sure that such wealth is distributed “fairly.” And remember that inequality of outcomes is the great progressive scourge. Obama has called it “the defining challenge of our time,” one that can only be solved, of course, by government intervention.

Obama is clear in The Audacity of Hope about his progressive view of the Constitution. After acknowledging the merits of Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia’s originalism, he wrote: “I have to side with Justice Breyer’s view of the Constitution—that it is not a static but rather a living document, and must be read in the context of an ever-changing world.” This constitutional philosophy is consistent with the idea touched on earlier about Obama’s Dewey-like “pragmatism” and is directly reflected in his appointments of Justices Sonia Sotomayor and Elena Kagan.

Several other themes come to the forefront throughout Obama’s addresses: an emphasis on “shared prosperity” and the struggle for “social justice”; a belief in “global citizenship” and the idea that all nations, not just America, are “exceptional”; an acknowledgment of America’s past sins across the world and a belief that to rectify them requires apology, multilateralism, diplomacy, and treating even our mortal enemies with “mutual respect.”

Most critical of all for Obama is the power of “change.” Claremont-McKenna Professor Charles Kesler wrote that the president “believes that change is almost always synonymous with improvement, that history has a direction and destination, that it’s crucial to be on the right side of history . . . and that it’s the leader’s job to discern which is the right side and to lead his people to that promised land of social equality and social justice.”

Kesler continued:

Obama says, “Yes, we can” to slaves, abolitionists, immigrants, western pioneers, suffragettes, the space program, healing this nation, and repairing the world—and that’s in one speech. . . . “Yes, we can” takes the place in his thought that “all men are created equal” held in Lincoln’s thought. Insofar as it is America’s national creed, it affirms that America is what we make it at any given time: America stands for the ability to change, openness to change, the willingness to constantly remake ourselves. . . . The country’s saving principle, then, is openness to change.

But Obama’s obsession with change reflects a belief that America’s fundamental principles of individual liberty, limited government, and peace through strength are rotten to the core. As a result, progress in his view can only be achieved by minimizing or, ideally, eliminating these principles from the American mind-set.

And that is exactly what Obama would seek to do as president.

OBAMA’S DOMESTIC POLICY: ROOSEVELTIAN BIG GOVERNMENT FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY



One political figure is mentioned more than any living Democrat in Obama’s autobiography: Franklin Delano Roosevelt.

It should come as no surprise, then, that in many respects, Obama’s domestic policy has paralleled that of the great progressive leader, beginning with his approach to the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression.

In Obama’s first inaugural address, the newly minted president called for, what else, action. He declared:

For everywhere we look, there is work to be done. The state of our economy calls for action, bold and swift. And we will act, not only to create new jobs, but to lay a new foundation for growth. We will build the roads and bridges, the electric grids and digital lines that feed our commerce and bind us together. We’ll restore science to its rightful place, and wield technology’s wonders to raise health care’s quality and lower its cost. We will harness the sun and the winds and the soil to fuel our cars and run our factories.

Note the progressive implication here that jobs come from government rather than from private enterprise. Also note that everything the president advocates is about “we,” that is, the collective, under the aegis of the state.

The president continued: “The question we ask today is not whether our government is too big or too small, but whether it works—whether it helps families find jobs at a decent wage, care they can afford, a retirement that is dignified.”

Once in office, President Obama moved swiftly so as not to let this crisis go to waste. His first task was to address the financial sector, a place where George W. Bush had set the tone and where, like Herbert Hoover, Bush deserves scorn for abandoning “free market principles to save the free market system.”

The key piece of Bush’s bank bailout was his Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP). The bailout of the private sector by the state was a major coup for progressives. Obama expanded this initiative, appropriating hundreds of billions of more dollars and overseeing the bailout of the auto industry. TARP was supposed to be limited to financial institutions, but the program provided an opportunity for Obama to expand the government’s tentacles into other industries on behalf of “powerless” political allies. Specifically, Obama ran roughshod over the bankruptcy code on behalf of the United Auto Workers union that had bankrupted Chrysler and General Motors in the first place, and he did so while abrogating the property rights of creditors.

FDR had taken a similar view of state power during times of crisis and, as Obama would, he had done so on behalf of his progressive union allies. Labor’s priorities are progressive priorities.

The sweeping Dodd-Frank financial regulation bill was purportedly created to help ensure that no financial institution would become “too big to fail.” But again, just like FDR’s, the Obama administration’s hyperregulation of the financial-services industry, purported to protect Americans against needless risk-taking, instead ensures that bailouts will become a regular part of the system.

Dodd-Frank’s Title II allows federal regulators to “seize troubled financial firms—with minimal judicial review—and close down their affairs.” Taxpayers will be on the hook for the most troubled assets on financial institutions’ books should the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation seize them. In other words, government’s power to intervene rather than letting market forces work has only grown, and moral hazard has grown right along with it.

Perhaps more insidiously, the Obama administration has used its “crackdown” on the financial-services industry to pay off its community-organizing friends as part of settlements that several large banks have reached with the Department of Justice. So not only has punitive justice been brought against these firms, but the Obama administration has then gone on to redistribute their wealth to its friends. Remember, do as I say, not as I do. It’s a hallmark of progressives everywhere.

On the other hand, the notion that implementing more onerous financial regulations would help make for a healthier banking system has, in reality, served to benefit the big banks, just as the regulatory framework that FDR implemented during the Great Depression helped turn the financial-services industry into a cartel. Small institutions have paid the price, with community banks seeing their total assets decline by forty percent since 1994, while big banks have only grown even bigger.

Obama’s “stimulus” projects represented another Rooseveltian throwback, reflecting the progressive belief in the state as the employer of last resort. And just as with Roosevelt, the bang for the collective taxpayer buck was minimal, unless one was politically connected. According to George Mason University professor Veronique de Rugy, Democratic congressional districts received an average of $471.5 million in stimulus funds, while Republican congressional districts received an average of $260.6 million.

Billions more from the stimulus was doled out in the form of pork for Senate Democrats. Of the 594,754 jobs allegedly “created or saved,” more than two-thirds were to be found in the Department of Education. One study even suggests that the stimulus destroyed or forestalled one million private-sector jobs.

Obama also took a page from the FDR playbook by using the IRS to chill political dissent, with the agency targeting Tea Party groups that were seeking tax-exempt status. The IRS’s “slow-walking” of such groups’ applications prevented many of them from being able to participate in the 2010 and 2012 federal elections. Progressives purport to believe in tolerance and diversity, but those things usually extend only to those who are progressive.

On the Second Amendment, Obama has tried repeatedly to take advantage of virtually every crisis and tragedy to work to limit Americans’ gun rights, including taking executive action. Progressives argue that such restrictions will increase public safety. In reality, progressive enclaves such as Chicago, which have some of the most stringent gun laws in the nation, also have some of the highest rates of “gun violence.” Harvard’s John Lott, Jr., meanwhile has shown time and again that “more guns equal less crime.” (See my book Control for every stat and study you’ve ever wanted to know about refuting the gun-grabber arguments that always appear after a tragedy.) And in another case of “do what I say,” those in dangerous communities are left unarmed while “Operation Fast and Furious” authorized gun dealers to sell two thousand weapons to drug cartels, weapons that were used in the murders of hundreds of Mexicans, as well as U.S. Border Patrol agent Brian Terry.

Speaking of the Mexican border, Obama’s unconstitutional executive amnesty reflects the progressive ethos that we are all citizens of the world, that there are no borders, and that the executive must be able to act in the face of an intransigent legislature. Amnesty is really about two things: multiculturalism, one of progressivism’s highest values, and ensuring a permanent progressive majority in the country by adding millions of new likely Democratic voters to the rolls. (Not to mention the implications of the Cloward-Piven strategy of overloading the system to force a collapse.)

The Obama administration has also gone about purging individuals and documents describing the jihadist threat in the jihadists’ own terms. Language has been removed, for example, from federal law-enforcement training materials because Muslim groups—including at least one with known ties to terror—told the FBI that they found it offensive. Among the “offensive” language? A mention of al Qaeda’s connection to the 1993 World Trade Center bombing attempt.

Obama has repeatedly refused to acknowledge that jihadists have anything to do with Islam, calling their ideology “nihilistic.” This view is consistent with the (contradictory) progressive idea that we should not judge another’s religion but that Islam is a religion of peace and Muslim terrorists are merely perverting it. Worse, he put the very front groups that advanced the agenda of Islamic supremacists in America in charge of the “outreach” efforts created in order to “counter violent extremism.”

Meanwhile, as jihadists have waged war on America’s homeland, the Obama Justice Department has expressed its gravest concern over hostile speech toward Muslims by Americans, threatening that it could prosecute those who use such language. There is little more progressive than whitewashing a serious threat emanating from the Muslim community while then presenting the Muslim community as the victim and threatening the so-called aggressors by infringing on their constitutional rights.

Environmentalism is another key part of progressive ideology, dictating that ecological concerns trump economic ones. The Obama administration has argued that global warming is the greatest threat to the planet, requiring that Americans eschew economic progress by drastically curtailing their activities in order to prevent its acceleration. Ignored is that in order to achieve such goals, there are billions of public dollars, including $2.5 billion in annual “federal climate change expenditures” alone, being doled out (translation: redistributed) to advance this narrative.

Obama finally killed the job-creating Keystone Pipeline, after slow-walking it for years, citing environmental concerns. He did, however, use government funding to back “green jobs” initiatives that resulted in hundreds of millions of dollars and thousands of jobs being lost and/or outsourced, including those at Solyndra.

Meanwhile, economic costs of the policy aside, the president agreed to a deal with the Chinese in which America would reduce its emissions by between twenty-six percent and twenty-eight percent compared with 2005 levels by 2025. Who would pay for this drastic reduction? The coal industry, in theory, but ultimately, we all will pay. Obama’s power-plant provisions associated with emissions reductions are expected to cost America 125,800 jobs and create a GDP loss of $650 billion over a ten-year period. This was consistent with Obama’s 2008 statement that his cap-and-trade plan would bankrupt those who sought to build coal plants. Progressives are willing to destroy industries in the service of their ideological agenda.

And then there is perhaps the progressive movement’s most important victory, the culmination of an obsession that began with FDR’s Second Bill of Rights. It was Obama’s analogue to Roosevelt’s Social Security and Lyndon Johnson’s Medicare and Medicaid, his great entitlement, now cast as a civil rights issue: Obamacare.

True to FDR’s aim, Obamacare sought, at least superficially, to provide health care for all by way of government force, something those on the left had been pushing for more than a century. It treated health care as a right to be granted by the state. As Vice President Joe Biden clearly articulated it, it was a “big f*cking deal.”

While not the vaunted “single-payer, universal health care” that Obama and his progressive allies relished, the deceptively named Affordable Care Act did fundamentally change not only market-based health insurance but the entire American health-care system itself. It laid the groundwork for a collapse (à la Cloward-Piven) that will inevitably shepherd in a more pure version of socialized medicine down the road. And most important, it made Americans begin to question those key principles of individual liberty and limited government and ask themselves, if the state can take control of health care, what can’t it take control of?

Kesler makes the case that Obamacare is an echo of FDR’s National Industrial Recovery Act, in that it gave the state power over “a huge swath of the economy through collusive price-fixing, restraints on production, aversion to competition, and corporatist partnerships between industry and government.” Also in line with FDR’s anticapitalist actions during the Great Depression, the multiple-thousand-page Obamacare bill created a staggering 159 new bureaucracies—programs, commissions, and boards. This massive expansion of the administrative state and the corresponding reduction in individual liberty grants unelected “enlightened technocrats” unprecedented power over Americans from pregnancy through old age. Woodrow Wilson could have only dreamed of such a system.

Obamacare, with its newly empowered and unaccountable bureaucrats, is what passes for law when you believe in a living constitution. At root, it turns the American system—where every man is supposed to be king—on its head by making us subjects of the state. All in the name of “progress” and change.

The undemocratic process by which Obamacare was rammed through, without any Republican votes in either house of Congress, was characteristic of progressives who shun the checks and balances enshrined in the Constitution. As revealed by MIT professor Jonathan Gruber—an architect of the legislation who traveled around the country shilling for it as a paid spokesman for the Obama administration—the promises of the law, namely lower health-care costs and the idea that “if you like your health plan, you can keep your health plan,” were knowingly fraudulent claims. Just more evidence that, for progressives, the ends always justify the means.

Then-Speaker Nancy Pelosi made clear the Democrats’ intent to ensure Obamacare’s passage, no matter what: “We’ll go through the gate. If the gate’s closed, we’ll go over the fence. If the fence is too high, we’ll pole vault in. If that doesn’t work, we’ll parachute in but we’re going to get health care reform passed for the American people.” When questioned about the constitutionality of the legislation, Pelosi’s response was only, “Are you serious?”

In granting government control over one-sixth of the economy (and, in particular, the one-sixth that affects every individual in the most personal way), Obamacare, in its passage, substance, and implementation, has proven to be the most progressive piece of legislation in U.S. history. It cost the Democrats the House of Representatives and ultimately the Senate, but those are just battles. The war itself was won.

In addition to this game-changing entitlement, there are numerous other progressive policies that Obama has pursued, echoing Depression-era governmental programs. Just like FDR, Obama purported to help struggling Americans with these policies, but what he primarily accomplished was growing government and executive power. Consider some of the other progressive wins Obama has racked up:

• Using recess appointment power when the Senate was not in recess—thwarting constitutional checks and balances.

• Seeking to force public schools to use racial quotas to determine how and when to punish students for misbehaving—thwarting the federalist structure in an attempt to socially engineer based on progressive notions of “fairness” and “justice.”

• Forcing universities nationwide to strip protections from college students accused of sexual misconduct—violating due process rights.

• Ignoring the law requiring that the president give thirty days’ notice to Congress before releasing jihadists from Guantanamo Bay, Cuba—thwarting the system of checks and balances.

• Attempting to impose an unconstitutional nationwide speech code on college campuses—thwarting the First Amendment.



PROGRESSIVE “HELP” FOR THE NEEDIEST

What were the ultimate outcomes of policies designed to support society’s underdogs? In 2009, 33.5 million Americans were on food stamps. By 2015, the average participation rate had risen to 45.8 million.

The unemployment rate, which was once as high as ten percent, has now fallen to five percent, but the numbers are misleading. The falling rate appears to have been driven by a mass increase in the number of people who have dropped out of the workforce altogether. In late 2009, as unemployment peaked, there were about 82.5 million people out of the workforce. That number has now grown to 95 million. Obama’s “recovery” has been one of the slowest in American history. Blacks and Hispanics, constituencies that broadly supported the president’s progressive agenda, have been hit particularly hard.

Those who have jobs aren’t immune. Health-insurance costs have spiraled out of control since Obamacare’s inception, with forty-nine states seeing premium hikes in 2016. There are also at least a thousand ongoing investigations into potential ISIS members in the United States. And last but not least, the national debt rose from $10.6 trillion when Obama took office in January 2009 to more than $19 trillion as of February 2016.

It is expected to reach $20 trillion by the end of his presidency.





• Arguing several property rights cases rejected unanimously by the Supreme Court, under which Obama’s Environmental Protection Agency showed severe contempt for such rights through coercion—thwarting constitutionally protected private property rights.

The fact that these policies represent only a fraction of the progressive Obama priorities foisted on the public under the banner of “fairness, justice, and equality” indicates that the Obama administration has overloaded our system under one big Cloward-Piven crusade for privileges masquerading as “rights.”

In 2008, Obama made an astute observation: “I think Ronald Reagan changed the trajectory of America in a way that Richard Nixon did not and in a way that Bill Clinton did not. He put us on a fundamentally different path because the country was ready for it.”

It’s clear that Obama fancied himself as the Democratic Reagan, the man who would lead the nation to the promised land of postconstitutional progressivism. Eight years later, there is no argument. Obama has achieved this fundamental transformation. He has changed the trajectory of the country in the way he prophesied. From unconstitutional executive orders to the abrogation of private property rights and his neglect of constitutional checks and balances, Obama has made a mockery of America’s system in the service of his progressive agenda.

WILSON’S GHOST: FIGHTING GLOBAL SOCIAL INJUSTICE



Describing visions of foreign policy is a difficult business. On the left in particular, there is a divergent array of views, from interventionist Wilsonian internationalists to isolationist Code Pink “antimilitarists.” The former believe that it is America’s duty to spread democracy worldwide, arguing that all people share universal liberal principles and should coexist under international coalitions and norms. The antimilitarists echo the views of those during the Vietnam era who saw America’s cause as a fundamentally negative one around the world and who wanted to end the “military-industrial complex” altogether.

During his first inaugural address, Obama unveiled an essential line with respect to how he would deal with America’s adversaries: “To those who cling to power through corruption and deceit and the silencing of dissent, know that you are on the wrong side of history, but that we will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist.”

Only those on one side of that handshake wound up keeping their end of the bargain. America bent over backward repeatedly for its enemies. The Iran nuclear deal, for example, is the living embodiment of the core elements of progressive foreign policy, the culmination of Obama’s most ambitious (and dangerous) project. The result is America’s aiding, abetting, and enabling of Iran, the world’s leading state sponsor of terror. Under a deal purportedly crafted to partially destroy and halt Iran’s nuclear program (recall Obama’s desire for a nuclear-free world), Obama not only agreed to allow Iran to maintain key parts of its nuclear infrastructure and protect it against attack but also released upward of $100 billion certain to be used for the mullahs’ nefarious jihadist designs.

The Obama administration’s easing of sanctions also opened up commerce with a regime that had been on life support. In the aftermath of the deal, Iran continued launching ballistic missiles, almost certainly violating the deal’s terms. This sort of appeasement and, worse than appeasement, this active support of a terrorist regime is the kind of stance that could only make sense to a progressive who sees the world as he or she wishes it to be. Empowering your enemy does not make them a friend, it only makes them a stronger enemy. At the same time, caving to Iran only worked to undermine one of America’s staunchest traditional allies, Israel, which Iran has repeatedly vowed to destroy.

While Iran was the worst and most egregious exercise in progressive naivety and willful blindness, there were many other Obama administration disasters born of the same ideology.

Another crucial element of the Obama doctrine was the long-held progressive aim of self-determination for oppressed peoples. Ironically, like George W. Bush, Obama believed in spreading democracy to the Middle East. However, his belief in this was based not on an embrace of a pluralistic system grounded in individual liberty but rather on majoritarianism. And if the majority party was the Muslim Brotherhood, terrorists who formed the tip of the jihadist spear, so be it. Secular authoritarians would have to either embrace reforms or step aside.

As the so-called Arab Spring unfolded, Obama sought to get on the right side of history, over and above the advice of his national security team. He encouraged Egypt’s President Hosni Mubarak, a longtime U.S. partner and strategic ally of Israel, to implement reforms toward “fully representative democracy.” Left unsaid was the fact that the only organized political force beyond Mubarak’s military regime was the jihadist Muslim Brotherhood.

As protests swelled in Tahrir Square and the situation grew dangerous, the White House changed its tune and asked Mubarak to step down. The Muslim Brotherhood filled the power vacuum, led by notorious Islamic supremacist Mohamed Morsi. The Obama administration supported Morsi’s radical regime by continuing to provide it with monetary aid and heavy weaponry.

And then there was Libya, whose failures became real to all Americans on the night of September 11, 2012, when U.S. Ambassador Chris Stevens, information officer Sean Smith, and CIA operatives Glen Doherty and Tyrone Woods were murdered by jihadist terrorists. Libya’s leader, Muammar Qaddafi, like Mubarak, had repressed jihadist forces, jailing thousands of Islamist militants and largely disarming in response to America’s invasion of Iraq. He had, in effect, become an ally. But the Obama administration again sought the overthrow of an authoritarian leader in favor of “democracy.” U.S. and NATO air forces were responsible for aiding the “rebels” who overthrew the Qaddafi regime, but what the United States really helped accomplish was to turn Libya over to the worst of the jihadist forces. The United States, ousted from the country, was greeted in 2014 with images of jihadists diving into the swimming pool of its former embassy in Tripoli. There are now approximately sixty-five hundred ISIS fighters in the failed state.

Obama accomplished this feat while also subverting the Constitution. He never received congressional approval for military action, and then he violated the War Powers Resolution by claiming that bombing Libya did not constitute “hostilities” under the law. After all, the law can mean different things at different times to progressives; it depends on what they need to use it for. Also worth remembering is that as the situation on the ground in Libya deteriorated, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, no doubt on behalf of the administration, held the line on keeping Ambassador Stevens in the country. The valuing of political correctness and progressive ideology even over life and limb proved to be fatal.

Volumes can and will be written on Obama’s hostility toward Israel, the only liberal democracy in the Middle East. While his policies have helped empower those enemies posing an existential threat to the Jewish homeland, he has spent much of his presidency espousing moral equivalence between the Arabs of Palestine and the Israelis, in hopes of a peace deal that cannot be achieved when one side seeks the other’s destruction.

Under Clinton’s leadership at the State Department, it was revealed that the Obama administration went so far as to seek to literally undermine Israel’s governmental position by strengthening the Palestinian Arabs. U.S. intelligence agencies spied on Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, seeking to capture his communications. Following Clinton’s tenure, Secretary of State John Kerry went so far as to threaten Israel over the so-called boycott, divestment, and sanctions (BDS) movement, warning that Israel could be subject to a crippling broad-based boycott. In effect, he legitimized the actions of its enemies. The United States eventually backed away from language in anti-BDS legislation that it deemed too controversial for “blurring the lines between Israel and the West Bank.”

The Obama administration’s stance toward Israel has been reflective of broadly held progressive views on the Jewish nation akin to those held in Arab studies departments across the United States, including the department led by Obama’s friend Khalidi. Many progressives again believe that the “Zionist” entity is an illegitimate, repressive, apartheid state. It is treated as a colonialist Western occupier and oppressor. Obama’s policies, while not overtly reflecting this mind-set, represent the maximum level of hostility that a sitting U.S. president can apply toward Israel. As a result, Israel is now in a perilous position, with threats from Arabs of Palestine, Hezbollah, ISIS, and the Iranian regime itself growing daily.

In Russia, Obama’s “reset” and promises of “flexibility” have been met with the ascendancy of President Vladimir Putin as a world leader. What has been the effect of Obama’s open hand to Putin’s clenched fist? Russia walked into Ukraine and took it over. Obama, like so many other progressives who have underestimated dictators in the past, chose to ignore Putin’s belief that “the demise of the Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the [twentieth] century.” Obama has invited a new one.

China’s saber-rattling in the South China Sea, including the continued expansion of man-made islands and its crippling and costly cyber-attacks on U.S. businesses, represents a further show of strength by America’s adversaries in the face of Obama’s “open hand” policy.

In Cuba, putting aside the fact that the Castros maintain a repressive Communist regime, Obama overturned decades of U.S. policy to open up diplomatic relations with the country, along with commercial ties that culminated in Obama and Raúl Castro sharing a hot dog at a Cuban baseball game. The end result will be a much-needed lifeline for Cuba in the form of foreign capital. This influx will not only sustain but also strengthen the Communist government, propping up an anti-American regime less than a hundred miles from our shores, a regime from which new threats can easily grow.

The sum of Obama’s foreign policy has been the empowering of America’s worst enemies, while its friends and America itself grow increasingly unsafe. Ideology has firmly trumped the national interest. Like those of progressives before him, Obama’s actions reflect a man who sees the world as the utopian version he wishes it to be rather than what it actually is.

Obama set out to “change” and “transform” America, and he has done exactly that. He has pushed the country as close as it could stomach to socialized medicine. He has made a mockery of the Constitution. He has engaged in unprecedented diplomatic dealings with all manner of enemies, foreign and domestic. He has doubled the national debt to $20 million while growing the size and scope of the state and reducing individual liberties.

Some on the left have expressed disappointment with Obama, saying that he was, for example, a “counterfeit” progressive. I don’t buy it. The nation looks radically different from how it looked at the start of his administration. And remember, waves all look different; some crash to the shore with ferocity, while others slowly roll in. But one wave always gives way to another. Wilson, Teddy Roosevelt, FDR, LBJ—they all paved the way for Obama, each pushing as far as their times would allow.

I have no doubt that the seeds planted during the last eight years will bloom in the years ahead, no matter who takes over the Oval Office next.




PROFILE IN FEAR:

FRANK MARSHALL DAVIS, OBAMA’S FATHER FIGURE

Frank Marshall Davis sat in the back of a patrol car and feared for his safety. Who knew what might happen to a young African-American in Kansas in the 1920s? The police car had pulled alongside him as he was walking down the street in his neighborhood, minding his own business.

“Git your black ass in the car with us,” the chief of police had instructed. He told Davis that a white woman on a nearby street had complained of a prowler.

Frank was frightened, but he complied. Such was the life of a black man in America, he believed. He flashed back to a time when he was five years old. Two other kids had placed a noose around his neck, choking him. Freed with the assistance of a passing stranger, Frank had made it home and told his family what had happened. They, in turn, had complained to his school, which, in turn, had completely ignored them.

Now the police chief pulled the car up in front of an unfamiliar house. A white woman, the one who’d registered the prowler complaint, was brought forward to identify Frank.

It wasn’t him, she told the policeman.

“You sure?” the police chief asked.

She said she was.

Frank was pretty sure the police chief was disappointed. It’s not every day they have a chance to whip a big black nigger, he thought.

“Where do you live?” the chief asked him. Then he turned to his buddies. “I didn’t know any damn niggers lived in this part of town, did you?”

“There’s a darky family livin’ down here someplace,” one of the others replied.

The conversation only fueled Frank’s fear and enmity—and anger. I’d give twenty years off my life to bind these three cops together, throw them motionless on the ground in front of me, and for a whole hour piss in their faces.

It was easy to understand why he was filled with all-consuming hate. For the cops. For America. For anyone or anything that represented power and inequality. And eventually for the free-enterprise system that allowed such people to exist.

Davis had spent much of his life fixated on identity and race. After growing up in racially hostile Kansas in the early 1900s, he had eventually departed for the more inviting pastures of the leftist intellectual bastion of Chicago.

Prolific and creative, he moved in progressive circles in the 1930s and ’40s, writing columns for various Communist-line publications and castigating America for its racism, colonialism, and imperialism. “The United States was the only slaveholding nation in the New World,” he wrote, “that completely dehumanized Africans by considering them as chattel, placing them in the same category of horses, cattle, and furniture.”

He mocked the notion of “the American way” as a slogan peddled by “flag-waving fascists and lukewarm liberals.” He was angry, bitter, and seeking to change the world.

In 1948, at the urging of Stalin sympathizer Paul Robeson, Davis left Chicago for Honolulu, seeking a more inviting home for his interracial marriage. The legal barriers against interracial marriage in most American states only furthered his lifelong view of the United States as irreparably racist.

A literal card-carrying member of the Community Party USA, Davis was deemed a big enough threat that the FBI created a file on him that ran to six hundred pages. His Communist agitation culminated with testimony in front of the U.S. Senate in 1956 in which he pled the Fifth. From that point on, however, he lived out his days largely undisturbed in Hawaii, writing poetry and taking provocative photographs of nude women. He also took pictures of Hawaii’s shorelines, which drew the interest of the FBI and others who suspected he was planning to send the photos to Soviet leaders should Hawaii ever need to be targeted.

Among his friends on the island was another Kansas transplant by the name of Stanley Dunham. The two friends would often play games like Scrabble and drink together. Mr. Dunham had a grandson who, as it happened, shared many things in common with Davis. His name was Barack Obama.

Young Obama also spent much of his adolescence in a profound identity crisis. The boy living in liberal Hawaii was suddenly conscious of the fact that he was at the intersection of very different worlds: black and white, African and American, foreign and near. His lack of identity, combined with the void created by the absence of his late father, accentuated the standard teenage angst of a sixteen-year-old.

Later in life, Obama described the context of his internal struggle during a library talk shortly after his book Dreams from My Father came out. “I end up coming into adolescence at a time when the tensions between the races even in a place like Hawaii are becoming more pronounced,” Obama told the audience, “and sort of the identity politics that is so pronounced today was already starting to come to the fore.” He went on:

I’m a very angry young man at the time . . . partly because my father is absent. Partly because I’m trying to struggle, “What does it mean exactly to be a black man in America?” Partly because I’m sufficiently isolated in Hawaii without a large African-American community, without father figures around that might guide me and steer my anger. What I end up relying upon are the images and stereotypes that are coming through the media. And I’m having to patch together and piece together exactly what it means for me to be both African and an American.

It was in this frame of mind that Obama absorbed the lessons of his grandfather’s drinking buddy, Frank Davis. After one instance in which Obama claims he felt particularly alienated about race, he sought out Davis for help and had “a discussion with him about the kind of frustrations I am having and he sort of schools me that I should get used to these frustrations.”

This was one of many conversations the two would have. It was Davis who helped Obama sort out his feelings about race and who gave heed to his fears, hopes, and ambitions. Davis later explained that “black people have a reason to hate.”

Davis remained a critical character at every turn of Obama’s life journey. According to Davis biographer Paul Kengor, Obama memorialized his legacy in his first book:

In Dreams from My Father, “Frank” is mentioned twenty-two times by name, and far more via pronouns and other forms of reference. He is a consistent theme, appearing repeatedly and meaningfully in all three parts of the book. He is part of Obama’s life and mind, by Obama’s own extended recounting, from Hawaii—the site of visits and late evenings together—to Los Angeles to Chicago to Germany to Africa, from adolescence to college to community organizing. “Frank” is always one of the few (and first) names mentioned by Obama in each mile-marker upon his historic path from Hawaii to Washington. When Obama at last arrived in Chicago, where he would find himself politically, professionally, and ideologically—precisely as Frank Marshall Davis had 50 years earlier—the first thing he did was think of “Frank,” literally visualizing him, picturing him there.

That a Communist Party member had any impact at all on the young, impressionable future president is disturbing in and of itself. But it is clear that Obama yearned for and needed direction. He was lacking a father figure to provide guidance, perspective, and wisdom—to help him find his identity. Davis was all too willing to play this role.

During a 2007 speech at the Communist Party USA archives at New York University, Professor Gerald Horne spoke about the parallels between these two men:

At some point in the future, a teacher will add to her syllabus Barack’s memoir and instruct her students to read it alongside Frank Marshall Davis’s equally affecting memoir, Living the Blues, and when that day comes, I’m sure a future student will not only examine critically the Frankenstein monsters that U.S. imperialism created . . . but will also be moved to come to this historic and wonderful archive in order to gain insight on what has befallen this complex and intriguing planet on which we reside.

Perhaps anticipating this very comparison, Obama purged Davis’s name from the abridged audio version of Dreams from My Father. The progressive president had learned well. He had “sacrificed the cheap satisfaction of the radical pose for the deep satisfaction of radical ends,” as his environmental czar Van Jones would term it.

That, however, hasn’t stopped Obama from carrying a torch for communism wherever he can find it. In 2016, he headed to Castro’s Cuba—the very same Castro and Cuba that John F. Kennedy had risked his entire presidency to confront—and offered the notorious Communist dictatorship his hand in friendship.

Days later, he told an audience of young leaders in Argentina, “So often in the past there’s been a sharp division between left and right, between capitalist and communist or socialist. And especially in the Americas, that’s been a big debate, right? Oh, you know, you’re a capitalist Yankee dog, and oh, you know, you’re some crazy communist that’s going to take away everybody’s property.”

Then he told the students something astonishing. “I think for your generation, you should be practical and just choose from what works,” he said. The clear implication is that communism can work—even though history has shown repeatedly that it can’t.

Socialism, communism, capitalism—there’s no real difference to Obama, and we can owe that view in large part to Frank Marshall Davis.

♠


QUIZ: ARE YOU A PROGRESSIVE?



1. How strongly do you agree/disagree with the following statement: “Economic inequality is a major problem in modern industrial societies”?

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

2. One proper role of government is to ensure that nobody gets left behind due to circumstances beyond their control.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

3. Each of us bears responsibility for the safety, welfare, and happiness of our fellow men.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

4. When choosing between two possible laws, we should always choose the law that provides the greatest benefit to the largest number of people.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

5. Because individual people sometimes act selfishly, it’s OK for a government to pass laws that limit choices to ensure that people don’t get taken advantage of.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

6. It’s acceptable for the government to provide public funding to private charitable organizations that provide useful services to the poor.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

7. The wealthiest people in society have the greatest responsibility to provide for services and basic needs for the poor.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

8. Because some people make unhealthy choices about what they put into their bodies, it’s acceptable to pass laws that make certain things illegal or at least harder to acquire.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

9. Big companies who gain a monopoly over a given market pose a major threat to society and should be broken up or regulated to protect consumers.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

10. If we really wanted to, we could eliminate poverty through greater education, a safe environment, and fair workplaces.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

11. It’s an unfortunate reality that many people are inherently greedy, selfish, and violent, causing most of the problems in society.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

12. In any question of individual rights versus group rights, the rights of the group are greater because the individual is just one person, while the group is many people.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

13. The idea of race is an old-fashioned social construct, and there really is no difference between various racial or ethnic groups.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

14. The world would be a much better place if we treated males and females as completely equal in every way.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

15. Because all cultures have something to offer, we should give every culture and social group an equal voice in making laws, policies, and setting standards.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

16. The closer we get to a world where everybody has equal wealth and status, the more perfect the world will be.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

17. A true democracy where the majority vote rules is the only fair way for a government to operate.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

18. Individuals should have the right of free speech unless their speech can be shown to hurt or offend other people.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

19. If people aren’t willing to contribute to charity when they can afford to, it’s acceptable to pass laws to force them to give money to certain charities.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

20. Money (or the love of money) is the root of all evil in the world.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

21. People are better off when progress is driven by science and social discourse, rather than by religion or faith.

a. Strongly Agree

b. Somewhat Agree

c. Neither Agree nor Disagree

d. Somewhat Disagree

e. Strongly Disagree

See page 293 for Answer Key


PART II

THE LIES


Introduction:

The Great Lie

Hillary Clinton was doomed, and she knew it.

Trailing by double digits to a crazy-haired, wild-eyed, unrepentant socialist in every New Hampshire poll, she had little hope of turning things around. Time was too short. Bernie Sanders’s crowds were too massive. The architect of the first effort to cram socialized medicine down America’s collective throat was on the defensive, preposterously, as insufficiently radical.

With just days to go before the vote, this was no longer a fight for victory in the first primary state. This was a fight for her reputation. A fight for her political soul.

For most of the campaign, Senator Sanders had worked hard to define himself as the only true “progressive” in the Democratic hierarchy. That wasn’t too hard for a radical who had been an apologist for Marxists around the globe for decades, cheering them to victory against the United States.

In the 2016 race, Sanders proudly dubbed himself the most “progressive” member of the U.S. Senate and suggested that his opponent, Clinton, was a “moderate” and a sellout. No charge could be more deadly in a primary dominated by modern-day hippies, race- and gender-obsessed victim groups, jobless millennials, union thugs, and the permanently aggrieved.

So on February 3, 2016, as Clinton climbed onto the stage in the tiny town of Keene, displaying her fiercest glare and donning her most formidable pantsuit, she expressed “disappointment” that Sanders would deny her the title of “progressive.” Her record in such matters should be beyond question, she contended to a crowd of her supporters. As her spokesman later put it, “You would be hard pressed to find a more accomplished and passionate progressive.”

Days later, standing only a few feet from her political nemesis in an MSNBC debate, she again laid claim to the progressive label. “I am a progressive who gets things done,” she said, adding, “The root of that word—‘progressive’—is progress.” Secretary Clinton noted that in Sanders’s view, even Barack Obama might not be a progressive.

As it happened, the president himself took umbrage with that suggestion only a few days later. At a speech in Springfield, Illinois, where eight years earlier he had all but claimed to be this century’s Abraham Lincoln, Obama announced that he was a progressive, too: “I am a progressive Democrat. I am proud of that. I make no bones about it.”

Which leads to the question, which of these three is the real progressive?

Easy. They are all progressives. The whole lot of them—Clinton, Sanders, Obama, and their allies in Washington, D.C. Progressives have hijacked the entire Democratic Party, which was once the proud political party that elected the tax-slashing and fiercely anticommunist John F. Kennedy as president. So, too, have they hijacked most members of the Republican Party, whose leaders are perfectly content to accede to the progressive status quo of a federal government that intrudes into our lives and confiscates our property daily. They deny this, of course, but that’s because progressives are accomplished liars. The terms go hand in hand.

And that’s what we’re going to explore in this part of the book: the deceit that is used as a tool to stir and exploit fear. All of their lies prey on our most primal emotions: envy, jealousy, loneliness, and, above all else, the terror of death. Whether it’s “rising oceans” that will swallow our coastal cities on account of melting ice caps, or “automatic assault rifles” that will be used to murder us all, or “income inequality” that will turn us into paupers, the Left has perfected the art of the Great Lie.

The Great Lie actually starts with word progressive itself. They constantly mislead about what it actually means. They want you to believe that progressives are basically forward-thinking liberals who believe in democracy, open debates, free thinking, and looking out for their fellow man. They are harmless leftists. You know, like the Swedes.

As Clinton herself noted, the root word of progressive is progress—and progress is a good thing, right? With each passing year, we have more miraculous innovations that extend our lives and make them more convenient. We have more scientific discoveries that reveal truths about subjects from the farthest reaches of the universe to the makeup of the smallest atomic particles. All of these are evidence of a species on the march. We move forward, not backward. Who could be against that? Who could stand in the way of that kind of “progress”? Why would anyone not call himself or herself a “progressive”?

This is one of the arguments that makes progressives so sinister. They harness the best marketing terms to mask the insidiousness of their ideology. To protect the Great Lie.

Progressives claim that they stand for the future. The truth is that progressives actually represent the oldest impulse known to mankind: the will to power, to dominate, and to exploit. At the heart of progressivism is a deeply regressive ideology, one that eliminates individual freedom and makes men serfs and slaves.

Progressives claim that they are basically warmed-over liberals. The truth, as you’ve seen in the history of the founding fathers of progressivism, beginning with Hegel through Marx and Wilson through LBJ and Obama, is that progressivism is the opposite of liberalism, at least as it was once properly understood. Liberals—philosophers such as John Locke, John Stuart Mill, and Adam Smith—invented the idea of individual freedom. This idea captured the imaginations of a generation of freedom fighters born in thirteen colonies some three centuries ago. They took those ideas and put them into practice with two radical documents: the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution. Theirs was a reaction against centralized government, a revolution of the individual against the collective.

But progressivism stands for the idea that freedom isn’t enough, that voluntary cooperation and the free market and individual rights do not work. To improve the quality of life for everyone, government must intervene with rules and regulations. Progressivism is the salve for the struggle, pain, and anxiety of living in a difficult and unpredictable world.

Progressives claim to fight for the average man. The truth is that most of them have both pity and contempt for human beings. They see the rest of us as machines that can be tinkered with and perfected. They believe they know what’s best for everyone. They think that if we submit to the government expert-determined progressive agenda—which included disenfranchisement of African-Americans in the Jim Crow South in the late nineteenth century, prohibition of alcohol in the 1920s, eugenics and eliminating supposedly defective races (which animated Hitler’s campaign of extermination in the 1930s and ’40s)—we can create utopia. They believe that under the banner of “social justice” we can, in effect, become God, that they can create heaven on earth. It may take centuries or even longer, but gradually, generation by generation, progressives can do it. If patience is a virtue, progressives are the most virtuous people on earth.

Progressives claim to believe in a compassionate, tolerant, live-and-let-live society. But in fact, the heart of progressivism lies in two core principles:

• Individual and human society is perfectible, and therefore all problems known to man have solutions.

• An enlightened few can impose these solutions on everyone else.

Both principles are obviously false. The first runs counter to everything most of us believe about human nature, selfishness, and sin—not to mention plenty of historical evidence that men living today are just as capable of depravity and evil as they were millennia ago. The second principle, a kind of tyranny of good intentions, is deeply antidemocratic. It rejects most Americans’ fundamental belief in human equality.

Ideas have consequences. And no idea may be as catastrophic as progressivism. Progressivism spawned socialism, communism, and fascism. Many of the greatest evils of the twentieth century—Adolf Hitler, Benito Mussolini, Joseph Stalin—share their ideology, their belief systems, and their motivations with the progressive movement, the very same movement that Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama want to claim as their own.

In what follows, I’ll go through some of the more common lies we hear from progressives or about the progressive ideology. I’ll use their own words to show you the lies, and then I’ll take each of them apart using facts, logic, and common sense.
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PROGRESSIVES WANT TO KEEP YOU SAFE FROM GUN VIOLENCE

I will use every single minute of every day, if I am so fortunate enough to be your president, looking for ways that we can save lives, that we can change the gun culture.

—HILLARY CLINTON, 2016 CAMPAIGN

This is our first task as a society, keeping our children safe. This is how we will be judged.

—BARACK OBAMA, UNVEILING NEW EXECUTIVE ACTIONS ON GUN CONTROL, 2013

THE LIE



In the spring of 1922, a group of men in sober dark suits met in a small hotel ballroom a few blocks from the U.S. Capitol. At the head of a square table sat the meeting’s leader, a small-framed, unassuming man wearing wire-rimmed glasses that perched above a neatly trimmed mustache. He straightened his papers in front of him, cleared his throat, and read a short prepared statement to the group of assembled government officials of the Prohibition Bureau:

We have made good progress in our efforts to forever stamp out the scourge of human inebriation, having won an Amendment to our beloved Constitution making the manufacture and ownership of liquor as illegal as the ownership of Slaves. However, as long as any of our fellow citizens remains trapped by their inability to resist the temptation to drink, there is still more we can do to protect our citizenry, and their wives and children.

He read on to the silent group and proposed a plan that would help ensure that the government could both identify and “treat” those citizens who still violated their hard-won temperance laws. It was simple: they would add poisonous wood alcohol to bottles of whiskey and then make sure those tainted bottles made their way into the speakeasies and back-alley bars that had popped up across the country in response to the Eighteenth Amendment. When people broke the law by consuming the whiskey, they would get extremely sick or even die, enabling the government to identify lawbreakers and also to discover exactly where alcohol was still being distributed.

The room of federal-government employees listened, nodded, and then left to go dutifully about the business of poisoning and killing thousands of their fellow citizens.i

Eighty-seven years later, government officials of the successor agency to the Prohibition Bureau—the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF)—initiated a program to sell assault rifles to known gunrunners and drug traffickers. The plan was simple, at least in theory: by arming drug warlords with traceable firearms, they could identify the chain of black-market firearms dealers who were enabling drug dealers to be so heavily armed. The government agents set about the work of stamping out the sale of deadly weapons to known murderers . . . by selling deadly weapons to known murders.

Just more than a year after that, an officer of the U.S. Border Patrol was killed in the Arizona desert by Mexican criminals. Assault rifles provided to the assailants by the U.S. government were found at the murder scene.

We’ve met the small-framed, unassuming man in glasses described in the first scene before. His name is Wayne Wheeler, the progressive “dry” zealot who, while not a government official himself, essentially functioned as the United States’ Prohibition czar. In 1921, Wheeler handpicked a former ally in the Ohio temperance movement, Roy A. Haynes, to be the nation’s official Prohibition commissioner.

“Through Haynes,” according to historian John Kobler, “Wheeler controlled the Prohibition Bureau.” Wheeler was a strong proponent of providing poisoned alcohol to America’s illegal drinkers, reasoning that “the person who drinks this industrial alcohol is a deliberate suicide. . . . To root out a bad habit costs many lives and long years of effort.” In the end, the government is estimated to have poisoned some ten thousand Americans.

The second scene above depicts the much more recent disaster of “Operation Fast and Furious,” in which the ATF—which grew directly out of the liquor-poisoning Prohibition Bureau—let guns they were supposedly tracking fall into the hands of drug runners and then promptly lost them. Their strategy, in their own words, was “to allow the transfer of firearms to continue to take place in order to further the investigation.” In reality, the only thing they furthered was murder.

Guns from the Fast and Furious program were linked to the killing of Border Patrol officer Brian Terry, as well as to the deaths of hundreds of Mexican citizens. After notorious drug lord (and apparent pal of Hollywood liberal Sean Penn) Joaquin “El Chapo” Guzmán was captured, authorities found that his arsenal included a .50-caliber rifle that had found its way to the kingpin through Fast and Furious.

Programs like Wheeler’s deliberate liquor poisoning during Prohibition and Operation Fast and Furious under Barack Obama and Eric Holder’s ATF show just how far progressives will go to further their control and limit your freedom, while telling you it’s for your own good. This fight for control, driven by their fear of a free society, is on full display in the gun-control debate today.

The liberal public grief ritual following every attack by a deranged individual with a gun has become as sad a matter of routine as the shootings themselves. Quick to politicize senseless tragedies, progressives waste little time in using acts of gun violence to further their political agenda.

Barack Obama famously shed tears after the Sandy Hook shooting. “As a country, we have been through this too many times,” he said. “We’re going to have to come together and take meaningful action to prevent more tragedies like this, regardless of the politics.”

About a month later, while taking the opportunity to unveil nearly two dozen executive orders on gun control (so much for “regardless of the politics”), Obama repeated a version of the standard justifications that progressives often use for these kinds of actions: “This is our first task as a society, keeping our children safe,” he said. “This is how we will be judged.”

Hillary Clinton’s campaign takes the safety angle as well, vowing to “ensure that the safety of our communities is prioritized over the profits of the gun lobby.” Clinton even held a campaign event with families of the Sandy Hook victims (again, what happened to “regardless of the politics”?) where she declared that “we just have too many guns in this country” and promised: “I will use every single minute of every day, if I am so fortunate enough to be your president, looking for ways that we can save lives, that we can change the gun culture.”

Senator Dianne Feinstein of California, one of the most notorious progressive gun grabbers, used the Sandy Hook tragedy to push for an “assault weapons” ban in 2013. Her law seemed to choose the guns it wanted to ban simply based on how scary-looking they were or how much news coverage they got, prompting even the liberals at Slate.com to ask: “What’s the real difference between an AR-15-style semi-automatic rifle (banned) and the fixed-stock Ruger Mini-14 semi-automatic carbine (allowed), for instance, besides the fact that the AR-15 has been in the news?” Feinstein’s efforts ultimately failed, but in attempting to justify them on the Senate floor, she said, “The most important duty a government has is to protect its citizens’ safety.”

Progressives tell us, Give us all of your guns, but trust us, it’s for your own good. Their promise: fewer guns, more safety.

But, as responsible gun owners know, that’s a lie.

THE TRUTH



Let’s consider the question of safety. How safe are we really in America, and what is the government doing to help?

The nonprofit National Safety Council has compiled data on causes of death. According to its analysis, 1 in 358 Americans will be killed by a firearm.

But:

• 1 in 144 Americans will be killed by a fall.

• 1 in 112 Americans will be killed in a car crash.

• 1 in 109 Americans will die of “unintentional poisoning” (as opposed to the “very much intentional poisoning” carried out by our government during Prohibition).

• 1 in 100 Americans will commit suicide.

• 1 in 7 Americans will die from heart disease or cancer.

The natural question, then, is, what is the government going to do about high surfaces? Or cars? Or poisoning? Or suicide? Or deadly diseases?

Do progressives scramble to hastily call press conferences and push for executive orders every time there is a massive car pileup on a freeway? Are hard-charging senators clamoring to call for a federally imposed height limit on all new structures in the United States so that falls from tall buildings can be eliminated? Not that I know of.

Progressives like Feinstein and Obama say they believe that government’s top priority is “to protect its citizens’ safety”—but what about the safety of American citizen Kimberly Corban? Corban survived a rape in college by a man who broke into her apartment. A decade later, she was still fighting the effects of post-traumatic stress disorder and depression after the assault. Now a mother of two, Corban feels it is her right to defend herself and her children as she sees fit, including with a firearm. She said as much to President Obama directly during a CNN town hall on gun control in January 2016, telling him that she believed her ability to purchase and carry a firearm was a “basic responsibility as a parent.” She continued: “I have been unspeakably victimized once already, and I refuse to let that happen again to myself or my kids. So why can’t your administration see that these restrictions . . . make it harder for me to own a gun, or harder for me to take that where I need to be, is actually just making my kids and I less safe?”

Obama struggled to come up with a response. He condescendingly told the rape survivor that she would “have to be pretty well trained” to use her gun effectively to prevent another assault, and even attempted to turn her concern for her children against her by ominously suggesting, “There’s always the possibility that that firearm in a home leads to a tragic accident.”

None of this fazed Corban. “I would say it was more of a nonresponse,” she told reporters later. “He kind of dodged the question.”

He dodged the question because this survivor exposed what progressives are desperately trying to hide: gun control isn’t about safety at all, or even about guns. It’s about control.

That’s why progressive presidents do not launch dozens of executive orders aimed at curbing the use of cars in America, even though vehicles cause more deaths than guns. Even the fight against the most lethal killers—cancer and heart disease—does not generate as much sustained, passionate progressive fervor as guns.

The reason is simple: curing cancer does not lead to more power in D.C.; gun control does.

Progressives fear an armed citizenry that can stand up to defend itself once their tyranny becomes obvious. Progressives believe they can get away with their revolution as long as they carry it out behind the scenes, and, as we’ve already seen, that strategy has been working for them. But once they seize power outright, they will have to come out into the open.

Maybe there’s even more to it than that. Some progressives want to grab guns because of personal trauma they’ve endured in their own lives. For example, one of the most strident gun-control advocates in Congress for nearly twenty years was New York Democratic Representative Carolyn McCarthy, known as the “Gun Lady.” She first ran for office after her husband was shot and killed on a commuter train. Is it possible that her hatred for guns was driven by her fear of them, as well as her fear of the dark side of human nature?

Even progressives who have never had a personal encounter with a gun worry about what might happen if they had a firearm themselves. Guns are scary. Maybe they worry about their own ability to use guns safely. Maybe they’re concerned that the next time they get angry, they’ll grab their gun and start shooting. They are scared of guns, so they rail against them. They cannot fathom that plenty of responsible and sane citizens, like Kimberly Corban, exist in America, people who want a gun for nothing more than their constitutionally guaranteed right to have one.

Progressives cannot understand this because it undermines their fundamental faith in government. What people like Corban understand—and progressives never will—is that government cannot be trusted to keep us and our families safe. That’s our job.



i. This scene is dramatized based on known facts. For more information, read Deborah Blum, “The Chemist’s War,” Slate, February 19, 2010.
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PROGRESSIVES CARE ABOUT THE ENVIRONMENT

That is what is at stake, our ability to live on planet Earth, to have a future as a civilization. I believe this is a moral issue, it is your time to seize this issue, it is our time to rise again to secure our future.

—AL GORE, AN INCONVENIENT TRUTH, 2006

I am absolutely certain that generations from now, we will be able to look back and tell our children that this was the moment . . . when the rise of the oceans began to slow and our planet began to heal.

—BARACK OBAMA, NOMINATION ACCEPTANCE SPEECH, 2008

THE LIE



The fight over global warming, global cooling (yes, that was the scientific Left’s theory in the 1970s), “climate change,” or whatever they’re choosing to call it at a given time might seem like the ultimate cause of the modern progressive. It combines the pursuit of “justice” (in this case, “climate justice”), calling for more regulation and bigger government by elite, unaccountable bodies, with the imposition of a secular orthodoxy based on supposedly “settled” climate science. Never mind that by the progressives’ own admission, the “science” itself keeps changing.

Since the birth of the environmental movement in the 1960s, progressives have made sure everyone knows how much they care about the planet. And it hasn’t just been progressive Democrats; Richard Nixon created a whole new government department of environmentalism, the EPA.

They are continuing the fight today. Hillary Clinton’s campaign called climate change “a defining challenge of our time,” and she promised not to “force our children to endure the catastrophe that would result from unchecked climate change.” Bernie Sanders blamed the evil corporations, too: “While fossil fuel companies are raking in record profits, climate change ravages our planet and our people.” And everyone probably remembers Barack Obama’s messianic victory speech in 2008 in which he proclaimed that his election would be “the moment when the rise of the oceans began to slow and our planet began to heal.”

It wasn’t just campaign rhetoric for Obama, either. He made the global-warming obsession a matter of policy. His administration gave taxpayer money to “green” energy companies like Solyndra that then went belly-up. Disastrous “cap-and-trade” policies and all-out war on the coal industry cost American jobs, all for the sake of the environment.

Secretary of State John Kerry, who is supposed to be responsible for our foreign affairs, declared that climate change “ranks right up there” with “terrorism, epidemics, poverty [and] the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.” It is difficult to imagine a statement more insensitive to the real victims of terrorism, epidemics, poverty, or weapons of mass destruction—real problems that kill real people in the real world—but that is how far the progressive obsession with the environment (or at least the exploitation of the environment) really goes.

It also goes that far, in part, because it has the money to do so. Plants aren’t the only green thing the environmentalists love; they love their cash, too. Despite all the liberal complaints about money in politics, “green billionaire” Tom Steyer—who made his hedge-fund money in fossil fuels before his miraculous conversion—was one of the top super-PAC donors in the 2016 elections. Of course, the patron saint of modern progressive environmentalism is none other than former Vice President Al Gore, and the movement’s sacred text is his 2006 “documentary” An Inconvenient Truth.

But saving the planet is not the main goal of the progressive environmentalists. Their true aims are much more in character for people who practice an ideology that only the enlightened should lead.

At the end of An Inconvenient Truth, Gore admonishes his viewers: “Future generations may well have occasion to ask themselves, ‘What were our parents thinking? Why didn’t they wake up when they had a chance?’ ”

A better question might be what are the progressive environmentalists really thinking? That is what we need to answer so that one day, freedom-loving people crushed under a progressive agenda will not be forced to ask, Why didn’t we wake up when we had the chance?

THE TRUTH



Progressives believe that the ends always justify the means. We explored plenty of examples of that in this book. At first glance, it would appear that the end in this case is saving the planet from supposed man-made destruction, and the environmental movement is the means for doing so. But what if that wasn’t the case? What if the global warming “crisis” itself was, in fact, the means to a completely different end?

In 2014, Canadian author and activist Naomi Klein published a book, This Changes Everything: Capitalism vs. the Climate. Klein is an outspoken critic of capitalism; her previous book dealt with “disaster capitalism,” and when it came out, the New Yorker called her “the most visible and influential figure on the American Left—what Howard Zinn and Noam Chomsky were thirty years ago.” Klein has contributed to progressive organs such as the Nation, and her anticapitalist views are well known.

In This Changes Everything, Klein is refreshingly honest, saying what few progressives are willing to admit. She argues, for example, for the use of a new weapon against the global capitalist system: the climate “crisis” itself. Klein writes that climate activism could actually bring down the capitalist system entirely.

“The really inconvenient truth is that it’s not about carbon—it’s about capitalism,” the book explains. But there was good news, too: “The convenient truth is that we can seize this existential crisis to transform our failed economic system and build something radically better.”

Building a better world has been the progressives’ goal from the very beginning. And Klein says that climate alarmism is the “existential crisis” that gets us there. A documentary based on This Changes Everything came out a year after the book, and in the accompanying trailer, Klein asks what she calls “the big question”: “What if global warming isn’t only a crisis? What if it’s the best chance we’re ever gonna get to build a better world?” Then she delivers an ultimatum: “Change, or be changed.” In other words, help us build our better world willingly, or we will force you into it.

But what can Klein force us to do after all? She’s a prominent progressive theorist, yes, but she doesn’t make policy. And the people who do make international climate policy really must care about the environment. Surely they can’t share such a radical aim as the destruction of the world’s economic system . . . can they?

As it turns out, yes, they can. Here is what Otto Edenhofer, a former official on the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), told a Swiss newspaper while he was serving as a co-chair of one of the IPCC’s working groups in 2010:

[O]ne must say clearly that we redistribute de facto the world’s wealth by climate policy. Obviously, the owners of coal and oil will not be enthusiastic about this. One has to free oneself from the illusion that international climate policy is environmental policy. This has almost nothing to do with environmental policy anymore, with problems such as deforestation or the ozone hole.

Edenhofer also said that an upcoming international conference, ostensibly about climate, was “actually an economy summit during which the distribution of the world’s resources will be negotiated.”

This was not just an isolated remark by one radical former official. The current top climate official at the UN has confirmed that the goal of bringing about economic change through climate policy remains in place. In February 2015, Christiana Figueres, head of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, told a press conference in Brussels that the goal was to “intentionally transform the economic development model.” She went on: “This is the first time in the history of mankind that we are setting ourselves the task of intentionally, within a defined period of time, to change the economic development model that has been reigning for at least 150 years, since the industrial revolution.”

The economic model that has been dominant since the industrial revolution is, of course, capitalism. And the UN has vowed to “intentionally transform” that model through climate policy—to dismantle capitalism.

Besides ignorance of basic economics and blinding ideology, what drives this cadre of scientists, CEOs, politicians, and bureaucrats to dismantle capitalism under the guise of saving the environment? It’s fear. But not the kind you might think. They aren’t afraid of actual harm to the planet. Yes, some passionate but ill-informed environmentalists might really believe that we will all die in a hail of fire and brimstone brought down by a vengeful Mother Earth, but those at the top who are pulling the strings of the movement are afraid of something much greater: the balance of power tilting back toward individual liberty and away from state control.

The free market has remained the dominant economic model for the last century and a half for a good reason: it works. Progressives have tried to fight it tooth and nail in any number of countries under any number of banners—from socialism to communism to progressivism—but they have never succeeded. Temporarily, perhaps, in some places, but never completely.

They fear the choice that the free market offers. There are too many possible paths for humanity to take, too many “wrong” roads to go down. Progressives don’t like giving the masses too many options, because normal people cannot be trusted to make their own decisions.

That is the fundamental, though never stated, reason behind the embrace of the UN and its climate policies. It’s the ultimate weapon in a last-ditch battle against the free-market system. Progressives have realized that they probably can’t win the ideological battle—people will keep choosing freedom over authoritarianism any day—so instead they must use economics as a force. Millions of hardworking Indians and Chinese wouldn’t choose to stay in poverty; they want electricity, cars, and all the perks of modern life that we are blessed to have. So, true to their nature, progressives opted for carrying out their revolution behind the scenes rather than in the open.

Climate policy has simply provided a convenient cover for an otherwise fairly standard progressive agenda item. The climate affects the entire world, so naturally, the UN should wield worldwide authority, they reasoned. And with that authority, progressives can build their “better world” by slowly regulating the free market out of existence, thereby eliminating the choice they fear—until their new world is the only choice left.

It’s Cloward-Piven on a global scale.
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PROGRESSIVES RESPECT THE CONSTITUTION

We believe in the wisdom of our founders and the Constitution.

—HILLARY CLINTON, NATIONAL CONSTITUTION CENTER, 2013

America has carried on not simply because of the skill or vision of those in high office, but because we, the people, have remained faithful to the ideals of our forebears and true to our founding documents.

—BARACK OBAMA, FIRST INAUGURAL ADDRESS, 2009

THE LIE



Progressives have been able to remain a force in American politics because they present themselves as “typical politicians.” As we’ve seen, they can’t show the true nature of their ideology because if they did, the vast majority of the American people would rise up and outright reject it. Unlike, say, self-declared socialists or communists, progressives don’t call for open revolution to achieve their goals; they prefer “progression,” gradual change over time. The progressive revolution will not be televised. In fact, if they do it the way they want to, most people won’t even know it’s going on. One day, we’ll all wake up, and the “fundamental transformation” will be complete

Progressives need to blend in. They need to “talk the talk” and “walk the walk” so that they don’t stand out from their more moderate colleagues. A big part of talking that talk is proclaiming their passion for the Constitution and the traditions on which America was founded.

But while progressives may pay lip service to the Constitution, their ideology actually calls for its subversion. In the progressive mind-set, the Constitution is—at best—flawed, outdated, and not up to the task of solving the problems of modern times, not helpful to the “progression” they are attempting to hasten along.

Woodrow Wilson talked a lot about a “living” constitution being “Darwinian in structure and in practice.” Wilson believed that “Society is a living organism and must obey the laws of life, not of mechanics; it must develop. All the progressives ask or desire is permission—in an era when ‘development,’ ‘evolution,’ is the scientific word—to interpret the Constitution according to the Darwinian principle.”

Franklin Roosevelt called the Constitution “the most marvelously elastic compilation of rules of government ever written.” And now Barack Obama carries on the tradition.

When Obama stepped forward to give his inaugural address on January 20, 2009, throngs of admirers standing on the bitterly cold National Mall, along with millions more across the country and around the world, waited with bated breath to hear what he had to say. He was already a historic figure, the nation’s first African-American president, but he was also the figurehead of a movement, someone who had vowed in his campaign to “fundamentally transform” the country.

With some of the first words he spoke as president of the United States—the sixth sentence of his inaugural address, to be precise—Obama paid tribute to the Constitution and our founding principles. In times of trouble, he said, “America has carried on not simply because of the skill or vision of those in high office, but because we, the people, have remained faithful to the ideals of our forebears and true to our founding documents.”

It was all there. The purposeful appropriation of the phrase “we, the people” from the Constitution’s preamble, the lofty language about “ideals of our forebears” and “our founding documents.” It was exactly what the public would expect from someone who had just taken an oath to “preserve, protect, and defend” the Constitution. And in this case, the constitutional connection was even more appropriate: the incoming president was supposedly an expert who had even taught classes in constitutional law! Surely someone with that background would respect the primacy of the document on which all of our laws were based . . . right?

Obama’s second inaugural address saw him reach another historic milestone: he was the first president in modern times to be reelected with fewer votes than in his first election. Considering the rancor of his first term and the controversies over Obamacare and other items of his policy agenda, that was hardly surprising. It’s important to note that in 2013, Obama went right back to waxing poetic about the nation’s founding principles, but he later pivoted to a more nuanced and perhaps more revealing view.

The president began with a reference to the “enduring strength of our Constitution.” He spoke of the duty of every generation since 1776 “to keep safe our founding creed.” Fair enough. But shortly thereafter, he presented a slightly different view, suggesting that our “founding principles” might be flexible after all: “[W]e have always understood that when times change, so must we; that fidelity to our founding principles requires new responses to new challenges; that preserving our individual freedoms ultimately requires collective action. When times change, so must we.”

That was starting to sound awfully relativist, awfully progressive. And just in case there was any doubt, Obama later circled right around to the word itself: “Being true to our founding documents does not require us to agree on every contour of life. It does not mean we all define liberty in exactly the same way or follow the same precise path to happiness. Progress does not compel us to settle centuries-long debates about the role of government for all time, but it does require us to act in our time.”

In his view, stale “debates about the role of government” (debates that help keep our republic vibrant and alive) were simply stumbling blocks to all-important progress. Who had time for debates when we had to “act in our time”? Who cared about what the Constitution actually said when action was more important? In fact, in Obama’s logic, being “true to our founding documents” meant we should set aside our differences and just “act” in the name of progress.

THE TRUTH



In his second inaugural address—beginning a term in office when he would be free from the bother of having to persuade the American people to elect him ever again—Obama expressed a more flexible attitude toward our founding principles and their applicability to modern times. It would follow, then, that this same attitude was extended to the document in which these principles are enshrined: the U.S. Constitution.

Isn’t that a bit of a leap? some of you may be asking. Fair question, but let’s look back at a few comments Obama made long before his presidency for a glimpse into his real thinking on the usefulness of the Constitution.

In 2001, while serving in the Illinois State Senate and teaching constitutional law classes at the University of Chicago Law School, Obama gave several interviews to Chicago public radio station WBEZ. These first came to light and made some waves during the 2008 campaign, but they seem to have largely faded from public view since then. Though still early in his career, Obama had clearly formed sophisticated views on the Constitution by this point, no doubt one reason he was invited on the program in the first place.

In one interview, which got some attention because Obama decried our country’s inability to achieve “major redistributive change through the courts,” he also spoke about the Constitution in general, blaming it for blocking major judicial activism. He stated that the Supreme Court under Chief Justice Earl Warren, one of the most liberal phases in modern Supreme Court history, “didn’t break free from the essential restraints that were placed by the Founding Fathers in the Constitution.” In the context of the interview, it’s clear that Obama wished Warren had. He continued: “[G]enerally the Constitution is a charter of negative liberties that says what the states can’t do to you, what the federal government can’t do to you, but it doesn’t say what the state governments or the federal government must do on your behalf.” Obama clearly believes it is inconvenient that the Founders set up the Constitution with a limited government in order to protect citizens from federal overreach, instead of laying out what government “must do” on behalf the people.

Another radio appearance that same year saw the future president participate in a panel discussion on the Constitution and slavery. Obama and the panelists discussed the debates and compromises over slavery in the Constitution’s history, as well as the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments added after the Civil War, which outlawed slavery and further expanded individual freedoms. After a fellow panelist, a history professor, noted the importance of judging the Founders’ preservation of slavery in the Constitution in the context of their time, Obama offered his take, calling the Constitution “a remarkable document” but also “an imperfect document . . . that reflects some deep flaws in American culture, the Colonial culture nascent at that time.”

Obama went on to talk about the Founders’ lack of concern for African-Americans, but it soon became clear that he was not confining his criticism to simply the historical, pre–Civil War Constitution:

I think we can say that the Constitution reflected an enormous blind spot in this culture that carries on until this day, and that the Framers had that same blind spot. I don’t think the two views are contradictory, to say that it was a remarkable political document that paved the way for where we are now, and to say that it also reflected the fundamental flaw of this country that continues to this day.

What is this “fundamental flaw”? Obama never clearly explained, but what is clear is that he thinks there are still problems with the Constitution today. For most of us, the amendments added to the Constitution in the wake of the Civil War represent a great triumph of how our constitutional system is supposed to work. The country rejected once and for all the brutality of slavery and enshrined that rejection forever in our founding document.

Yet Obama still sees the Constitution as fundamentally flawed more than 150 years later. Does that make it easier for him to subvert or ignore its constraints in the name of progress? Perhaps. Did his view of the “fundamental flaw of this country,” reflected in its Constitution, lead him to run for president on a promise to “fundamentally transform” that flawed country? Perhaps. But in any case, the idea that the Constitution has outlived its usefulness is not new. If Obama does in fact believe that, then he is merely continuing in a long tradition of progressive scholarship.

Herbert Croly, an intellectual godfather of the progressive movement in the early twentieth century and founder of the New Republic, one of progressivism’s main journals of record, was a friend and inspiration to progressive politicians such as Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt. In fact, reading Croly’s 1909 progressive tract The Promise of American Life was a direct factor in Roosevelt’s decision to run as an independent “progressive Republican” candidate in the 1912 election. And Croly had some interesting views on the Constitution.

In The Promise of American Life, he argued that the Federalists who drafted the Constitution represented “chiefly the people of wealth and education,” and as such they “demanded a government adequate to protect existing propertied rights.” This resulted in a Constitution that, according to Croly, “did succeed in giving some effect to their distrust of the democratic principle.” To Croly, the Founders were rich men looking out for their fortunes who were “distrustful” of democracy.

If Croly planted the seeds of the constitutional suspicion in 1909, he doubled down on them in 1914 in Progressive Democracy. In the introduction to that work, he complained: “Ever since the Constitution was established, a systematic and insidious attempt has been made to possess American public opinion with a feeling of its peculiarly sacred character.”

Croly also approvingly cited the work of Charles Beard, another progressive scholar, who once wrote that the Constitution was created by “a small and active group of men immediately interested through their personal possessions in the outcome of their labors,” because they were losing money under the earlier Articles of Confederation government. Croly found that “Professor Beard’s investigations do indicate that the Constitution was . . . ’put over’ by a small minority of able, vigorous and unscrupulous property owners” and concludes himself that “the American democracy rallied to an undemocratic Constitution.”

This almost Marxist interpretation of the Constitution as a tool to advance the economic fortunes of the Framers would certainly render it a flawed document in the progressive calculus. But even before Croly and Beard, one of their progressive compatriots anticipated these ideas. Writing in Congressional Government in 1885, the book that was developed from his doctoral thesis, Woodrow Wilson criticized “blind worship” of the Constitution. He excitedly proclaimed that his generation was “the first Americans to hear our own countrymen ask whether the Constitution is still adapted to serve the purposes for which it was intended.”

Obama echoed Wilson’s sentiments in a slightly different way during his second inaugural address, saying, “When times change, so must we.”
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PROGRESSIVES OPPOSE INCOME INEQUALITY

The dream of upward mobility that made this country a model for the world feels further and further out of reach and many Americans understandably feel frustrated, even angry. . . . Some are calling it a throwback to the Gilded Age of the robber barons.

—HILLARY CLINTON, NEW AMERICA FOUNDATION, 2014

To my mind, if you have seen a massive transfer of wealth from the middle class to the top one-tenth of one percent, you know what, we’ve got to transfer that back if we’re going to have a vibrant middle class.

—BERNIE SANDERS, 2016 CAMPAIGN

THE LIE



Hillary Clinton says that “income inequality” is one of the “biggest issues we face.” She wants to “reshuffle the deck” to address the issue. Bernie Sanders railed against both “income inequality” and “wealth inequality” during his campaign for president. Liberal outlets such as the New York Times routinely publish columns and editorials discussing the need to act urgently in the crisis.

Behind these sob stories is a pervasive fear. Some rich guy somewhere is taking more than his fair share. He’s cheating you. He’s using you. Only by giving power to progressives will these nefarious profit seekers be stopped. Only through progressivism will income distribution be balanced.

THE TRUTH



Rich liberals have no real interest in fixing “income inequality”—at least as it applies to their own income. Take Michael Moore, the socialist filmmaker who loves to rail against the evil millionaires in high-rises in New York who are looking down on the Everyman. While leading the Occupy Wall Street protests in 2011, Moore pretended to be a working-class hero, just like the demonstrators. When Piers Morgan asked Moore on national television about being part of the “one percent,” Moore feigned shock and flat-out lied, responding, “Of course I’m not. How can I be in the one percent?” But independent analysts have estimated Moore’s worth at around $50 million. In 2012, the cutoff for the “one percent” in America was a net worth of $20 million.

In other words, Moore lied. But why? Because even he recognizes the absurdity of a multimillionaire telling a working family that they aren’t paying enough taxes. Because Moore is, in fact, the aloof millionaire looking down on poor people, just like the imaginary enemies he rails against.

Moore isn’t the only millionaire entertainer who wants to make sure a wise progressive government makes decisions for us. Just look at some of the unbelievably wealthy celebrities who, along with Moore, supported Sanders in 2016:

• Singer Neil Young, with a net worth of $65 million, supported Sanders and let him use his music at rallies.

• Actors Tim Robbins and Susan Sarandon, while no longer a Hollywood power couple, threw their weight separately behind the democratic socialist and still have a combined net worth of more than $100 million.

• Dick Van Dyke, who has amassed a net worth of $30 million during several decades on the stage and screen, specifically said he supported Sanders because he reminded him of a “New Deal Democrat” from the Franklin Roosevelt era. As we show in this book, Van Dyke is more right than even he probably knows.

You might further think it strange that Clinton, who made $3 million for giving three speeches in 2013, is telling the rest of us to fork over more money to the government. But it’s not strange. It’s predictable. Because none of this is really about helping the poor. It is about control.

What exactly does the phrase income inequality even mean? To take a literal definition, it’s the fact that some people earn more money than others, something that obviously can’t be prevented unless all salaries are set by the state. No modern-day progressives will go that far—at least not yet—so what they’ve said they really mean is that they want to narrow the gap between the rich and the poor in America. But that is a lie, too. Progressives don’t have a realistic plan to make the poor richer. That would involve encouraging independence, entrepreneurship, ambition—all qualities the Left deplores. All they really do know is how to make everyone else poorer. Except, of course, themselves. Do as I say, not as I do.

Their preferred way to do that is through massive tax increases. Sanders, who is among the most extreme of the lot, advocated an astounding $19 trillion in new taxes. His supporters called it the “Robin Hood tax,” because they claimed it would take from the rich and give to the poor.

Another tactic is a relentless increase in the minimum wage, which really benefits teenagers and punishes struggling workers. Wealthy liberals love this idea, pretending that it’s an easy way to help the poor. Their logic says that if you set a minimum wage that’s above the poverty level, then no one can be in poverty. That’s another lie.

Since 1980, the federal minimum wage has been increased nine times. Yet according to the U.S. Census Bureau, the percentage of Americans who fall below the poverty level is now sixteen percent—a three percent increase since 1980, despite those nine minimum-wage hikes.

The truth is that raising the minimum wage actually has the opposite effect on poverty from what progressives would like everyone to believe. Rising minimum wages mean higher unemployment. A study conducted by the Federal Reserve Bank in San Francisco found that minimum-wage increases may have cost the economy as many as two hundred thousand jobs.

Those jobs are mostly entry-level. They are low-skill and do not usually require much experience. But they are important because they help new workers develop skills and climb up to the next rung on the ladder. These are the jobs the poor need the most—the alternative is welfare—but wealthy liberals want to make them more expensive for employers. So businesses, at least the ones interested in profits, eliminate positions, cut hours, outsource the jobs, or replace them with automation or computers.

If they can’t do any of that and are instead forced to pay workers more, do you think they just eat the cost? Of course not. They simply charge more for their products. They pass the cost on to their customers, rich and poor alike. So the price of milk goes up sixty cents a gallon, the price of toothpaste goes up twenty-five cents, and so on. It adds up. And soon the cost overtakes the “raise” that a low-income worker received as part of the minimum-wage hike. Clinton, Sanders, and Moore can absorb that increased cost of living just fine. Do you know who gets hurt? Those who live paycheck to paycheck or have a kitchen-table budget. It’s the poor and the middle class who suffer. And it’s been proven time and time again.

A third favorite tactic to address “income disparity” is proposing a universal basic income, which, in reality, is money that working people pay to everyone else on an annual basis, regardless of what they contribute to society. Progressives say that if you replace all welfare programs with a fixed level of income, you will cure poverty (in Switzerland, they’ve proposed $2,700 a month). It’s a somewhat new idea, and even some conservatives have gotten on board.

Simply handing out a couple of grand a month to every downtrodden citizen in America would be prohibitively expensive. The Swiss proposal would cost around $210 billion annually, or an astounding thirty percent of Switzerland’s GDP. Some estimates show that a guaranteed basic income in the United States would cost Americans upward of $3 trillion a year. It would take Sanders’ levels of taxation to pay for this massive redistribution. And it’s not Clinton and Moore who would be paying for it. Millions of working Americans would pay for millions of nonworking Americans.

It’s a direct transfer of wealth, so let’s call it what it really is: socialism.

Socialism is the idea that the inherent unfairness of life can be regulated and altered by government to make everyone equal. There have been some historical examples of this succeeding—but not in the way it was promised. In places like the former Soviet Union, North Korea, or Cuba, socialism has instituted fairness by making everyone equally miserable and destitute.

It reminds me of a great line from P. J. O’Rourke. About traveling to the Soviet Union with a group of Communists, he wrote, “These were people who believed everything about the Soviet Union was perfect, but they were bringing their own toilet paper.” You have to ask yourself, if liberals truly cared about income inequality, why do they want to make being poor more expensive?

There’s also a social aspect to minimum wages and guaranteed incomes. Benjamin Franklin talked about it in 1766, and it’s amazing how well the wisdom of the Founding Fathers holds up today. Franklin wrote:

I am for doing good to the poor, but . . . I think the best way of doing good to the poor, is not making them easy in poverty, but leading or driving them out of it. I observed . . . that the more public provisions were made for the poor, the less they provided for themselves, and of course became poorer. And, on the contrary, the less was done for them, the more they did for themselves, and became richer.

We value work in this country. What I find deplorable about the idea of a universal basic income is that it robs people of the pursuit of happiness. It makes them satisfied with mediocrity. It makes them comfortable with not aspiring to do great things or give back to the country.

Arthur Brooks, who runs the conservative American Enterprise Institute, suggests that policies like these are robbing people not only of their dreams but also of their happiness. According to Brooks, choosing to pursue the four key virtues of faith, family, community, and work is an important part of one’s happiness. It takes, as you might imagine, a little bit of discipline.

The first three virtues are self-explanatory, not controversial. The last is work. I think it’s the most important element, and I think it should be as uncontroversial as the others. Ronald Reagan said there is “dignity” in work. Is there anything more rotten than depriving someone of his or her dignity?

Not all jobs are fun. Not all work is enjoyable. But that’s not why we toil. Happiness lies in the things that are hard. There is joy in accomplishment. There is passion and excitement in creativity. Hard work is a vehicle for those virtues.

Again, what lies at the root of the progressive obsession with wealth and attacking those who have it (even when they are wealthy themselves) is fear. The fear of one day being poor. The fear of failure and of being alone with no one to support them. These giant safety-net programs and guaranteed incomes and high minimum wages are for them in case they ever need it. They don’t have confidence in themselves, and they don’t have confidence in their communities and their families to help if illness strikes or they lose their fortunes. And so they turn to the government.

We should all reject redistributive philosophy, not only on economic and patriotic grounds but also on moral ones. People cannot be pulled out of poverty, they can only climb out of it themselves. We can all be there to lend a helping hand and a lot of encouragement, but the moment we try to eliminate the poor through federal policy, the whole system collapses.

And maybe that’s exactly the way they want it.
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THE REPUBLICAN PARTY OPPOSES PROGRESSIVISM

What is at stake is more than one small country; it is a big idea: a new world order, where diverse nations are drawn together in common cause to achieve the universal aspirations of mankind.

—GEORGE H. W. BUSH, 1991

I’m a George W. Bush conservative.

—GEORGE W. BUSH, 2008

THE LIE



We’ve seen how the Democratic Party has been hijacked by progressives. They’ve been very effective in enacting their agenda, but they couldn’t have done it alone. They would never have been so successful if an opposition party was united and determined in its efforts to stop them, whatever the costs.

For decades now, we’ve heard from Republican leaders that we need to elect them to pursue conservative priorities. They are the ones who tell us they’re the stalwart defenders of the Constitution against big-government Democrats. When Republicans were swept into the congressional majority by the Tea Party wave of 2010, the first thing new Speaker John Boehner did was to read the Constitution to the House Chamber. Mitch McConnell always talks about his “fidelity to the Constitution.” Come election time, every Republican talks about his or her deep, abiding love for our nation’s founding documents and his or her desire to thwart the progressive agenda.

I once believed that. I think most of us did. We knew the Left lied to us regularly. What we didn’t know was that the Republicans were doing the same thing. They ask for our votes, promise to stand against the progressive agenda of Obama, Clinton, Reid, and Pelosi, and then they go to Washington only to enact it or, at best, make compromises on the margins. We just didn’t have the votes to stop it, they tell us.

Almost all of these Republicans got into office because of our support. We believed in them. We campaigned for them and fought for them and voted for them. And yet we’ve ended up disappointed. The progressive agenda is more successful than it’s ever been. Conservatives have lost ground in the culture war and the policy war.

How did it happen? Because Republicans—not all but many, and certainly the most influential—are advocates of progressivism, too.

THE TRUTH



The first president who actually enacted progressive policies and embraced the antidemocratic, antibusiness rhetoric of the progressive movement wasn’t a Democrat. He was a Republican, one of the most popular in American history: Theodore Roosevelt. He is still lionized in certain Republican circles (like Bill Kristol’s Weekly Standard) and other so-called neoconservative outposts that embrace TR’s big-government philosophy.

Roosevelt was so zealous about creating a Washington, D.C.–based empire that he destroyed the Republican Party in 1912 to do it, running a mad, quixotic campaign against his former friend, William Howard Taft, that guaranteed the election of Woodrow Wilson.

But Teddy Roosevelt Republicanism—the kind that truly believes in a big government to solve all of our problems—never went away. Government continued to grow, and even so-called conservative politicians got used to the expansion of their own powers that grew along with it. After all, no matter what their party label, some people are just drawn to being career politicians because of the power and control that come with the position. Thus, the acceptance, and even furtherance, of big government remained the prevailing view of the GOP throughout the Eisenhower and Nixon eras and during the advent of the so-called Rockefeller Republicans of the 1970s.

Progressive Republicans hated the candidacy of Ronald Reagan in 1980. Reagan didn’t just dislike their philosophy, he utterly repudiated it. That was why establishment Republicans at the time depicted Reagan as a senile fool or a dangerous loose cannon. As soon as he was out of office, the Republican Party was back at its big government tricks again.

George H. W. Bush implicitly criticized the guy who got him elected—Reagan—by calling for a “kinder, gentler” nation. We soon learned that this was actually code for being kinder and gentler to the nation’s lobbyists. The first Bush raised taxes after promising not to, increased the size of the federal government, expanded burdensome environmental regulations on small businesses, and put one of the most liberal justices of the twentieth century, David Souter, on the Supreme Court.

Worrying about his reelection chances, Bush 41 delighted in supporting and helping to enact the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). This is another in a long line of those wonderful-sounding programs—who doesn’t want to help the disabled?—that turned into a massive waste of taxpayer dollars and an excuse to greatly expand the federal government.

One problem with the ADA was that it broadly defined disability to mean basically, well, anything: “a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the major life activities.” Within two decades, according to at least one report on the law, Congress expanded that definition to include diabetics, the depressed, and people having “significant” trouble “standing, sitting, reaching, lifting, bending, reading, concentrating, thinking, communicating and interacting with others.” As a result, the ADA became known as “Attorneys’ Dreams Answered” because it led to thousands, hundreds of thousands, of lawsuits against private industries. A few examples:

• In California, a P.F. Chang’s restaurant was sued under the law because the coat hook on the door of a toilet stall was at an improper height.

• Using the ADA, the federal government sued United Parcel Service for its refusal to hire one-eyed drivers for its big trucks, even though UPS argued that such a hire would endanger “the health or safety of others to a greater extent that if an individual without a disability performed the job.”

• One wheelchair-bound convicted child molester who lived in Arizona was said to take regular trips to California just to file nuisance lawsuits against businesses under the ADA.

Again, these suits, and thousands like them, occurred as a result of the actions of a Republican administration. Unfortunately, the next Bush administration didn’t do any better.

With the full support of many Republicans in Congress, George W. Bush’s administration passed Medicare Part D, a brand-new prescription-drug entitlement program that significantly expanded the federal government, not to mention the country’s deficit. The administration also supported a taxpayer bailout of the bad decisions of Wall Street, under TARP, which was capped off by the bizarre, Orwellian pronouncement by the president that he had “abandoned free-market principles to save the free market.”

I’ve heard from Republicans who were in the room during some of the debates over TARP. What they saw were Mafia tactics; people had to commit to the bill before they could leave the room. They were told they would be personally responsible for the downfall of civilization if the government didn’t hand billions to Wall Street, without any real plan or accountability.

The Bush administration spent billions in Afghanistan and Iraq in a Wilsonian effort to remake two backward societies into perfectible democracies, to enact the progressive notion that we were gods who could create the perfect world. Both Bushes also talked about some variation of a “new world order.”

Bush 43 signed into law a campaign-finance reform bill, a passion of Republican Senator John McCain, which was one of the most anti-free-speech laws passed by Congress since the Sedition Act under Wilson. As Senator Ted Cruz, among others, has pointed out, limiting the amount of contributions that an individual can make to a candidate of his or her choice is a racket designed to protect incumbents from being challenged by outsiders. Because incumbents already have good name recognition, they generally need far less money to win reelection than a challenger needs to get elected in the first place. (Not to mention that incumbents, because of their time in office, also usually have access to tons of money from lobbyists and special interests.)

Republicans are still at it. The Republican leadership in the House, led by men like John Boehner and Eric Cantor, pushed for amnesty for illegal immigrants. They were urged on and supported by corporate-welfare advocates, such as members of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, who are prepared to flout all respect for the rule of law, as long as they can get cheap labor for their own businesses.

They also pushed for funding of the Export-Import Bank, a government entity created by Franklin Roosevelt that gives taxpayer-backed loans to the “right” corporations and supposedly helps them sell American products overseas. While it sells itself as a tool to help small businesses, the truth is that nearly ninety percent of the Export-Import Bank’s funding goes to big corporations such as Boeing, General Electric, and Caterpillar. These companies do a fine job of creating their products and providing American jobs all on their own. According to the classical liberal, free-market way of thinking, they do not need any extra handouts from the state. But that’s not what progressives believe.

In case there’s still any doubt, let’s check in with Stuart Chase (discussed at more length in part III of this book), the key FDR adviser who coined the term New Deal. In his eighteen-point plan to move the United States from free enterprise to a new “Political System X”—which Chase also tentatively identified as “state capitalism”—he included this line at number nine: “The control of foreign trade by the government.”

The Export-Import Bank, a product of Roosevelt and Chase’s New Deal, is a major part of keeping the government’s hand in foreign trade, clearly a progressive notion. But what does this have to do with Republicans?

In 2015, the Export-Import Bank faced its first real existential threat, as conservative lawmakers refused to renew its charter, actually putting it out of action for a matter of months. The fight over the Export-Import Bank that year led to many strident debates in both houses of Congress as Republicans found themselves drawing battle lines. In the Senate, Ted Cruz took to the floor to call out Majority Leader Mitch McConnell for refusing to disclose a secret deal McConnell had made to keep the Export-Import Bank open.

In the end, sixty-two Republicans in the House joined most Democrats on a measure to save the Export-Import Bank. In December 2015, final legislation that would preserve the bank until 2019 was tucked into a larger highway bill and passed both Houses. The Washington media called it “a paragon of Capitol Hill humming along as it was designed to.”

Republicans voted for more government control of trade, a progressive principle straight out of the New Deal playbook. People like Cruz and Representative Jeb Hensarling tried to put a stop to it, but, as the media said, progressivism just kept “humming along” with bipartisan support. Why? Because too many politicians, including Republicans, were afraid of giving up even an inch of their own power and control. They feared the consequences if they failed to deliver for their corporate pals at the Chamber of Commerce and other big-money lobbyists. Given a chance to shut down a progressive New Deal program, Republicans instead decided to keep their heads down and keep their power, too afraid to give the real free market a chance.
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PROGRESSIVES BELIEVE IN RACIAL EQUALITY (EUGENICS)

Hillary Clinton has spent her career fighting for equality for all Americans.

—PRIORITIES USA ACTION, PRO-CLINTON SUPER-PAC, 2016 CAMPAIGN

As president of the United States, nobody will fight harder to end institutional racism and to reform our broken criminal justice system.

—BERNIE SANDERS, 2016 CAMPAIGN

THE LIE



Progressives tell us over and over again how much they believe in equality for everyone. They spend a lot of time talking about racial equality—and definitely not because the African-American community is seen as a deep and critical reservoir for Democratic votes.

In the 2016 Democratic primary, Hillary Clinton and Bernie Sanders tripped over each other in their attempts to shine as the greater champion of black Americans. The Clinton campaign’s line was that “more than a half a century after Dr. King voiced his dream for a more equal America, and civil rights activists marched and died for the right to vote, America’s struggle with racism remains far from finished.”

Clinton herself has declared: “We can’t hide from any of these hard truths about race and justice in America. We have to name them, and own them, and then change them.”

Sanders has also invoked Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., pandering desperately for votes during the South Carolina primary with an ad highlighting his attendance at King’s landmark “I Have a Dream” speech in 1963. “He was there when Dr. King marched on Washington,” the ad says of Sanders, “unafraid to challenge the status quo to end racial profiling, take on police misconduct, and take down a system that profits from mass imprisonment.” In the same spot, Sanders thunders, “There is no president who will fight harder to end institutional racism.”

Even fellow authoritarian Donald Trump made his own ham-handed attempts to woo black voters—or, rather, to declare that he didn’t have to: “I have a great relationship with African-Americans,” he told CNN. “I just have great respect for them, and you know they like me. I like them.” His outreach to Hispanic voters was best exemplified by his posting a picture of himself on Cinco de Mayo eating a taco salad. Flashing a grin and a thumbs-up, Trump declared in the photo’s caption: “I love Hispanics!”

Another prominent minority community, Americans with disabilities, is less aggressively courted around election season, but progressives nevertheless take prominent stances on rights for the disabled. Clinton told us, “We should acknowledge how the disabilities community has played such an important role in changing things for the better in our country,” and her campaign pointed out that “Hillary has spent her life fighting for the rights of Americans with disabilities.”

According to “champion for the rights of people with disabilities” Sanders, “We as a nation have a moral responsibility to ensure that all Americans have access to the programs and the support needed to contribute to society, live with dignity, and achieve a high quality of life.”

But what if all of this were a cruel lie? What if it were all a shallow and cynically rhetorical attempt to win votes and assume power? What if these minority communities were actually the object of progressive contempt rather than compassion?

THE TRUTH



Progressives actually do believe in equality for everyone—as long as everyone is equally strong, brilliant, and “Nordic.” Progressives may talk a lot about fighting for the rights of African-Americans, disabled Americans, and other minorities now, but the movement from which they continue to claim inspiration fought for exactly the opposite: their lynching, their sterilization and abortion, and their political neutralization. In perhaps less offensive and less overt ways than a century ago, that fight continues today.

Here is one of the “hard truths about race and justice in America” that Clinton will never acknowledge: in traditional American progressivism, there is literally no place for those who don’t fit into progressives’ ideal society.

We learned about Margaret Sanger’s obsession with eugenics in part I and her many unsavory quotes about culling the “intake and output on morons, mental defectives, epileptics . . . illiterates, paupers, unemployables, criminals, prostitutes, dope-fiends.” Sanger recognized that eugenics’ aim could be advanced by birth control, especially among the lower classes. Although there was some initial resistance to her methods—there were concerns that “desirable” people using birth control would be counterproductive—Thomas Leonard notes that Sanger “convinced skeptical eugenicists that birth control could be a valuable tool of eugenics.”

The other valuable tool was forced sterilization, the removal of testicles and ovaries. Progressives across America in the 1910s and ’20s championed “model laws” for sterilization. One early adopter was New Jersey, which passed an act “to authorize and provide for the sterilization of feeble-minded (including idiots, imbeciles and morons), epileptics, rapists and certain criminals and other defectives.” The man who signed that law was Governor Woodrow Wilson.

Virginia passed its eugenics legislation in 1924. Three years later, it was challenged before the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of Buck v. Bell. The case involved Carrie Buck, a young woman who had given birth to an illegitimate child and who had been deemed “feeble-minded” and committed to a mental institution, which had then ordered her sterilized. Buck and her legal guardian protested, claiming that her right to due process as well as her rights under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment had been violated.

The Court ruled eight-to-one against Buck, and the majority opinion was written by progressive icon Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., in especially chilling language: “It is better for all the world, if instead of waiting to execute degenerate offspring for crime, or to let them starve for their imbecility, society can prevent those who are manifestly unfit from continuing their kind. The principle that sustains compulsory vaccination is broad enough to cover cutting the Fallopian tubes.” Agreeing with the “evidence” presented that Buck’s mother, Buck herself, and Buck’s daughter were all “feeble-minded,” Holmes declared: “Three generations of imbeciles are enough.”

The state of Virginia cut Buck’s Fallopian tubes. She was one of sixty thousand Americans forcibly sterilized under eugenics laws.

Decades later, when the world was sifting through the rubble of the World War II and the monstrosities of state-sponsored eugenics had been laid bare, Hitler’s surviving eugenicists were put on trial at Nuremberg. From the dock, these men—whose leader had been inspired by Wilson’s and Virginia’s model sterilization laws—tried to argue their case. The presiding Allied judges were treated to a grim defense: the Nazis quoted Justice Holmes’s opinion in Buck v. Bell.

State-sponsored eugenics has, by the grace of God, since been exposed for the horror show that it is. But one vestige of the progressive eugenicist heyday of the early 1900s remains: Planned Parenthood, Sanger’s organization, whose explicit mission is to help women exterminate hundreds of thousands of human beings every year, with a disproportionate effect on children of color.

In 2009, Planned Parenthood conferred the Margaret Sanger Award on Hillary Clinton. Did Clinton refuse this award? Did she decline to associate herself with a vicious racist and eugenicist, a woman who explicitly wrote in a letter that “we do not want word to go out that we want to exterminate the Negro population”?

On the contrary. “I admire Margaret Sanger enormously, her courage, her tenacity, her vision,” Clinton said, later adding that “there are a lot of lessons that we can learn from her life and from the cause she launched and fought for and sacrificed so bravely.”

How could she admire a woman like this? Because at the very heart of the progressive movement is the belief that some people are better than others, that some people are more worthy, that some deserve to live, and others—so-called drains on society—deserve to die. They belittle conservatives for their “fetish” for life. What are they afflicted with, then, but a “fetish” for death?

Planned Parenthood carries out more than three hundred thousand abortions every year. And it continues to target minorities by disproportionately locating Planned Parenthood clinics in black and Hispanic neighborhoods (nearly eighty percent of its facilities are located in or near these areas). Black women, while making up only about 6.6 percent of the population, accounted for 35.7 percent of all abortions in 2010.

Could Sanger, a woman who once stood before an audience dressed in Ku Klux Klan robes in 1926, ever have imagined how her grand scheme would turn out?

If fear drives the progressives’ quest for more power and more control, why do they fear those they seek to weed out through eugenics? What threat could possibly be posed by the “morons” and “mental defectives” Sanger railed against? It’s simple: these people stood in the way of the progressive utopia. These “undesirables” could not overthrow a progressive state, but they could erode it from within with their imperfections. In order to create the perfect progressive society, mankind had to “progress” beyond mental illness and other impurities—by any means necessary.

Is it any wonder that progressive eugenicists made common cause with the Ku Klux Klan? Is it any wonder that American progressives’ pioneering work in eugenics inspired Hitler? So many progressives threw themselves into the “scientific” work of figuring out whose genes deserved to live on and whose should be made to die out. But what drove them? What drove the zeal behind the eugenics movement and the creation of Planned Parenthood, which continues its work today?

Fear, of course. The same fear we’ve met on nearly every other page of this book. Yes, some eugenicists may have pitied the “undesirables” they sought to remove from the human gene pool, some certainly hated them, and some may have thought they were simply building a better society through science. But the common thread was fear, whether they knew it or not. They feared their world would be undermined by every “unfit” person allowed to continue to live in it. They looked at the population with mental, behavioral, or other issues, and they did not see their fellow men and women in need of help, they saw a menace to be feared. That, of course, was the ultimate irony: progressive eugenicists dismissed their targets as merely the “feeble-minded,” yet they were apparently strong enough to constitute a threat to the whole progressive agenda.

This may all seem hard to take considering modern progressives’ vow to fight for equality for all Americans. But the truth is, their ideological forebears fought for the exact opposite. And, like Clinton’s continued veneration of eugenicist Sanger, modern progressives remain ignorant—most likely willfully ignorant—of the sordid history of their movement. Until they fully repudiate their past, however, their supposed commitment to “equality” for less fortunate Americans will continue to ring hollow.
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PROGRESSIVES OPPOSE NAZISM, FASCISM, AND COMMUNISM

The Nazis had destroyed the Left, but the Right remained. . . . For [Hitler], the Nazi socialist slogans had been merely propaganda, means of winning over the masses on his way to power.

—WILLIAM SHIRER, THE RISE AND FALL OF THE THIRD REICH

THE LIE



You recognize one of the Left’s favorite parlor tricks, yes? They like to label any conservative they don’t like (which is pretty much all of them) as the “next Hitler” and terrify the rest of us about a new Reich determined to strip away basic human rights.

Case in point: George W. Bush. (Although Bush was, as we’ve seen, hardly true to foundational conservative principles, he was nonetheless a favorite target of the leftist entertainment industry.)

Comedian and actress Janeane Garofalo was a constant critic of the former president, once referring to the Bush administration as the “forty-third Reich.”

Following the 2004 elections, singer Linda Ronstadt attacked not only Bush but all newly elected Republicans, saying, “Now we’ve got a new bunch of Hitlers.”

The left-wing hate group MoveOn.org celebrated a video submitted as part of a contest in which Bush was compared to Hitler and proclaimed “what were war crimes in 1945 is foreign policy in 2003.”

In 2008, Madonna used the song “Get Stupid” to display images of Senator John McCain alongside Hitler.

In 2012, there were a number of comparisons made by those on the left between Mitt Romney and the architect of the Holocaust. Liberal blogger Matthew Yglesias suggested that Hitler and Romney were somehow comparable because they both used Swiss bank accounts, and Obama adviser David Axelrod referred to Romney’s campaign efforts in Illinois as a “Mittzkrieg,” an obvious reference to the Nazis’ Blitzkrieg military strategy in World War II.

And in 2016, TV’s The View’s resident nutbar leftist, Joy Behar, called support for Ted Cruz akin to “Jews for Hitler.”

There’s a method to all of this madness. Progressives constantly terrify their followers by preaching that conservatives are would-be authoritarians who would return us to the years of Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin, a world of racists and political purges and economic punishment to those who don’t rank among the privileged few. There’s a reason the media loves to refer to supporters of Stalin, for example, as “conservatives.” In 2014, the Washington Post published an article about neo-Stalinist Vladimir Putin entitled “Why U.S. Conservatives Love Russia’s Vladimir Putin.” (Spoiler alert: They don’t.)

This tactic was perhaps most infamously employed back in 1987, when progressives like Senator Edward Kennedy railed against Ronald Reagan’s nomination of Judge Robert Bork to the Supreme Court. This fearmongering was the beginning of a consistent progressive attack against nearly all conservatives by likening them to authoritarians of yesteryear.

Kennedy ranted on the floor of the U.S. Senate:

Robert Bork’s America is a land in which women would be forced into back-alley abortions, blacks would sit at segregated lunch counters, rogue police could break down citizens’ doors in midnight raids, schoolchildren could not be taught about evolution, writers and artists could be censored at the whim of the government, and the doors of the Federal courts would be shut on the fingers of millions of citizens.

THE TRUTH



The reality is that it’s progressives, not conservatives, who have been backers of authoritarians throughout history, from Hitler to Mussolini to Stalin. But they’ve realized that playing defense is not a fun place to be, so they go on offense, leveling these ridiculous charges against conservatives as though a love of individual liberty and constitutional principles were somehow related to the Third Reich.

Let’s take Hitler for starters. Progressives didn’t oppose Hitler in the 1930s; they mostly embraced him as a visionary.

Writer H. G. Wells, who was one of the most influential progressives of the twentieth century, said in 1932 that progressives must become “liberal fascists” and “enlightened Nazis.” Regarding totalitarianism, he stated, “I have never been able to escape altogether from its relentless logic.”

W. E. B. Du Bois, cofounder of the NAACP, called the establishment of the Nazi dictatorship in Germany “absolutely necessary to get the state in order.”

Joseph P. Kennedy, father of Jack, Bobby, and Teddy, was a legendary apologist for the Nazis, a truth that the mainstream media glossed over for years. Kennedy had supported the disastrous Munich appeasement treaty with Hitler negotiated by British prime minister Neville Chamberlain, and he shared a Hitler-like animus toward the Jews that led him to argue that they should be shipped to Africa. Kennedy also doubted the success of democracy as a long-term enterprise. “Democracy is finished in England,” the ambassador told the Boston Globe. “It may be here.” His views, for a time, even affected his young son, the future president. “Fascism?” the youthful president-to-be once wrote. “The right thing for Germany.”

Contrary to progressive revisionism and acclaimed Nazi chroniclers such as William Shirer, Hitler was not a man of the right who paid lip service to socialist causes. He was, in fact, as author Jonah Goldberg and others have pointed out, a “man of the left.” This wasn’t something Hitler tried to hide, given that the word Nazi is short for the National Socialist Party.

In 1998, historian George Watson wrote, “It is now clear beyond all reasonable doubt that Hitler and his associates believed they were socialists, and that others, including democratic socialists, thought so too.” Hitler privately acknowledged to acquaintances his “profound debt” to Marxism. “I have learned a great deal from Marxism,” he remarked, “as I do not hesitate to admit.”

Hitler’s Nazi platform sounded a lot like Obama’s or Clinton’s does today: a planned centralized economy with strict gun control, separation of church and state, a ban on private schools, universal health care, and a demand that “the state be charged first with providing the opportunity for a livelihood.” That’s not to mention sharing the eugenics vision of progressives such as Margaret Sanger, by attempting to exterminate an entire race of people in the most monstrous crime in history. Small wonder that today’s progressives like to overlook their support for the Nazi dream.

The Left’s love affair with Nazism was no random flight of fancy. Leftists had a similar ardor for another great visionary and noted humanitarian: Benito Mussolini. Historian Charles Beard was among those who praised Il Duce, a venomous thug and Hitler ally: “Beyond question, an amazing experiment is being made [in Italy], an experiment in reconciling individualism and socialism.”

Muckraking journalists almost universally admired Mussolini. Lincoln Steffens—a progressive writer who also hailed the Soviet Union as “the future”—said that Italian fascism made Western democracy, by comparison, look like a system run by “petty persons with petty purposes.” Mussolini, Steffens proclaimed reverently, had been “formed” by God “out of the rib of Italy.”

Edward M. House, a leading adviser to Woodrow Wilson, touted Mussolini as a “beneficent dictator,” proclaiming, “Italy has such a government now functioning under the able and courageous Mussolini.” And one of Franklin Roosevelt’s prized advisers, Rexford Guy Tugwell, praised Italian fascism as “the cleanest, neatest, most efficiently operating piece of social machinery I’ve ever seen.”

Perhaps no vicious authoritarian received more elite progressive praise than “Uncle Joe” Stalin, the iron-fisted thug and accomplished con artist who charmed dim-witted Westerners while murdering his opponents in the Soviet Union and otherwise running the Russian economy into the ground.

Franklin Roosevelt’s own vice president, Henry Wallace, who would have moved into the Oval Office had he not been replaced on a whim by Harry S. Truman in 1944, was one of the most notorious Soviet apologists in American history. “Even at his most murderous, as with the purge trials of the 1930s,” one Wallace chronicler reported, “Stalin was defended by Wallace, who swallowed the party line that the dictator’s execution of hundreds of people was a necessary anti-fascist action against a Hitler-backed fifth column.”

There was also the infamous Walter Duranty, Moscow bureau chief for the New York Times, who won a Pulitzer Prize for parroting Stalinist propaganda. In one of his (many) notorious “reports” from the Soviet Union, Duranty denied the deaths of thousands of Soviet citizens resulting from Stalin-imposed starvations: “There is no famine or actual starvation nor is there likely to be,” he wrote in the Times on November 15, 1931. When other reporters began spreading the news of the famine, Duranty was asked what he’d write. He responded: “Nothing. What are a few million dead Russians in a situation like this? Quite unimportant. This is just an incident in the sweeping historical changes here. I think the entire matter is exaggerated.” Meanwhile, peasants in Ukraine, the Weekly Standard reported, “were dying at a rate of 25,000 a day.”

Malcolm Muggeridge, a correspondent and contemporary of Duranty’s, labeled him “the greatest liar of any journalist I have met in fifty years of journalism.” Muggeridge went on to summarize the thinking of progressives of the day—the fools who were intent on romanticizing communism and ignoring obvious signs of its evil:

“Wise old [George Bernard] Shaw, high-minded old [Henri] Barbusse, the venerable [Sidney and Beatrice] Webbs, [André] Gide the pure in heart and [Pablo] Picasso the impure, down to poor little teachers, crazed clergymen and millionaires, driveling dons and very special correspondents like Duranty, all resolved, come what might, to believe anything, however preposterous, to overlook nothing, however villainous, to approve anything, however obscurantist and brutally authoritarian, in order to be able to preserve intact the confident expectation that one of the most thorough-going, ruthless and bloody tyrannies ever to exist on earth could be relied on to champion human freedom, the brotherhood of man, and all the other good liberal causes to which they had dedicated their lives.

In 2003, the New York Times decided to “investigate” whether Duranty’s Pulitzer Prize should be revoked. Did it rescind the award and apologize to the country? Of course not. The Times did what progressives always do: let the lies stand.


PART III

FEAR THE FUTURE


STUART CHASE, THE PROGRESSIVE PROPHET



At the time of this writing, more than a hundred years since the progressive movement first took root in America (though, as we’ve seen, its roots elsewhere go far deeper), Barack Obama—the progressive heir to men such as Woodrow and Teddy and Franklin and Lyndon—is preparing to leave office, having successfully presided over the “fundamental” transformation of America that he had long promised.

Fighting to replace Obama is Hillary Clinton, a self-proclaimed progressive, and the Republicans determined to stop her.

Or are they?

Ah, yes, the Republicans. The party that once stood for self-reliance and independence has been invaded and perverted by faux-conservatives—and even some legitimate progressives—who don’t mind expanding government as long as their own power and perks are preserved. It’s getting harder and harder (and, in some cases, impossible) to tell the political parties apart.

The Republican Party is, however, still home to a few staunch constitutionalists, such as Senator Ted Cruz, who understand that our founding documents serve as a road map. Throughout history, these documents have allowed us to course-correct ourselves and to be sure that despite the inevitable gyrations, we ultimately stand on the side of freedom.

It’s also home to a few staunch authoritarians, such as Donald Trump, who has used fear and anger to transfix legions of otherwise good and faithful conservatives. He has evinced this in the bullying tone of his rhetoric, the bullying nature of his “policies” (if they can be called that), and the bullying tactics employed by his campaign.

Trump’s goal is not to shrink government back to a more constitutionally appropriate size; he would much prefer to preside over a massive government as though he were an all-powerful CEO of a massive corporation. He doesn’t want to reduce government, he just wants to run it more efficiently.

Trump, a defender of the human-extinction platform of Planned Parenthood, a contributor to the Clintons, Jimmy Carter, and even Walter Mondale, is a Trojan horse from the progressive movement being rolled into the GOP.

How did it come to this? Who could have seen the day coming when America would be on the precipice of a complete progressive revolution?

At least one man did. He was a Harvard-educated economist who was active in progressive politics from the Wilson administration all the way to Johnson’s Great Society. He was one of the most important political thinkers most people have probably never heard of.

You’ve already heard his name earlier in this book: Stuart Chase.

Boston

Autumn 1911

A gust of wind sent a chill through the already-crisp fall air, rustling the almost barren trees in Copley Square. The piles of leaves that had already fallen were gathered up by the sharp winds and swirled around the feet of those who found themselves walking through this busy Boston hub—including one wiry young man who was striding across the Square toward the Boston Public Library.

Stuart Chase walked with his shoulders hunched, not only against the cold but seemingly weighed down by the problems that plagued his mind. On the surface, everything appeared to be going well for him. He was twenty-two, almost twenty-three, and had already achieved a lot for himself.

Chase had been educated at fine schools, including MIT (his father’s alma matter) and Harvard, from which he had graduated just a year before. He had a decent job working at his father’s accounting firm, but something inside Chase hungered for more than debits, credits, and dusty old ledgers.

Here was a man who was coming of age at a heady time. And he knew it. He felt a similar enthusiasm for this new era among his contemporaries at Harvard, such as progressive journalist Walter Lippmann and Communist writer John Reed.i The three schoolmates were all active in socialist groups at Harvard, such as the Intercollegiate Socialist Society (ISS), which was founded in New York City in 1905 with the “influence and guidance” of Fabian socialists.

There was a movement growing that sought not just to solve the social problems of the age but also to advance society to ensure that these problems would never reoccur. Young Chase imbibed books like Progress and Poverty that had predicted a revolution. He worried deeply that the world would go down the wrong path during the coming change in the new twentieth century and that humanity would need a strong hand to push it onto the right path. Stirring in Chase was the feeling that he had to do something about it.

The winds of change, as much as the cold Boston breeze, propelled him as he crossed Dartmouth Street and scurried up the library steps. He paused before entering the library and looked at the inscription above the entrance: BUILT BY THE PEOPLE AND DEDICATED TO THE ADVANCEMENT OF LEARNING.

Built by the people.

Chase remembered from Boston lore that architect Charles McKim had called his Renaissance Revival masterpiece a “palace of the people.” Did “the people” appreciate it? he wondered. Moreover, could “the people” to whom this great edifice was dedicated ever be trusted to take their society down the right path?

He entered the library and breathed a little easier. This was where he felt most at home, a place he went to get away from the drudgery of accounting work and to educate himself about the great problems of the age.

Chase’s footsteps echoed off the rounded ceiling of Bates Hall, whose high windows let in generous, bright sunlight for the readers at the long tables below, as he made his way to his inner sanctum: the economics section. There, among the tomes by men who sought to define the massive system of capital in which his father’s accounting business was a mere cog, Chase sat down at a secluded table, pulled out a pen and some paper, and began to write.

So many are the roads and lanes and byways that branch from this open portal. I look back and see the straight, calm thoroughfare that has led me here. I look forward and stand dazed and blinded before the myriad ways that lead to ultimate darkness or light. Now I must choose my own path . . . from among the many and follow it in all faith and trust until experience bids me seek another. The world always turns aside to let one pass who knows where they are going.

Chase knew exactly where he was going—and how the world would turn aside to let progressives like him lead it.

♣

The passage by Chase may read at first as if written by a young man who felt he was destined for great things, but upon closer inspection, it’s easy to see evidence of something deeper: fear, specifically fear of the unknown. Chase seemed positively overwhelmed by all “the roads and lanes and byways” before him, especially in contrast to the “straight, calm thoroughfare” that was his relatively privileged upbringing. Far from confident about the path he would take, he was “dazed and blinded” and feared making the wrong choice between the “ultimate darkness or light.” Chase realized that not only did he have to make the right choice between “ultimate darkness or light,” but all of mankind would have to make that choice as well.

This was a choice that could not be left up to chance. He realized that in order to conquer this fear of the unknown, to make sure that everyone was not “dazed and blinded,” he had to get involved. He had to help make the world turn aside.

As a result, Chase threw himself into progressive causes. By 1917, a profile in the journal of the Co-operative League of America noted that he was “active in various progressive movements,” including the Fabian Club of Boston and the Massachusetts Single Tax League. The profile also revealed that he was “connected as an officer with the Massachusetts Birth Control League.” (“Birth control” at that time was, of course, a thin veneer for eugenics.)

With the help of his father, Chase joined the administration of progressive hero Woodrow Wilson, serving as an investigator with the Federal Trade Commission. His beat was the Chicago meatpacking industry, a favorite target of progressives ever since Upton Sinclair’s The Jungle had been published beginning in 1905. Chase was subsequently fired after members of the U.S. Senate discovered he had organized socialist activities while on government business investigating meatpackers in Chicago. They denounced him as a “Red accountant” who had “inflated” government data to make the industry look bad.

Chase was already learning that the ends justified the means, even when those means were illegal.

After losing his position in the Wilson administration, Chase dabbled in progressive circles and wrote books on economics, but he was mostly adrift until the summer of 1927, when he took a trip along with other economists as part of the “First American Trade Union Delegation” to the Soviet Union. Chase, with his lifelong socialist sympathies, must have jumped at the chance to see the grand socialist experiment up close. By that time, Lenin and Trotsky were both gone and Stalin was in charge, but that hardly mattered.

Apparently, Stalin did not disappoint. Historian Amity Shlaes recounts that despite only meeting with the Soviet dictator for six hours, the American delegation was “bowled over.” It was part of a general fascination with totalitarian regimes among American progressive thinkers at the time. Shlaes explains that these scholars would travel abroad, and then “they come back and you see them . . . implementing things they learned from fascist Italy or from the world of Stalin.” Shlaes notes: “The influence of these European entities from Russia to Italy was not parenthetical.” As they advanced in their careers, “these people were not working for Moscow, but they were influenced by Moscow.”

In 1931, Chase made the acquaintance of a man whose destiny would intertwine with his own: Franklin D. Roosevelt. At the time they met, Roosevelt was serving as governor of New York, while Chase had yet another book coming out that argued for greater government intervention in the private sector and more central economic planning (to be supported, of course, by increased federal spending). It was a look toward the future, and the book ended with Chase putting a question to his readers: “Why should Russians have all the fun remaking a world?”

The book’s title? A New Deal.

Roosevelt was known for having, in the words of Oliver Wendell Holmes, “a second-class intellect, but a first-class temperament.” The latter helped him to be an effective politician, and he made up for his deficiencies in the former by cherry-picking ideas from others. One such idea clearly came from Chase. As FDR accepted the Democratic presidential nomination in 1932, he declared: “I pledge you, I pledge myself, to a new deal for the American people.”

Chase became a member of FDR’s “Brain Trust,” advising the president as he directed the unprecedented expansion of government that became a hallmark of the Roosevelt administration. After his brief and unfortunate experience in government nearly two decades earlier, Chase had finally found a progressive hero who shared and appreciated his social sentiments. While not a philosopher-king in the mold of Woodrow Wilson, FDR was at least a king who valued his philosophers.

Philosophers like Stuart Chase.

As he continued to produce popular books and articles, Chase became an important evangelist for New Deal policies, one of the administration’s “foremost public analysts and interpreters.” Throughout the 1930s, every year saw a new Chase book published, most continuing to preach “the inevitability of a planned economy.” In 1937, FDR remarked that Chase was “teaching the American people more about economics than all the others combined.” It certainly helped that it was the same brand of economics that FDR himself adhered to.

Chase didn’t always see eye to eye with Roosevelt, especially when it came to foreign policy. Chase was a pacifist who supported the isolationist view that the United States should keep out of World War II. He wrote an entire book making exactly that argument, 1939’s The New Western Front.

When the United States entered the war after the attack on Pearl Harbor, Chase must once again have found himself confronting his fear of the unknown. Everything had been going so well. He was one of the most popular economics writers in America and a trusted adviser to the president. Government was expanding and spending money all in the name of helping the people. Chase and the United States were firmly on the right path toward the ultimate light.

And then came the war. Chase knew it could ruin everything and undo all of his work. The progression of mankind that he had taken a direct hand in guiding could be set back dramatically. The “ultimate darkness” that he feared in 1911 could easily be brought on by war. Chase knew he could not sit back and let that happen. He had to control his country’s destiny as best he could.

During the war years, a progressive think tank called the Twentieth Century Fund—which had grown out of the Co-operative League and is still in operation today as the Century Foundation—commissioned Chase to write “a series of exploratory reports on postwar problems.” The first of these was published in 1942 as The Road We Are Traveling: 1914–1942, with the subtitle “Guide lines for America’s future as reported to the Twentieth Century Fund.”

Despite the boring and scholarly title, this is an extremely important book. Today it remains obscure, and complete original copies, with all pages intact, are difficult to find. But if you locate one, you’ll quickly see that Chase does indeed offer guidelines for America’s future, just as the title suggests. A very chilling future.

In The Road We Are Traveling, Chase described his vision for the American and world economy after the end of World War II, but it was not a simple economic treatise. It was the journey into the mind of a man who feared that his life’s work may be coming to ruin and who feared the unknown after a world-changing war. It was the fevered effort of a Fabian socialist, an admirer of Stalinist Russia, and an architect of central planning in the American economy to preserve his progressive vision for the future.

Chase, the onetime isolationist, opened The Road We Are Traveling with this statement: “America is at war. The objective of all of us must be to win.” Why the shift? Once again, it was a classic progressive maneuver; he was justifying the war as a means to achieve his end goal of more government control. He learned to make the war work for him. He learned not to let a crisis go to waste.

Chase argued from the outset that a “retreat to free enterprise” would be impossible after the end of the war. The American economic system had been drifting away from free enterprise, he claimed, since before World War I. “In war and peace, boom and depression, the march toward centralized, collective controls has continued,” he wrote.

This was not entirely inaccurate, considering that the time period between the world wars encompassed much of the first progressive era and FDR’s New Deal. But by calling it a “retreat,” Chase not so subtly framed the reembrace of free enterprise as regressive, a step backward for the country. “Many people, especially older people,” he wrote, “will be weary to death of taxes, priorities, armaments, government decrees, forced savings, lease-lending around the globe.” Imagine, Americans “weary to death of taxes” and “government decrees”? Fortunately for Chase, he believed that these people would not be able to stop the march of progress.

He feared that America would abandon FDR’s planned economy after the war, so he attempted to convince Americans that that was their natural future, not a return to free enterprise or “business as usual.” Never mind that “business as usual” also means a limited, sensible government. Never mind that “business as usual” means following the constitutional road map back to America’s founding principles and values.

Chase’s America had progressed beyond that system. And as Chase continually and manically drove home to his readers, “we can’t go back.”

THE ROAD MAP FOR POLITICAL SYSTEM X



So where can we go? What sort of government and economic system should we adopt if constitutionalism and the free market are passé? Good news: Chase sketched that out for us, too. There was just one problem: he couldn’t come up with a name for it.

Chase tossed around terms such as socialism, fascism, and state capitalism, but those didn’t seem to fit the bill. And it’s not hard to figure out why. The United States was at war with fascists, of course, and like any good Fabian, he shied away from calling socialism by its name. State capitalism seemed closer to the mark, but it still wasn’t quite right.

Instead, he labeled America’s future system “something called X.” This Political System X, according to Chase, was already “displacing the system of free enterprise, all over the world.”

He offered a list of the “major characteristics” of this new system:

• “A strong, centralized government.”

• “An executive arm growing at the expense of the legislative and judicial arms. In some countries, power is consolidated in a dictator, issuing decrees.”

• “The control of banking, credit and security exchanges by the government.”

• “The underwriting of employment by the government, either through armaments or public works.”

• “The underwriting of social security by the government—old-age pensions, mothers’ pensions, unemployment insurance, and the like.”

• “The underwriting of food, housing and medical care, by the government. The United States is already experimenting with providing these essentials. Other nations are far along the road.”

• “The use of the deficit spending technique to finance these underwritings. The annually balanced budget has lost its old-time sanctity.”

• “The abandonment of gold in favor of managed currencies.”

• “The control of foreign trade by the government, with increasing emphasis on bilateral agreements and barter deals.”

• “The control of natural resources, with increasing emphasis on self-sufficiency.”

• “The control of energy sources—hydroelectric power, coal, petroleum, natural gas.”

• “The control of transportation—railway, highway, airway, waterway.”

• “The control of agricultural production.”

• “The control of labor organizations, often to the point of prohibiting strikes.”

• “The enlistment of young men and women in youth corps devoted to health, discipline, community service and ideologies consistent with those of the authorities. The CCC camps have just inaugurated military drill.”

• “Heavy taxation, with special emphasis on the estates and incomes of the rich.”

• “Not much ‘taking over’ of property or industries in the old socialistic sense. The formula appears to be control without ownership. It is interesting to recall that the same formula is used by the great corporations in depriving stockholders of power.”

• “The state control of communications and propaganda.”

The characteristics of Political System X, Chase wrote, are “clearly contrary to the liberal democratic ideal,” and “most of them are anathema to the doctrines of Adam Smith.” (I guess it’s good that he was at least aware about how far afield this system was from our founding.)

“Study this list and think hard about it,” Chase challenged readers. “[T]here is not an item on this list, which is not applicable in some degree to the United States.”

What’s perhaps most striking about Chase’s utopian vision is how much of it seems to have already come to pass in the United States. Let’s take them one by one:

• We obviously have a “strong, centralized government” that politicians of both parties have no compunction about expanding.

• The executive branch of government is “growing at the expense of the legislative and judicial arms”; this should be plainly obvious after the Obama administration’s singular legacy of executive overreach.

• Government continues to exert “control of banking, credit and security exchanges,” and the recent Dodd-Frank legislation has only further cemented that.

• The “underwriting of social security” and other social programs was realized as part of Johnson’s Great Society, which Chase supported enthusiastically in his later life.

• “The underwriting of food, housing and medical care” is evident in First Lady Michelle Obama’s signature issue: federal intervention into what local school districts feed their children.

• The prediction of government underwriting medical care has come true with a vengeance in the age of Obamacare.

• How about “use of the deficit spending technique to finance these underwritings”? Not even Chase could have conceived of a federal deficit of more than $500 billion, as is predicted for fiscal year 2017. Democratic and Republican politicians seem to agree with Chase’s assessment that the quaint notion of a balanced budget has “lost its old-time sanctity.”

• We achieved “the abandonment of gold in favor of managed currencies” under a Republican president when Richard Nixon took us off the gold standard in 1971.

• Government continues to have a hand in “the control of foreign trade.” Starting under FDR, Congress began regularly ceding its own authority on trade by granting the president authority to “fast-track” trade negotiations.

• As for the “control of natural resources” and “energy sources,” look no further than the environmental policies of the Obama administration. It propped up disastrous energy companies that fit its own agenda (Solyndra, for example) and fought to systematically shut down entire projects (the Keystone Pipeline) and industries (coal, for example) that didn’t.

• “Railway, highway, airway [and] waterway” transportation have absolutely become more heavily regulated since Chase’s writing. The 1950s saw both the establishment of the FAA and the federalization of highways (under Republican Dwight Eisenhower). And 1971 saw the creation of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation, or Amtrak, which is partially owned and subsidized by the government. Amtrak today holds a monopoly on passenger rail transportation in the United States.

• Chase mentioned government’s “control without ownership” of industries instead of “ ‘taking over’ . . . in the old socialistic sense.” This would be accomplished, of course, by government gradually inserting itself into the private sector through increased regulation. It’s the “new” form of socialistic control. Chase’s attempt to compare that to corporations “depriving stockholders of power” was flawed socialist logic.

• When discussing “state control of communications and propaganda,” Chase himself mentioned the FCC, which still exists. But rather than control the media outright, the Obama administration prefers to circumvent or stymie it. In 2015, the Associated Press reported that “the Obama administration more often than ever censored government files or outright denied access to them under the U.S. Freedom of Information Act.” Former Washington Post editor Leonard Downie, Jr., wrote in a report for the Committee to Protect Journalists that Obama’s “efforts to control information are the most aggressive I’ve seen since the Nixon administration.” Meanwhile, the administration uses its own social-media platform to break its own news directly from the White House without the filter of the press, which some might characterize as propaganda.

• Does the government completely “control” agriculture? No, but it does exercise some ridiculous regulatory controls over it. For instance, the Cherry Industry Administrative Board is a real-life government office funded by real-life tax dollars. In 2009, its machinations to control the U.S. cherry market forced farmers to dump 30 million pounds of fruit onto the ground to keep it out of the marketplace.

• The government does not totally control the labor movement, either, but it’s worth nothing that Richard Trumka, head of the AFL-CIO, visited the White House 104 times between 2009 and 2014. Instead of “control,” it’s likely more of a partnership.

• Today’s government does not underwrite employment to the degree that Chase suggested, but the Obama administration’s stimulus package could be regarded as a failed attempt to do just that.

• One of the most specific items is the establishment of “youth corps” to instill government ideology. Chase specifically mentioned the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), which ceased to exist in 1942. It’s hard to find a direct analogue today, but some alert Americans may have noticed similarities in 2012, when the administration created the FEMA Corps. Americans ages eighteen to twenty-four could sign up for training in “disaster preparedness, response, and recovery.” That is a benign enough goal, but the imagery of their graduation ceremony—photos showing rows of American youths wearing identical uniforms emblazoned with “FEMA Corps” seated before a giant government logo as they listened with rapt attention to a “deputy administrator”—conjured up some unpleasant associations.

As it happened, Chase’s own influence in government waned after World War II. His service in the Roosevelt administration wound up being the apex of his career. In 1956, he found himself with enough spare time to join the planning commission of his hometown of Redding, Connecticut. In 1961, he traveled with other “American intellectual leaders” to Russia—more than thirty years after the visit when his group had been “bowled over” by Stalin in order to help “seek better understanding” with the Cold War foe. And he surfaced again to lend his support to Johnson’s Great Society agenda.

When Chase died in 1985 at age ninety-seven, he was, according to the New York Times, “one of the last surviving members of the small group of advisers who helped President Roosevelt shape the New Deal.” The Times further memorialized him as “an outspoken advocate of Government planning and intervention in the economy.”

It’s pretty remarkable how well someone writing in 1942 predicted the current state of the American government and economy. But it’s less remarkable when you think about the gradualism that is so essential to the Fabian socialism Chase embraced first and the progressivism he adopted later. The ends justify the means. He knew the revolution would not be achieved with any one shock to the system or international crisis. It had to take place over time. Year after year. Wave after wave. It had to seem organic, as if it was something that the American people themselves desired. He knew that if the progressives stuck around long enough, they would eventually triumph.

While Chase was certainly a visionary, his vision—at least, that which he published—was incomplete. With Political System X, he captured a central part of the grand progressive plan. But we need to widen the lens a bit and look further out to see what America might look like once we get there.



i. Reed would become a useful propaganda tool for the Bolshevik regime in subsequent years. He was lionized by Hollywood in Warren Beatty’s 1981 film, Reds.


The Three Phases of the Progressive Plan

I have studied progressivism extensively; this book represents just a fraction of my research. One thing I’ve learned is that progressives hold their playbooks close, and they’ve done so from the beginning. It takes digging to uncover nuggets like Stuart Chase’s road map. But after taking in the whole picture, I believe I’ve pieced together the grand progressive strategy.

But remember, progressives are not only strategic but also persistent. You probably noticed that we organized part I of this book into “waves.” As Charles Kesler, a Claremont professor and scholar of progressivism, notes, progressivism is best understood as a metaphor of waves, “interrupted by wars and by rather haphazard reactions to modern liberalism’s excesses.”

For Wilson, there was Coolidge. For FDR, there were Eisenhower and JFK. For Johnson, there was Reagan. The good news for us is that this means that good leaders can stop, or at least slow down, progressivism.

The question remains whether there will be someone or some movement to push back the fourth wave of progressivism of Obama and whoever follows him. As we’ll see, this wave threatens to inundate America, creating the political turmoil that Chase predicted as an interim stage before America becomes a socialist utopia unrecognizable from its founding.

There are three main phases to the progressive plan: organization and infiltration, sowing political turmoil, and Political System X.

PHASE I: INFILTRATION



Phase I was the genesis of the modern progressive movement in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. It was launched by the cast of characters we covered at the beginning of this book, people such as Teddy Roosevelt, William Jennings Bryan, Margaret Sanger, Wayne Wheeler, John Dewey, and others. It got especially heated during the 1912 presidential election, when Teddy Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson tried to out-progressive each other. Wilson won out, and his administration was the first wave of the progressive movement. It would be followed by three more waves, each of which shared the following goals of the infiltration phase:

• Goal 1: Organize groups for control. The collectivization of society began. Instead of focusing on individual rights and freedoms, progressives focused on organizing people into groups that set them apart. Sanger organized around “birth control” (i.e., eugenics), Wheeler organized around temperance, labor groups organized workers, and so on. This was the genesis of “community organizing,” and it has changed little from then to the days of Obama—herding people into groups, motivating them with fear.

• Goal 2: Infiltrate. Slowly but deliberately, progressives inserted themselves into key American institutions, including the government, the labor movement, academia, the media, the military, and the courts. Progressives not only ran for high office, but they also made a point of inserting their operatives into a permanent government bureaucracy. They took control of the labor movement and of academia, which became a hotbed for progressivism at all levels. The leading “race-theory” eugenicists came from America’s top universities such as Princeton and Johns Hopkins, the latter of which was designed specifically to bring the “German university” model to the United States. Progressives such as Dewey influenced the education of the youngest Americans.

• Goal 3: Weaken the social fabric. For the collectivization of society to succeed, the natural, organic fibers of our social fabric—faith, tradition, family, heritage—needed to be ripped apart. Progressives systematically drew wedges between different segments of society by collectivizing and organizing them against one another. And all with an unceasing agenda of political correctness to revise history and remove all traces of faith from public life.

• Goal 4: Confuse the concept of right and wrong. Sometimes it feels as if we’re living in a moral house of mirrors—up means down, down means up, and everything is distorted. That is exactly how progressives want it. By preaching moral relativism and shaming us into thinking our traditions are wrong and outdated, by convincing us that our moral compass needs to “progress,” they can lead us ever closer to the final step of phase I . . .

• Goal 5: Bring society to a state of near crisis. At some point, the confusion becomes too great, and those who could stand up to bring some sanity to the public sphere are successfully shamed into silence. The nation is brought to the edge of collapse so that progressives can step in and take power, all in a false-prophet effort to relieve people’s fears and anxieties.

PHASE II: SOWING POLITICAL TURMOIL



I believe this is where we are right now. This is the phase of turmoil that was accelerated by Obama and precedes the introduction of Chase’s Political System X. Look at the characteristics of this phase, and see if anything sounds familiar:

• Allow chaos. Chaos is an essential ingredient for the eventual rise of a new order. Progressives and authoritarians of all stripes understand this. It’s why the Occupy movement was allowed to disrupt American cities for so long. It’s why leftist commentators such as Al Sharpton encourage protest movements that lead to rioting, looting, and communities in flames. It’s why violence breaks out at Trump rallies and the supposed leader offers to personally pay the perpetrators’ legal fees. Chaos is becoming part of our society, and their hope is that very soon we will call out for order.

• Enforce negative stereotypes. This is an ongoing part of progressives’ efforts to divide our society. Efforts in the media, academia, and elsewhere—even in government—to shame certain segments of Americans are simply accepted. Concerned (peaceful) Americans in Tea Party groups are dismissed as radicals, while disenfranchised (and often violent) youths in Occupy Wall Street and Black Lives Matter groups are held up as heroes. White people are automatically assumed to be racist, and the wealthy are assumed to be covetous and out to screw over everyone else. People of faith are seen to be hateful and closed-minded. Another stereotype frequently reinforced is that “white people are hate mongers” and racists, or faith-seekers are “backward” and closed-minded. We stop seeing each other as individual countrymen and simply as stereotypes.

• Isolate, destroy, and discourage “truth.” Progressives have a narrative, and they’ve been sticking with it for more than a hundred years. If you attempt to question them, you must be stopped. That’s why those who attempt to explain their strategy are mocked, ridiculed, and condemned—as I’m sure this book will be by those who’d rather its message never got out.

• Encourage reckless habits. Progressives want us to become ever more reliant on the government. In order to make that happen, they degrade our ability to rely on ourselves, even when we want to. Even something as rational as preparing for a natural disaster is mocked. Meanwhile, Americans are running themselves into debt—just like their government—and we are told that destructive personal habits should be accepted, or even embraced, as some states have legalized marijuana. Once these individual reckless behaviors get out of control, where are we all supposed to turn for help? To the government, of course.

• Remain in shadows. It is important in phase II that progressives stay out of the spotlight or at least that they define themselves as basically conventional liberals, offering no real damage to the country. They will have an important hand in controlling events, as they always have, but they are not yet ready to reveal themselves. The revolution is still in a gradualist phase at this point.

It is difficult to say with certainty how long we will remain in phase II. We saw that phase I took more than a century, although phase II is by definition more fast-moving and likely will not last quite as long. Its end point is phase III, the total shift of our free-market, republican system of government into Political System X.

PHASE III: POLITICAL SYSTEM X



We’ve discussed what X itself will look like in detail, but phase III also contains some additional steps to stop the chaos of phase II and solidify X as the system of the future:

• Grab control for “protection.” This is the moment when progressives make their move in the open. When the reckless behavior that progressives have encouraged and the chaos that they have sown become overwhelming, they will arrive like the cavalry at the end of a western movie to save the day. But their help will come at a price: they will propose System X as the only way out of the mess.

• “Liquidate” those who oppose or allies who have served their purpose. During phase II, we saw condemnation or marginalization of those who did not agree with the government line. Silencing of opponents is a hallmark of autocratic systems, from Nazi Germany to Soviet Russia (which Chase so admired) to fascist Italy (which Wilson’s adviser Colonel Edward House so admired). Wilson himself threw political opponents into jail when they spoke out against World War I, and FDR imprisoned Americans in camps just for sharing heritage with the Japanese enemies in World War II. Remember these lessons of history the next time someone tells you it can’t happen here.

• Activate shadow system. This is the unveiling of the progressives who have been infiltrating government since the beginning. While it obviously won’t be the same individuals, inculcating a progressive culture in national institutions has produced ideological descendants of the Sangers and Wilsons and Roosevelts and Chases of the world, people like Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton. Now, in their moment of triumph, they’ll be able to show their true colors.

• Remain in crisis mode. The crisis that began in phase II will never end, despite the promises made by the white knights coming in during phase III to rescue us. It can’t. After all, if the crisis goes away, people might forget how much they need their government to take care of them.

This is a lot to take in. But it is our duty as active, thinking citizens of our republic to look at these issues with open eyes and clear minds. We shouldn’t refuse to see something simply because we have been conditioned to believe it is not there.


Fight, Flight, or Surrender

You’re sitting at your desk at work. You hear something, a loud thud. An explosion, maybe? Or more likely, just a car backfiring. It seemed too distant to be something to worry about. And then you hear the tap-tap, a rapid-fire succession of popping noises. A gun? Not likely. Not here. Not in the office.

The decisions made in these moments make the difference between survival and death.

Do we ignore the commotion because the idea of someone going on a shooting rampage in our workplace is too ridiculous to take seriously? Those are things that happen on the news. Things that happen to other people. The difference between what we expect to be normal and what is actually happening delays our reaction time.

There are the different reactions to the unknown that we all exhibit. The most common of these is fear. Fear can be paralyzing. It can be all-consuming. It can delay our reaction time. But fear—along with the flood of neurochemicals associated with it—is also what drives us to make decisions. We can choose fight or flight. Or we can surrender altogether.

When progressives use fear, they expect us to surrender. They want to drive us right into the arms of those who promise to save us. They want us to surrender our rights to an omniscient and omnipotent big government that can save us from the unknown and the dangers that lurk at home and abroad.

But we can do something else entirely. Our surrender isn’t foreordained. We can fight back. We can recognize that something is amiss and take action. We can train our brains to see the threat for what it is, and instead of surrendering like lemmings, we can choose a different path.

It appears that the progressive moment of crisis is now at hand. Thanks mainly to the efforts of Wilson, the Roosevelts, Johnson, and Obama, the structures are in place, ready for the next person to push things even further. We don’t know how long it will take to get to phase III, but thanks to Stuart Chase, we do have an idea of what that phase will look like: direct government control over nearly every aspect of our lives.

Progressives have been motivated by fear for so long, the fear that if given too much freedom, mankind will go down a dark path. They are convinced that they can save us from ourselves with more control. But this is the great lie and the great tragedy of progressivism.

We have a remarkable and unique gift: the U.S. Constitution. This document, the triumph of Enlightenment thought merged with Judeo-Christian values, protects our natural rights and freedoms while laying out the groundwork for a society that keeps everyone safe and free—including progressives. If only they could let go of their fear and see that we might have a chance of progressing toward more freedom, liberty, and, ultimately, happiness.

We need to show the progressives that there is a better way, that they don’t need to be “dazed and blinded” as Chase was. There is a better path to the ultimate light: the full embracing of our founding documents as a compass that always points us back toward liberty.

It starts with you, in your homes, your families, your schools, your communities. You must be on the lookout for creeping progressivism and, when you find it, fight it with ideas. Be firm in your commitment to your rights, and show others that true freedom comes from respect for the individual, not mindless collectivism. Be true to the ideas that have sustained us since our founding and remain enshrined in our Constitution.

They have saved us before, and they can save us again.


Epilogue:

Defeating the Fear Factory

It’s midday, downtown in a major American city.

You’re walking along at your typical brisk pace, almost striding, and before you know it, you’re quickly encroaching on the three people walking ahead of you on the sidewalk.

They hear your footsteps coming toward them, and they peer back to catch a glimpse of you. Your eyes meet theirs, and you can’t help but notice a look of fear that you’ve rarely witnessed on city streets. Real terror.

It’s not because of you. You’re pretty unassuming. It’s not even because of them.

No, it’s because of where you are: Detroit, where nightmares of violence and decay long ago replaced the American dream. Motown has become the poster child for the failure of progressivism’s good intentions.

It wasn’t always like that in Detroit.

The city wasn’t perfect, of course. It always had its faults. In the early 1920s, Henry Ford spewed forth anti-Semitic venom in his Dearborn Independent newspaper. In the 1930s, the “Radio Priest,” Father Charles Coughlin, broadcast from his headquarters in suburban Royal Oak. Communists infiltrated Ford Motor Company’s massive River Rouge plant, fomenting labor strife. In 1943, an ugly three-day race riot rocked the city. Franklin Roosevelt dispatched federal troops to maintain order, and tanks, which should have been rolling toward Berlin, instead rolled down the city’s main drag, Woodward Avenue.

But for all its shortcomings, Detroit was the model for modern American industrial growth—world industrial growth, really. In terms of major northeast-quadrant urban areas, though, Detroit was a real latecomer. In 1900, the city had only 285,704 people (fewer than Anchorage, Alaska, has today). But once Ford and his newfangled auto industry arrived, the city took off like a rocket—or, rather, like a Model T.

Most major Eastern cities owed their population growth to European immigrants. But Detroit was different. Sure, it had its share of Irish and Polish and Italian immigrants, but a large chunk of Detroit’s newer citizens migrated not from Europe but from elsewhere in America. White Americans from Appalachia and blacks from farther South came in droves. They came to Detroit for the same reasons Jews and Italians sailed in steerage class for Ellis Island: opportunity, freedom, and a better life for themselves and their children.

Back then, Detroit’s economy, like that of America as a whole, was unfettered by regulations and bureaucrats. When America wanted better mousetraps—but mainly better cars—it counted on Detroiters to figure out not only how to make them but how to make them cheaper and better than anyone else.

They had a name for the way things worked back then. They quaintly called it capitalism.

The city boomed, and Ford wasn’t the only game in town for long. Newcomers Chrysler and General Motors muscled their way into his markets. But because capitalism isn’t a zero-sum game, people didn’t get poorer. Competition was good—for everyone. The Motor City grew from 285,704 people in 1900 to 1,568,662 in 1930 and then to 1,849,568 in 1950. From 1920 through 1950, it was the nation’s fourth-largest city. In 1960, it enjoyed the nation’s highest per-capita income.

Pearl Harbor caused Detroit to retool, moving from making autos and trucks to churning out tanks and jeeps and planes. FDR had vowed that America would become the Arsenal of Democracy. A lot of folks think that Detroit earned that same title. FDR tapped Ford’s once right-hand man Bill Knudsen to mobilize the country for war—and to do it within a matter of weeks. The six-foot-three former boxer and Danish immigrant had worked his way from the factory floor in his youth to the executive suites of Ford, eventually becoming the head of Chevrolet. With four military stars on his shoulder and the title of chairman of the Office of Production Management, Knudsen worked with CEOs and businesses across America to retool their factories to produce war machines—all for the exorbitant salary of one dollar a year.

Knudsen was, in many ways, Henry Ford’s opposite. Where Ford believed in centralized, top-down mandates, managed efficiency (“Any customer can have a car painted any colour that he wants so long as it is black”), and artificially inflated minimum wages (his five-dollar-a-day wage, which nearly doubled wages at the time, shocked his fellow businessmen), Knudsen was a fervent believer in the spontaneous and voluntary actions of the free market. He persuaded FDR to scrap many of the New Deal’s burdensome regulations and onerous taxes and instead to implement incentives for private business to retool for war products. And he took away power from Washington, which earned him hatred from Eleanor Roosevelt and the more extreme progressives in FDR’s Cabinet, and gave that power to executives who knew better how to mobilize their businesses than bureaucrats who operated by fiat.

And it worked. America had virtually no war industry in 1940. But by the close of 1943, America’s industrial might surpassed that of Germany, Britain, and the Soviet Union combined. National GDP doubled, and unemployment was one percent.

This was capitalism, and its living, beating heart for half a century was Detroit.

♠

A couple of years ago, Pulitzer Prize–winning author David Maraniss, a native Detroiter, wrote a book called Once in a Great City: A Detroit Story. He set his story in 1963, when, even that late into the game, Detroit was still a great city, boasting 296,000 manufacturing jobs. Yes, its population had slipped to 1,514,063, but just about every American city was in decline back then. Many recuperated. Detroit, instead, committed urban suicide.

Motown went on to lose jobs and population as no other major American city had done—ever. Today, fewer than 700,000 residents remain, and no one’s quite sure that the city has even hit rock bottom yet. Remember that figure of 296,000 manufacturing jobs in 1963? Well, that dropped to just 54,000 in 2000, and now it’s down to a mere 27,000.

Detroit can’t provide public services or pay its bills. There are more than one hundred thousand different city creditors owed a staggering $20 billion (that’s $25,000 per resident). The city has long held the unenviable title of Murder Capital of America, although it has recently lagged behind such other progressive bastions as Chicago, St. Louis, Baltimore, and New Orleans.

In May 2015, Detroit’s unemployment rate was 13.1 percent, mercifully down from 18.6 percent in May 2013, but it remained twice the national average. Pamela Moore, president and CEO of Detroit Employment Solutions Corporation, said:

We know that the unemployment rate is at least double, perhaps triple the 13.1 percent reported for Detroit. The rate does not include those who are no longer seeking employment or receiving unemployment benefits. Recent research . . . indicated that there were 175,000 Detroiters in the labor pool who were not working and are not actively seeking a job. The number of jobs available is growing, but businesses are looking for employees who are ready to work and skilled.

Ready to work and skilled? Unfortunately, that does not exactly describe every Detroiter. In 2011, the National Institute for Literacy reported that a shocking forty-seven percent of adult Motor City residents were functional illiterates. But it gets even worse. The Detroit Regional Workforce Fund reports that half of that forty-seven percent who are illiterate hold high school degrees. Too bad they can’t read them.

What’s Detroit like beyond the depressing statistics? What are the little details of life within the city limits of America’s progressive poster child? Here are a few examples, from a friend’s personal experiences.

It’s a beautiful sunny day outside a major league ballpark. You pull into a nearby parking lot for an afternoon of peanuts, popcorn, and Cracker Jack with your family. But before you get any further, you see an object glistening in the gravel below. You bend down and retrieve something. A live round of ammunition. That’s a ball game in Detroit.

On a trip to church, you drive past block after block of nothingness. No houses. Nothing. Once people lived here, businesses functioned, neighborhoods thrived. Now there’s nothing. And when you get there, before you are greeted by an usher or a clergyman, a guard—a very necessary guard—patrolling the parking lot salutes you. That’s Easter Sunday morning in Detroit.

You visit the Detroit Public Library. A staffer retrieves a roll of microfilm for you, and you head for the reader. The machine’s turning mechanism is broken and held together by tiny bars of scrap metal that are in turn held together by wire. You look at it and think this looks like nothing you’ve seen in a normal American library. Is this America? you silently ask yourself. And then the horrible thought: This is how they hold things together in Cuba. This is Cuba. That’s academic research in Detroit.

So how did Detroit go from being the Arsenal of Democracy to one step above “Soylent Green”? Somehow progressives always blame Republicans—or the Koch brothers or climate change or something else completely irrelevant—for the disasters they’ve created. Republicans rarely run big cities, and when they do, they sometimes even help turn them around (see what Rudy Giuliani did with what was left of New York). But from Baltimore to St. Louis to Philadelphia to Detroit, progressives have run America’s major cities for decades—usually right into the ground.

Back in the “Progressive Era,” it was fashionable to say that the states were the “laboratories of democracy.” States like Wisconsin or Oregon passed initiatives and referendums that other states might emulate. Well, for quite a while now, big cities have been Frankenstein-esque “laboratories of progressivism.”

♦

It didn’t start with Detroit. The most famous pioneer progressive mayor was actually New York City’s Fiorello “the Little Flower” LaGuardia. He might have been a little flower, but he was a big RINO (Republican in name only). He supported Franklin Roosevelt, pushed for rent control, increased welfare programs, and built public housing. He ran for reelection with the support of the Communist-dominated American Labor Party. His great protégé was the renowned fellow-traveling (pro-Communist) congressman Vito Marcantino. Mainstream historians still rank LaGuardia as one of America’s great mayors, but he helped set the world’s greatest city on a decades-long path of decline. (Helping to keep it on that dreadful path was another media-darling RINO, 1960s mayor John V. Lindsey.)

LaGuardia was from the left wing, and many left-wing mayors, in city after city, have been following in his path. They all use the same basic playbook, the one first articulated by FDR’s top aide, Harry Hopkins, in 1938: “We will spend and spend, and tax and tax, and elect and elect.”

In between spending, taxing, and electing, progressives also did a lot of regulating the hell out of business, coddling public employee unions, handcuffing the police, and eviscerating the remains of a once-functioning public school system. Even the dumbest tenured professor should be able to figure out that the road to urban hell is paved with progressive intentions. But progressives never, never, never learn. Rather than honestly asking themselves what went wrong, they paraphrase 1920s New York governor Al Smith’s saying that “The cure for the ills of democracy is more democracy” and scream “The cure for the ills of progressivism is more progressivism.”

Think it’s impossible to be more progressive than FDR’s buddy LaGuardia? Think again. The most progressive, left-leaning mayor in American history was not the Little Flower. It’s not even New York’s current chief executive, Bill de Blasio (a former Sandinista supporter and Hillary Clinton campaign manager). It was actually Detroit’s longtime mayor Coleman A. Young. He is the key to understanding how Motown spun so badly out of control for so long.

Young was Detroit’s first black mayor, elected in 1973, when the majority of the city remained narrowly white. He might have been a bridge to racial harmony and have reversed, or at least stabilized, the city’s slow slide.

He wasn’t, and he didn’t.

Young was radical through and through. Like many radicals—from Lenin to Jane Fonda to Obama—he didn’t grow up in proletarian circumstances. He was reasonably comfortable. Not wealthy but not broke, either. His father ran a dry-cleaning business. Young attended white schools, even a Catholic parochial school, and soon landed a decent job on the assembly line at the Ford plant and quickly became involved in United Auto Workers politics. During World War II, he served with distinction with the famed Tuskegee Airmen and battled segregation in Franklin Roosevelt’s segregated armed services.

But early encounters with racism embittered Young, and he wasn’t satisfied to be a mere garden-variety liberal. Walter Reuther, head of the UAW, wasn’t exactly Milton Friedman in his economic beliefs, but even he soon found Young too radical for comfort (as Young boasted, Detroit was “the center of the radical universe in those days”).

In April 1948, Reuther narrowly escaped a mysterious assassination attempt that permanently crippled his right arm. Young was reportedly heard to say, “Too bad they didn’t kill that [expletive].” Later that year, Young backed Henry Wallace’s Communist-dominated Progressive Party and even ran for state senator as a progressive. In 1950, he helped found the National Negro Labor Council, an organization that was soon officially labeled a Communist front. A year later, when the House Un-American Activities Committee summoned Young to ask him if he was a member of the Communist Party, he took the Fifth Amendment.

That should have ended Young’s political career. But time heals all wounds (except Reuther’s arm, that is), and the Democratic Party is incredibly forgiving of progressive indiscretions. Young eventually got himself elected as a state senator, was named the Democrats’ senate floor leader, and then, in November 1973, won a narrow election to become Detroit’s first black mayor.

He wasn’t, however, Detroit’s first progressive mayor. Jerome Cavanagh was just thirty-three years old when he was elected in 1963, the youngest chief executive in the city’s history. He did everything a progressive was supposed to do. He brought in a progressive police chief, marched with Martin Luther King, implemented Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society urban-renewal pipe dreams, and supported affirmative-action programs.

Liberal observers thought Cavanagh was doing a magnificent job. “Retail sales are up dramatically [in Detroit],” gushed the National Observer in 1965. “Earnings are higher. Unemployment is lower. . . . Physically Detroit has acquired freshness and vitality. Acres of slums have been razed, and steel and glass apartments . . . have sprung up in their place.” People seemed to think that Cavanagh was the next Jack Kennedy.

But Cavanagh’s progressive visions—and his political ambitions—exploded on a Saturday night in July 1967, when his city was overtaken with deadly race riots ignited by a police raid on an African-American nightclub. Twenty-three civilians and sixteen national guardsmen died; 696 civilians and 493 guardsmen were wounded.

Cavanagh’s progressive policies hadn’t done much for Detroit. And neither would Young’s. He might have chosen to be a healer—like Virginia’s first black governor, Doug Wilder, or Los Angeles’s first black mayor, Tom Bradley. But Young never outgrew his early progressive roots. He remained angry, bitter, confrontational, and often profane. Sociologist James Q. Wilson summed him up like this: “Young rejected the integrationist goal in favor of a flamboyant, black-power style that won him loyal followers, but he left the city a fiscal and social wreck.” Even the New York Times had to admit that Young seemed “to revel in the sort of polarization that other politicians dread.”

Young pursued the same sort of big-government projects Cavanagh had loved. He built the most expensive public mass-transit project in American history, a 2.94-mile “People Mover,” as well as a grandiose $350 million “Renaissance Center” in Detroit’s fading downtown. Few citizens ever used the People Mover and the Renaissance Center also flopped. Young later sold it to General Motors for $80 million. Scandals on the Water Board and in the Police Department marred his later terms, and federal investigators probed his efforts to guide contracts to black-owned companies.



1860 BALMORAL DRIVE

By now, you know what a mess Detroit is. Abandoned neighborhoods. Derelict houses. High crime and unemployment. Hundreds of murders every year. Ruin on an unimaginable scale.

They say that if you look at pictures of Hiroshima and Detroit taken in 1945 and then of both cities taken in 2016, and you weren’t told which were which, you’d match up the photos of 1945 Detroit with those of 2016 Hiroshima and—much, much, much more disturbingly—vice versa. Progressive policies can lay ruin to a greater area for a greater period of time than even a nuclear warhead.

In 2010, however, Detroit mayor Dave Bing (a basketball hall-of-famer) was a man with a plan: if you couldn’t build or rebuild Detroit, then at least remove some of the rot. He aimed to demolish ten thousand of the city’s ninety thousand abandoned homes, three thousand in the first year alone. What would he do with the land involved? Well, he’d turn it into parks, maybe even farms.

Yes, farms. That’s what Detroit, the Motor City, the Arsenal of Democracy, had come to. Fantasies about farms.

Now, you might think these properties would all be in Detroit’s slum areas. Not so. Detroit’s blight is essentially citywide. Even historically “better” neighborhoods slid downhill. “The city has never done this before,” admitted Detroit Building Department director Karla Henderson. “We had to make a culture change.”

“Culture change,” by the way, is progressive speak for Bring in the bulldozers to bury our mistakes.

Which takes us up the driveway to a 5,412-square-foot home at 1860 Balmoral Drive in the city’s once grand (and actually still pretty good) Palmer Woods neighborhood.

Or at least it used to be a home.

As late as 2002, 1860 Balmoral Drive sold for $645,000. But that was then. Its value plummeted to just $150,000 by February 2007. And by 2010, it was abandoned and heading for outright demolition. “This is an eyesore, and it makes no economic sense to fix it,” said neighbor Joel Pitcoff. “Who wants to spend $1 million on a house so it will be worth $400,000?”

What was newsworthy about this property? After all, it was just one of many thousands of eyesores, even if it was in a good neighborhood. Well . . . it just so happened to be the boyhood home of Mitt Romney. As he geared up to run for the presidency in 2012, that childhood abode (not exactly Abe Lincoln’s log cabin) lay forlorn, abandoned, and ready for a very public wrecking ball in dystopian Detroit—a testament to failed progressivism.





Young left office in January 1994, but Detroit’s die had already been cast. The city was too far gone along the path of progressive politics to reform itself. Young’s worst successor was a fellow who took Cavanagh’s title of Detroit’s youngest mayor. Elected at just thirty-one years old in 2001, Kwame Kilpatrick eventually found himself convicted on a staggering multiplicity of corruption charges.

His Honor is scheduled to be released in 2041.

♣



CRONY PROGRESSIVISM

They say that if you move far enough left or right on the political circle, eventually you’ll meet up with the other side.

Exhibit A: The Progressive Nonworkers Paradise of Detroit.

You see, Donald Trump isn’t the only guy who believes in pushing little people around to hand over their homes to big corporations.

Coleman Young did the same thing.

Back when Detroit was in its prime, it not only featured substantial populations of Southern whites and blacks, but it also boasted numerous ethnic neighborhoods. There was a Jewish area, a “Greektown,” an Irish “Corktown,” and, once upon a time, a “Poletown.”

When General Motors wanted to build a new plant in Poletown, residents said: No, thank you. We don’t want to move. But Mayor Young thought he could use the tax revenue and the supposed economic benefits from the plant to prop up the rest of his decomposing city. So even though Poletown’s homes and its business property would be used not for a true public purpose but rather for a purely private one (think “crony capitalism” or, rather, “crony progressivism”), residents found themselves squarely in progressive eminent-domain crosshairs.

Here’s an account from one Poletown homeowner, Harold Kaczynski, who tried—and failed—to stop GM’s land grab:

We filed [our objections]. We were told to sign the first one of these with a lot number. This would take care of what we were after. And then we appeared at [Detroit’s] Cobo Hall. . . . And [the judge] never said one word. All the city did was read off all the lists of parcels they wanted. He granted them [1,366] parcels, and that was the end of it. Plus, they searched us coming in like we were a bunch of criminals.

Forty-two hundred people lost their homes. One hundred forty businesses closed. A thriving neighborhood disappeared.

That was bad enough. But there was more.

Harold and Bernice Kaczynski had to move out of Detroit. Harold died in November 1987, and on the very day he was buried, the headline on the front page of the Detroit Free Press announced that GM’s “Poletown Plant” was closing, costing twenty-five hundred workers their jobs.

When progressives pick winners and losers, everybody loses.





A lot of people have written Detroit off. It’s been forever ruined by the Left, they say. It has no hope.

But that’s not true.

Detroit has a chance at rebirth, just as America does. If we allowed the city to be truly free (creating incentives to bring in private enterprise and create jobs, lifting red tape and regulations that make it more cost-effective for industries to locate elsewhere), then Detroit could rise again. There is nothing in the DNA of the people of Detroit that keeps them from succeeding.

But we need to do more than just provide job opportunities and ease regulations. We need to cure the citizens of Detroit—and increasingly many citizens across America—of a debilitating and, in some cases, lifelong addiction. Addiction to broken promises. Addiction to the same leaders offering the same failed ideas. Addiction to dependency and learned helplessness. Addiction to fear. Addiction to lies.

I know something about addiction. I’m an alcoholic. Which means that I am an addict. I know how hard it is to quit something that can do you great damage. The first step to recovery is to recognize what you are addicted to. And to find ways to substitute something else for that drug, whatever it may be.

For those who have become addicted to fear because of their progressive dealers, we must offer the counter to fear. That is hope.

History has always been about a choice between fear and hope. World War II pitted an ideology based on fear of Jews, of gays, of “outsiders,” of Germany’s loss of prestige and power, against the free-enterprise system, an ideology based on the hope that people can transcend and rise about their circumstances, can strive, can achieve, can fail and try again.

Or consider the Cold War, which pitted America against Communists whose ideology thrived on the fear of inequality and the evils of the “capitalist system” that supposedly enriched only the few.

Progressives, as we’ve seen, promote the state—more regulations, more taxes, more rules, more restraints—as the answer to these fears. That is always their mantra, always their default. Give your power to us. We’ll take care of you.

Like the saber-toothed cat, fear stalks us all. The question is, what do you do about it? Was Steve Jobs, who was once fired from Apple before returning to the company, afraid of failing again? Of course he was. Was Walt Disney afraid that his movies wouldn’t sell or that his theme parks—which were thought impractical and too expensive by almost everyone—would become duds? Of course.

The greatest people in America—the most successful pioneers in all walks of life—experience fear, uncertainty, and doubt. Even those who are working in their own communities and neighborhoods—fighting for the lives of the unborn, opposing new laws and rules that restrict freedom—are often afraid. Speaking out, being criticized, being ignored—they are all scary things. But the successful don’t let fear control them. They acknowledge it and say, Yes, I’m afraid, so what? That’s the secret.

What separates most of those who are able to use fear motivationally from those who succumb to it is usually a higher sense of purpose, a greater meaning to their life. For me—and this isn’t the answer for everybody—that greater meaning is service to God. For others, maybe their purpose is as simple as being a good parent, leaving an important legacy to their children, or just being a responsible citizen. But the key is that you need to find something that is bigger than you. Something that will outlast you.

I remember reading a book a few years back called The Survivor’s Club: The Secrets and Science That Could Save Your Life, by Ben Sherwood. Ben went out and interviewed survivors of various incidents, tragedies, and illnesses, as well as experts, to analyze what qualities helped these people survive. What makes an effective survivor? Why do some people beat the odds and others don’t? What he found was a mentality, an outlook, inherent in survivors: honesty about the situation they faced.

But honesty alone was not enough to survive; action was also required. When we are confronted with danger, our minds don’t always recognize it at first. If we see something out of the ordinary that could be a threat, we don’t immediately see the danger, because we’re not used to seeing it and because we don’t want to see it. It’s called the normalcy bias. Our minds are programmed to find the normalcy in every situation in an effort to comfort and give us hope. That is usually a good thing—your brain rationalizes that turbulence on an airplane happens all the time, that bumps are part of flying, and that thousands of flights a day have turbulence with no consequences. But every so often, the normalcy bias gets in the way of seeing the reality of a situation: the noise in the night that’s not just the house settling, the person acting strangely on the plane who isn’t just afraid to fly, the backpack on the street corner that wasn’t just forgotten by a kid.

What differentiates survivors from victims is that survivors act. Armed with situational awareness, they overcome their normalcy bias and see danger coming well before anyone else.

I hope this book has given you that situational awareness. After this journey through the sordid, even bloody history of progressivism, you will see this danger where it lurks in modern political and cultural life. You will see the truth about what progressivism stands for and what it will do to America if we can’t get our friends and neighbors to wake up.

Seeing the truth is brave. Seeing the truth is consoling. Seeing the truth gives people resolve. And seeing the truth gives us all the strength to face it with action.

God, hope, reason, action. These are the keys to fighting the fear factor.

Which is why, perhaps, progressivism these days seems to work so much better in the major metropolises of America. When I first moved to New York City and had an apartment somewhere up in the clouds, I would stand every night at the windows, looking at the sprawling city beneath me. Towering buildings, buses, taxis, parks—it was incredible. And it was all made by man.

When I left New York, I once again started looking up. The sky, the clouds, the stars at night. All made by God.

In New York, I didn’t even know the people who lived on the same floor as I did. In rural America, you’d be hard pressed to find a family who doesn’t know everyone in town. It’s a big deal because it speaks to why progressivism does so well in cities. People don’t feel that they need one another—let alone God—because they’ve got the city of New York, the MTA, the state of New York, and, of course, the federal government all looking out for them.

Sure they do.

Americans didn’t use to believe, as progressives do, that individuals couldn’t progress and become better without help from government and elites who know better than us. Americans didn’t use to believe, as progressives do, that we must surrender to others in order to improve our lives.

We can progress and improve ourselves. But only as individuals.

We recognize the danger. We’ve been able to put aside our normalcy biases and realize that this is not OK, that we are in clear and present danger.

Now it’s time to act.
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Answer Key to Quiz on Page 184

Scoring Per Question

a = 5 points

b = 4 points

c = 3 points

d = 2 points

e = 1 point

0–20 = Ron Paul (Libertarian)

21–35 = Ted Cruz (Conservative)

36–60 = Jeb Bush (Moderate)

61–80 = Donald Trump (Moderate Progressive)

81–100 = Hillary/Obama (Liberal Progressive)

100+ = Bernie Sanders (Socialist Progressive)
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