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Preface



9-11 changed everything. The future of our nation seemed suddenly not so sure, nor the judgment of our leaders so wise. A strength of democracy is that in times of such confusion, ideas may arise from unlikely places. I will take that as justification for attempting what might normally be better left to experts and the intellectual leadership: a search for where we went wrong, how we lost our way.

The Christmas following 9-11, I received the book While America Sleeps by Donald and Frederick Kagan. It was billed as the book that would define America’s place in the world for the 21st century, the foreign policy bible for the conservative movers in Washington and the intellectual leadership of the nation. The senders of this tome judged that a small-government low-tax constitutionalist like myself would like it.

Hardly. In fact it inspired the search that resulted in this counter argument.

It was the first of three books that I started the new year with. It proclaimed itself the salvation of America. But in all its densely packed 400 pages there was not a single word about any of the following: the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, Washington’s “Great Rule,” or the Monroe Doctrine, which defined a foreign policy for America, or its writer, John Quincy Adams, or his admonition that America never go abroad in search of monsters to destroy. Instead, it made a case for an aggressive worldwide military-centered foreign policy using the collapse of the British Empire as an object lesson.

There was nothing about the Constitution, but there wouldn’t be, would there? You cannot build a case for empire and at the same time a case for the American Constitution. The Kagans, and most of America, choose empire.

Hard on the heels of that book I read two more, also published relatively recently but still pre-9-11. The authors, strange bedfellows, are both failed presidential candidates, one a conservative Republican, the other a liberal Democrat. Both looked, on almost every page it sometimes seemed, to the Constitution for direction and inspiration. Both virtually predicted 9-11. Both build a case for returning America to the kind of foreign policy intended by its founders. The two books are A Republic, Not an Empire: Reclaiming America’s Destiny by Patrick Buchanan and The Minuteman: Restoring an Army of the People by Gary Hart.

Since then I have read much, thought much, and discussed much; now I make my case for “reclaiming America’s destiny” and “restoring an army of the people”; for, in other words, constitutional foreign policy. The Constitution, as most Americans no longer realize, is not only a document for freedom. It is a document for peace, maybe the most important political document for peace in the history of the world. But only if we follow it. I hope I can convince you that we should. 



CHAPTER ONE: A Foreign Policy For America




	
T






he founding fathers of America were acutely aware of the significance to history of the unimportant little sliver of under-populated coastal real estate they had just turned into a republic. They knew with almost unreasonable certainty that it was destined for greatness and destined to change the world. But they were, ultimately, not crusaders. They saw America as the shining City on the Hill - the light and model of freedom, not the sword.

They could not be crusaders. Crusading requires standing armies but Americans at the time knew that standing armies are the tools of kings and tyrants. They knew that standing armies are expensive. And they knew that standing armies, like all government institutions, seek justification, purpose, and continuation. They knew, in other words, you cannot have a standing army without it being used regularly either on your own citizens or in foreign adventures.

So the founders designed a government that would protect the nation with a citizen army - a militia - backed by a tiny (2,631 soldiers, to be exact) professional standing army. That is what they had in mind when they wrote the Constitution. That is why they prefaced the Second Amendment (“the right of the people to keep and bear Arms shall not be infringed”) with that first phrase (“A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State”). That is why they put in the requirement that America would never go to war at the discretion of one man, that war would only happen after a national debate in the halls of Congress by representatives of the people culminating in a declaration.

That is what they intended. That is what the Constitution requires. But that is not what America has. It has large and permanent professional armies standing not only in America but around the world. It expropriates 600 billion dollars a year to support them; up to 900 billion if you include military-related expenditures buried in other parts of the budget and interest payments on previous military spending. It has the decision for war taken out of the hands of the people who must fight and pay for it and put into the hands of one man. It has had over a half-century of the easy warfare that can only happen when the Constitution is ignored.

How did America get from there to here? Was it necessary? Is there no way back? Were the ideas of the founders and the constitution they wrote inadequate for modern realities? These are the questions this book hopes to answer. The answer will mirror the author’s quest in looking for it. It will take us to Greece, Rome, England, Switzerland, Israel, and even Munich. But it will start and finish in America.




PERIOD ONE: THE WORDS



At the risk of gross simplification but with the hope of meaningful organization I would like to propose that there have been only three periods of foreign policy in American history, and that all three are defined by the interplay between just two impulses. The two often contradictory impulses, the desire to protect the nation’s freedom and the desire to go crusading, have existed from the beginning. Often they have existed simultaneously even in the same person, but only one can prevail at a given time. The impulse to protect was dominant until 1898, the first period. Then there were four decades of wavering, the second period, followed by the last six-plus decades when America became a crusading nation.

This is not what was intended. It was Thomas Jefferson, naturally, who expressed the reason most succinctly.



Peace, commerce and honest friendship with all nations - entangling alliances with none.




But it was not only Jefferson. The sentiment had deep roots in the American psyche and dominated American foreign policy for over a century. The crusader instinct was also there, not the dominant sentiment, but still powerful. Maybe that is why so many admonished Americans so often and so eloquently not to go crusading, starting with George Washington.

America’s first president may not have been quite the writer or philosopher that some of the other founders were but he was a man of action down to the marrow of his bones and his acts were always acts for freedom. In this, he may have done more for the cause than any of the others.

Consider that revolutions have a very poor record. They generally end in bloodshed, tyranny, or failure. America’s did not. George Washington may be the reason. He did not have Lenin or Mao, who believed in their own infallibility and centrality, as a model. His model was Cincinnatus, a hero from the early pre-imperial Roman
Republic who knew, as America’s forefathers did, that power corrupts and every human is fallible. Cincinnatus had to be dragged in tears from his plow when elected Consul of Rome. After serving his year and saving the young republic from invasion, he rejected power to return to his farm.

Sound familiar? George Washington returned his sword to Congress after the Revolution, rejecting the chance to rule, or even become king, to go back to his farm. This act, astounding and unthinkable, electrified Europe. Napoleon on his deathbed lamented that, “They wanted me to be another Washington,” but of course he wanted to be another Caesar, like so many others before and after.

Later, after serving two terms as president, Washington again renounced power in favor of his fields. His example inspired America and illustrated the proper attitude towards power for 144 years until that time when America would have a president so enamored of power that the spirit of Washington no longer mattered.

There is a passage in George Washington’s Farewell Address that has come to be called the “Great Rule.” John Adams started the tradition that it would be read out to Congress every February and congressmen apparently listened to it until 1898. Washington tells us,



The Great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign Nations, is in extending our commercial relations to have with them as little political connection as possible.... Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European Ambition, Rivalship, Interest, Humour or Caprice? ‘Tis our true policy to steer clear of permanent Alliances, with any portion of the foreign world.




John Quincy Adams had grown up with the Revolution; a founding father was his father. He was secretary of state for James Monroe in 1821 when Greek freedom fighters rose in revolt against centuries of Ottoman rule. Americans were moved and inspired by people fighting for their freedom. Many felt America should help the Greeks as France had helped America. In his famous Fourth of July speech of 1821 John Quincy explained why it should not.



Whenever the standard of freedom and independence has been or shall be unfurled, there will America’s heart, her benedictions, and prayers be. But she goes not abroad in search of monsters to destroy. She is the well-wisher to the freedom and independence of all. She is the champion and vindicator only of her own.


[Intervention in Europe, even if carried out under] the banners of foreign independence [would involve us in] all the wars of interest and intrigue, of individual avarice, envy, and ambition, which assume the colors and usurp the standard of freedom. The fundamental maxims of her policy would insensibly change from liberty to force.... She might become the dictatress of the world. She would no longer be the ruler of her own spirit.


...freedom and independence [would be set aside] for an imperial diadem, flashing in false and tarnished luster, the murky radiance of dominance and power. [America must] recommend the general cause with the countenance of her voice and the benignant sympathy of her example. 




John Quincy Adams knew the American spirit, saw that the crusading impulse might one day be a potent temptation, and warned against it. But America has forgotten. Its modern policy of interventionism, of policing the world, is a swamp of confusion where right answers do not exist and every action sucks the nation deeper into the morass. Going out into the world in search of monsters to destroy has brought those monsters to its shores.

When America flies the banners of independence and righteousness in foreign lands, the realities of the world and the psychology of the human animal dictate that it become involved in interest, intrigue, individual avarice, envy, and ambition. When it raises the colors of freedom outside its borders it betrays the principle. Its policy reverts from liberty to force. It gives up rule over the spirit of America in order to rule the world and grasp the imperial diadem. John Quincy has described perfectly the modern age of interventionism.

Daniel Webster in his early days served his anti-militaristic freedom-loving constituency with powerful statements for limited government and non-intervention. But later, as New England power shifted to the mercantilist and industrialist elite, Webster, too, shifted. He supported their agenda of interventionism in both the national economy and foreign nations. He became what might be called the father of interventionism. In 1821, he called for intervention on the behalf of Greece. John Randolph responded in Congress that intervention in the world, even on behalf of liberty, would breach “every bulwark and barrier of the Constitution.”

John Randolph’s concern resonated in an era when the Constitution was sacred. Such an appeal would fall on mostly deaf ears in our modern age when politicians believe more in their own perfectibility and centrality, and less in a mere parchment barrier against corrupting power and human fallibility.

Three decades after the Greek uprising, Daniel Webster, now secretary of state under Millard Fillmore, was still a crusader, pushing America to take the fight for freedom to the world. He was the first in a series of various shades of interventionist crusading secretaries of state over the next 50 years that included William Seward under Lincoln and Johnson, James Blaine under Garfield, Arthur, and Harrison, and John Hay under McKinley and T. Roosevelt. It took that entire 50 years for them to bring the nation around but at the midpoint of the 19th century, with Europe in the throes of revolution, the still minority viewpoint was beginning to gain strength.

In mid-century Europe, the crowned heads were trembling before the wave of liberty sweeping their lands. America was still the light of freedom, not the sword, inspiring the continent in a way that America’s later military interventions never could. Emanuel Leutze, a German-born artist, painted Washington crossing the Delaware to encourage German freedom fighters. He made a copy to send to America, where it is still exhibited as one of the great icons of freedom. (The first was destroyed in a WWII allied air raid.) The Hungarian liberation movement was led by Louis Kossuth, who made a triumphant tour of America in search of support. He received cheering crowds everywhere he went but not the military support he sought, as Washingtonian foreign policy still ruled the national psyche.

Daniel Webster, though, was ahead of his time and supported Kossuth’s request for military intervention with fire-breathing rhetoric. In response, Senator John Calhoun called for a “masterly inactivity,” saying,



If we remain quiet ... and let our destinies work out their own results, we shall do more for liberty, not only for ourselves but for the example of mankind, than can be done by a thousand victories.




Senator Henry Clay added,



Far better is it for ourselves, for Hungary, and for the cause of liberty, that, adhering to our wise, pacific system, and avoiding the distant wars of Europe, we should keep our lamp burning brightly on this western shore as a light to all nations, than to hazard its utter extinction amid the ruins of fallen or falling republics in Europe.




The statesmen of earlier generations understood that freedom releases the forces that improve civilization and make us better people. Of course it does not happen immediately. We do not declare freedom one day and wake up improved the next. It is a long process, slow to impatient human eyes, but quite fast by historical standards. They knew that. They knew that the processes of history cannot be pushed, especially by military intervention.

Early American statesmen did not like the fact of political oppression anywhere the world but they knew that oppression would be beaten back by freedom, not everywhere at once, but everywhere eventually. They were willing to wait because they knew that was the only true course. Freedom cannot really be given by one country to another. It must be taken and won by each country, each society, each people for itself.

The 19th century was an astounding vindication of the founders’ insight. Freedom swept the world. The productive forces released when people are free brought unimaginable increases in wealth and knowledge. Country after country, drawn by the light of the City On the Hill, took those first steps towards liberty. It was clear that no ideology would last long anymore unless it at least claimed to be an ideology of freedom.

Slowly, with the expansion of freedom, Americans were becoming less willing to abide unfairness. This is not to say they had become a nation of saints or that the founders were saints. Many of the founders, even while they proclaimed freedom, owned slaves. Few recognized the equality of women or Indians. What they did was establish the system that made it possible for their descendants to recognize the fundamental equality of all people. Their flash of inspiration changed them but not as much as it changed their progeny.

Change, however, is a slow thing and if in the long run it points in the direction of improvement, it does not always in the short run. The second half of the 19th century was still a time of deeply embedded racism throughout the world. In America, Anglo-Saxonism was not the ideology of some hate-filled fringe group. It was a mainstream thinking that would have done the Nazis proud. The bestseller Our Country by Reverend Josiah Strong asked rhetorically,



Is there room for reasonable doubt that this race, unless devitalized by alcohol and tobacco, is destined to dispossess many weaker races, assimilate others, and mold the remainder, until, in a very true and important sense, it has Anglo-Saxonized mankind?




Warren Zimmerman’s excellent book, First Great Triumph, source of the information in the previous and following paragraph, notes that,



Universities of the late nineteenth century were steaming jungles of racial theories, some absurd, most misguided, but nearly all accepted as appropriate subjects for intellectual discourse.




White supremacy was taught at Harvard, Teutonic superiority at Columbia, English ascendancy at Johns Hopkins. The president of Stanford blamed “poverty, dirt and crime” on “poor human material.”

The fine delineations of hierarchy that had Anglo-Saxon/Teutonic races at the top and African, Indian, and Asian races at the bottom, had other Europeans somewhere in between but still inferior. “Irish Need Not Apply” signs are well known, but how about lynchings of Italians? Eleven in New Orleans in 1891 and six in Colorado in 1895, for example. Also in the 1890s, police shot and killed 21 striking Polish and Hungarian coal miners. Many other mostly non-Anglo-Saxon immigrant workers were killed as well during strikes and demonstrations during that violent decade.

The decade ended with the beginning of the second period of American foreign policy. With America’s victory over Spain, triumphant and unconcealed racism and imperialism showed how far America had strayed from the intentions of the founders. The Emporia Gazette wrote,



It is the Anglo-Saxon’s destiny to go forth as a world conqueror. He will take possession of all the islands of the sea. He will exterminate the peoples he cannot subjugate. This is what fate holds for the chosen people. It is so written.




Young Senator Albert Beveridge from Indiana trumpeted,



It is elemental. It is racial. God has not been preparing the English-speaking and Teutonic peoples for a thousand years for nothing but vain and idle self-admiration.... He has made us the master organizers of the world to establish system where chaos reigns.... He has made us adepts in government that we may administer government among savage and senile peoples.




Theories of racial superiority had bonded easily with Social Darwinism and Manifest Destiny to awaken in Americans the desire for the forbidden fruit of imperialism dangling from the European tree. The crusader instinct gained momentum. Americans were growing impatient. And confident. The world was not changing fast enough. Dynamic America was what the world needed and if America acquired an empire in the process, so much the better. After all, the ‘science’ of the age had clearly established that empire was both America’s right and duty. The Revolution and Constitution were no longer personal memories. They were getting a bit dusty. Besides, they existed far on the other side of that great historical divide, the American Civil War. It was time to move on, beyond the constraints placed on America by men of a different and less developed age.

The public philosophers of this new age did not stop to consider that they never would have permitted another country to come into theirs to fix their great evil of slavery. They did not recognize that the country and even they themselves embodied other evils that needed fixing. Even if they had recognized it, any fixing would have to be by them, not an alien power. They could crusade but they would never be crusaded upon. They never stopped to consider that other countries might feel the same, that others might be inspired to follow the light of America but would never suffer the American Way being foisted on them by well-intentioned but clueless crusaders backed by American armies.




PERIOD ONE: THE ACTIONS



Interventionists like to refer to a document put online by the Department of the Navy - Navy Historical Center called “Instances of Use of United States Forces Abroad, 1798-1993.” (http://www.history.navy.mil/wars/foabroad.htm) They point out that it proves that America has always been militarily engaged in the world. In fact, it shows the opposite.

The compiler finds 234 “instances” of the use of force abroad distributed quite evenly from the founding of America to 1993. Every use of force is counted as one so a real war is counted the same as this little “instance” from 1870.



Hawaiian Islands – September 21. U.S. forces placed the American flag at half-mast upon the death of Queen Kalama, when the American consul at Honolulu would not assume responsibility for so doing.




Of the 234 instances, only five were declared wars (1812, Mexico in 1846, the Spanish-American War, the two World Wars). The list includes six that the compiler says “might be considered undeclared wars”: the Naval War with France (1798-1800), the first and second Barbary wars (1801 and 1815), the Korean War, the Vietnam War, and the first Gulf War. Prior to World War II, the majority of instances listed were brief Marine or Navy actions to protect U.S. citizens or “U.S. interests.” A number were actions against pirates or bandits.

There are 98 instances up to 1898. What strikes one on reading this list is not how the frequency has changed - it hasn’t. What has changed is the way America uses force and that corresponds perfectly to this book’s proposed three periods of U.S. foreign policy.

Up to 1898, aside from two wars and three semi-wars, one can discern the five categories of military action listed below. All were small-scale and most over in a matter of hours or days. A few actions in China, Japan, and the Pacific look suspiciously like a prelude to imperialism, a response to the growing crusaderism and imperialist thinking in America. Except for the first category, almost all were purely naval engagements.

1. In the 19th century there were a number of skirmishes around and concerning the borders of America culminating in one real war with Mexico.

2. Throughout the 19th century there are many skirmishes against stateless pirates.

3. A few, not just those against the Barbary pirates, were retaliatory raids against what might be called pirate states.

4. There were also retaliatory raids against areas or towns which were beyond the reach of legitimate states and which had attacked Americans.

5. The engagements that are described as “protecting U.S. interests” always involve small temporary forces landed to protect U.S. citizens during “wars,” “revolutions," “insurrections,” “civil strife,” and the like. 



There is little in the way of policing the world or overthrowing/establishing governments. There is nothing in the way of stationing permanent armies outside of America. A few times, influenced by the age of European imperialism, America flexed its military muscles in foreign actions. It was small scale but these little things may have prepared the ground for the Spanish-American and two world wars. These three, in turn, led to America’s policing of the world and permanent standing armies abroad following World War II.

This is all a good lesson in the fallacy of the idea that, “it’s only a bit unconstitutional so what’s the big deal?” The big deal is that little violations open the door to big violations.

The point here, though, is that while America may have strayed, it did not stray all that far. Until the very end of the 19th century, America stayed within or close to the bounds set for it by the Constitution, Washington’s Great Rule, and the one important amendment to the Great Rule, the Monroe Doctrine, produced by President Monroe and his secretary of state, John Quincy Adams.



Most educated Americans know the first of the two important provisions of the Monroe Doctrine: that European powers are to stay out of disputes in the Americas. Few know the equally important second provision, which says the United States would stay out of European disputes.

The need for the first provision was proven when Napoleon III, taking advantage of the distraction of the American Civil War, established a puppet monarchy in Mexico. Throughout the 20th century, the importance of the second provision screamed out at any American willing to take notice. Many did notice before the Second World War. Now, though, over half a century into Period Three, the period of aggressive international military interventionism, very few notice. The Monroe Doctrine is buried along with Washington’s Great Rule and the Constitution.

As are most doctrines thought of by the human mind, the Monroe Doctrine had within itself the seeds of its own destruction. Its author, John Quincy Adams, and its proclaimer, James Monroe, were anti-imperialists with deep roots in the Revolution. But the human mind, so clever at adapting social ideology to the needs of the ego, easily slipped John Quincy’s idea into the robes of Manifest Destiny. Once so attired, it was only another step to imperialist adventures and one more to policing the world.

The Monroe Doctrine was intended to protect America and freedom within the limits of the Constitution. But, over time, half the equation became justification for international military expansion while the half which says the U.S. military stays out of foreign disputes dropped from national awareness. When both parts were firm in the national consciousness, America did not stray, at least not very far, from constitutional intent. It did not go crusading, though the temptation was there. It did not go out in search of empire, though the temptation was there for that, too. It did not look for monsters to destroy. America was expansionist, and a case can be made that it should not have been, but it is a hard call. The almost empty continent between the Appalachians and Pacific was destined to be occupied by some European power if America did not get there first and real world politics dictated that America should get there first. But it did not go there as single-mindedly as some might think.

There was internal opposition to the Louisiana Purchase, but if Great Britain, France, or Spain controlled the Mississippi basin America would have had a threatening European power at its back.

Texas won its independence from Mexico and though Texans may have hoped to be absorbed by America, there was never any guarantee. In fact, America refused the entreaties of Texas for ten years. America finally agreed only to prevent Texas from allying with a European power. This was hardly the conduct of a determined empire builder.

The war with Mexico was a sordid affair that gave America an immense piece of territory. But it was largely empty territory that, realistically speaking, was destined to be filled by Americans much as Texas had been. If America really had been fired up about imperial expansion, it would have taken up Mexico’s offer just a few years later to buy for a pittance Baja California.

There was always talk of taking Canada, especially while it was strongly tied to England. After the War of 1812, though, it remained no more than talk and eventually died out.

America in the 19th century had an ambiguous interest in expanding into largely unoccupied territory, especially when it was ripe for occupation by potential enemies, but it had no interest in taking over established countries or absorbing large groups of non-Americans. America’s heartless, cruel, and genocidal suppression of Indians in the West is a dark blot on its history but there was no other possibility. Americans of the era did not and could not know any better.

Of course most people know better now and recognize that the flash of inspiration in the Declaration of Independence proclaiming the fundamental equality of all people really is true. But America was not there yet. Freedom makes people better but it takes time and the time had not yet arrived for Americans or for any one else. To ask for more, looking back from the safe havens of the present, is simply asking more than Americans or humankind were yet ready to give.




PERIOD ONE: THE CONCLUSION



America reached the West Coast not as a conquering but as an expanding nation. Now it was faced with a dilemma. There were no more outlets for its expansionist instincts. The 1890 census had officially declared that the frontier no longer existed. Frederick Jackson Turner, a professor at the University of Wisconsin, drew attention to this crucial turning point. In his famous 1893 speech on the subject he said,



And now, four centuries from the discovery of America, at the end of a hundred years of life under the Constitution, the frontier has gone, and with its going has closed the first period of American history.




That Turner’s first period and this book’s are virtually identical may be an indication of the reality of the idea. Three years later, Turner gave further explanation.



That these energies of expansion will no longer operate would be a rash prediction; and the demands for a vigorous foreign policy, for an interoceanic canal, for a revival of our power upon the seas, and for the extension of American influence to outlying islands and adjoining countries are indications that the movement will continue. 




The above-mentioned Warren Zimmerman, from whom we will hear more, does not agree with Turner (or Globocop) about the turning of an era. Zimmerman comments,



Like many majestic conceptions, the Turner thesis did not fit all the facts, at least in foreign policy. The frenetic activities of William H. Seward, the most expansionist secretary of state of the late nineteenth century, occurred too early to have been affected by the completed settlement of the West. The breakthrough of 1898, which came after Turner’s obituary for the frontier, marked less a new policy than the achievement of what American statesmen had been trying unsuccessfully to do for three decades. Where Turner’s ideas had their greatest effect on foreign policy was in the minds of two of his friends, Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, the leading expansionist presidents of the coming generation.




That this author finds Zimmerman’s book excellent should not be construed to indicate agreement. His book and this one are polar opposites. What Zimmerman calls the “breakthrough of 1898” is the unabashed and wholesale embrace of imperialism at the expense of bedrock American values. It is precisely because America was not ready for imperialism in the 1860s and 70s that the “frenetic activities of William H. Seward” and others did not then achieve the “breakthrough.” In 1898, though, America was ready. And the new generation that grew up in the age of Seward was ready. Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson were ready. They were both crusaders. Roosevelt was also a blatant and enthusiastic imperialist. 1898 is the year America sold its soul.



CHAPTER TWO: The Soul Of America




	
S






o where is the soul of America? One good place to look would be the hearts of those reluctant but determined revolutionaries, farmers who answered the alarm. Those near hugged their wives and children before stepping out into the cold April air of Massachusetts Colony. Those farther were in the fields when the spreading alarm, now echoing from church spires over hundreds of square miles of New England countryside, reached them. They dropped their plows where they stood, shouldered their rifles and came.

On Lexington Green, dawn just breaking, Captain John Parker hastily assembled his small group off to the side of the road up which the regulars were approaching. There was no question of opposing them. Blocking the road would have been pointless suicide. But a silent demonstration of their intention to be free was in order and that was made on the Green. Still, it was a tense and dangerous moment with no guarantee that the British troops would simply pass them by so Captain Parker gave his orders, “Stand your ground. Don’t fire unless fired upon, but if they mean to have war, let it begin here.”

They were fired upon and quickly swept from the field by cold, angry, and frustrated British troops, who continued their march on Concord to search for and destroy munitions. And war had begun.

The British met a much larger American force at Concord. After a fierce battle at the North
Bridge and with American numbers growing by the hour, British officers gave up their mission and beat a hasty retreat back to Boston.

Americans mostly remember the retreat like this: minutemen farmers hid behind trees and fences shooting haphazardly but accurately at British soldiers who were conveniently marching down the road in neat rows, their bright red uniforms making easy targets. It was much more than that. It was a sophisticated running battle on both sides. The British had units sweeping the fields and farmhouses adjacent to the road, while veterans of the French and Indian War led the Americans in complicated leapfrog maneuvers to stay ahead and occupy strategic points. Greatly outnumbered and severely battered by the time they finally got back to Lexington, the regulars were only saved from total annihilation by the timely arrival of fresh reinforcements to escort them back to Boston.




A CIVILIAN ARMY



Militias like the one that confronted the British army at Concord and Lexington are not an American invention. Militias - civilian armies - have a long history, one as old as republican government and democracy. You might even say that democratic republican government and militia gave birth to each other, and that neither can live long or truly without the other. You might also say that the soul of a free nation is nurtured and preserved in its militia, as militia defense is the only viable alternative to that bulwark of authoritarian government, standing armies.

For reference, let us look in some detail at three militia-republics: Athens, Rome, and England. Of course, the three did not have identical systems or fit the pattern perfectly. Athens tended to veer towards a pure democracy (at least for free male citizens) and a tyranny of the majority. Rome was the first country to call itself a republic - a res publica. England, while not technically a republic, was for a long period the freest major country in the world and had strong republican institutions. I choose these three because the founders of the American republic chose these three and studied them carefully.

Athens, Rome, and England protected themselves from more powerful enemies by militias. It could work because the militiamen knew what they were fighting for: their own freedom, families, towns, and farms. That knowledge infused them with such power that time after time they proved invincible, even against seemingly overwhelming odds. Their opponents were fighting for a paycheck, a king, a chance to rape and pillage, or because they were forced to. They lacked the fire, determination, creativity, and flexibility of free citizen militias.

But Athens, Rome, and England eventually gave up their powerful militia-based system of defense, victims of success. The economic strength of republican government and the military supremacy of free citizen armies eventually infected people with visions of power, glory, and conquest. They came to choose empire. But they had a problem. While a well-trained citizen militia is superb on defense, it is unwieldy and ineffectual on offense. When a nation chooses empire, it must switch from a civilian militia to a professional standing army and that is what all three did.

The founders, unlike modern Americans, were well acquainted with that history. They were also aware that republican government has the seeds of its own destruction sown in its democratic soil. That is why they wrote a constitution that envisioned a militia-based defense backed only by a bare-bones standing army. That is why they included those first words of the Second Amendment. That is why they included the requirement that America always have a national debate in the halls of Congress before going to war, that war can never be decided on by one man with imperial powers. They saw themselves as the holders of the flame, a flame smothered elsewhere by imperial dreams, a flame that would not be smothered in their new nation if the people of that nation would stay true to the document they wrote.




ATHENS



In the 6th century B.C., Persia had extended its empire to the edge of the Aegean Sea. Greek city-states in eastern Anatolia (modern Turkey) and islands off the coast were under the Persian boot. By standards of the day, it was a rather benevolent boot, tolerating local traditions and religions, but a boot all the same to the freedom-loving and independent-minded Greeks. Simmering rebellion escalated into a major revolt in 500 B.C. throughout the Greek states on the eastern seaboard of Anatolia and the offshore islands. Athens answered an appeal for help at one point with a small token force. After a grueling and lengthy war, Persia ruthlessly put down the rebellion and regained control of its Greek colonies. Now Persia used the token Athenian aid as a pretext for an invasion of Greece itself.

Many Greek states submitted to the Persian demand for obedience. Sparta and Athens did not, Sparta simply because it never ever submitted to anybody and Athens because it was unwilling to give up its new invention - democracy and freedom - even if it meant facing alone the superpower of their world. Defeat in this war would likely mean extermination of the men, enslavement and relocation of the women and children. They chose to risk that to preserve their freedom.

In 490 B.C., King Darius of Persia launched his invasion. This was not Persians against Greeks. This was the Persian Empire, which meant all of the races and nations conquered by the Persians, including a fair number of Greeks, against two small city-states.

The battle about to unfold was monumental not because of the discrepancy in the sizes of the combatants but because of what it represented. Persia was going to war because Darius decided Persia was going to war. Sparta and Athens were going to war because citizens, the ones who would fight, made the decision to go to war. Darius was going to war for honor and wealth. The Spartans and Athenians were going to war to protect their families, farms, and freedom. The outcome would determine whether Greece and possibly the subsequent history of the West would follow the road to democracy or autocracy.



Sparta was certainly authoritarian and militaristic to the extreme but there is much to admire about it. Spartans were ruled by law, not an autocrat. The semi-mythological lawgiver Lycurgus established what was, in effect, a constitution for Sparta and Spartans did not deviate from it. Lycurgian law required that Sparta have two kings, two so that one would not begin to dream of power and personal glory. Even these were war kings only. They had authority to lead troops in battle but not to rule at home. Rule was by a 30-member council of elders. Two of the 30 were the kings, the remaining 28 were chosen by Sparta’s assembly from among all citizens over 60 years of age. The decisions of the council of elders had to be confirmed by this assembly, which was made up of all citizens over 30 years of age.

Spartans were the most fierce and effective fighters in Greece, and the most religious. Ethical behavior and personal discipline were more the norm in Sparta than anywhere else in the world.

Athens was democratic, excessively so. Political decisions were made and laws passed by the Athenian assembly. It was made up of all citizens and at least 6,000 had to be in attendance at assembly meetings. The laws and policies, which would be debated and voted upon in assembly, were decided by a council of 500. Council members were chosen by lot, not election, from among all citizens and served for one year. The assembly’s decisions tended to supersede law. There was little to protect you if the assembly voted against you. This meant Athenian democracy could and sometimes did become authoritarian, a tyranny of the majority. Overall, though, Athenians were much freer than Spartans. Like Spartans, Athenians were obligated to protect the state after voting on the need but unlike Spartans they were not bound by law to a military life.

Artistic and intellectual achievement were more the norm in Athens than anywhere else in the world.



With the Persian army and navy preparing a landing at the plain of Marathon, Athens sent the runner Pheidippides to Sparta for help. Here is a case where truth surpasses legend. The real run was not the 26 flat miles from Marathon to Athens. Pheidippides started in the morning and reached Sparta the following evening after running 140 rough, rocky, and hilly miles. Unfortunately, he arrived during the ceremony to the Carneian Apollo. Religious Sparta would not fight until the moon was full, about another week, but they stretched the limits of what their laws allowed by stationing troops right on the border for a quick start north once the moon was right.

Athens, with some help from the tiny and courageous town of Plataea, had to face the Persian Empire alone. After voting for war, Athenians then voted Miltiades one of the generals. Athens was a walled city. Conventional wisdom would dictate that the least hopeless of their few but hopeless options would be to hunker down inside the walls. Miltiades convinced the population that this would only be slow death, that their only chance, slim though it might seem, would be to take on the Persian army at Marathon. The decision was made not by a ruler but by the citizens of Athens. Once made, each citizen picked up his shield, sword, and backpack and marched out the gates or across the fields towards Marathon.

The Persians probably chose Marathon for their landing because it was some distance from Athens. After the inevitable rough crossing of the Aegean, men and horses would need time to recover and prepare for battle. They probably expected the battle to be at the walls of Athens but now the Athenian forces were encamped across from them. Both armies were in good defensive positions. The attacking army would be at a disadvantage so both waited. Sparta was coming so Athens could afford to wait. For the same reason, Persia could not.

After several days, the Persian generals hit on a scheme to secretly divide their forces that night and send half by boat straight on to Athens to take the undefended city by surprise. A Greek turncoat slipped word of this plan to the Athenians and their generals worked feverishly through the night to devise a counter strategy.

At first light, Miltiades launched a brilliant surprise attack. The disciplined Athenian farmers annihilated the reduced Persian forces in several hours of fierce fighting. Those several hours, they knew, were all they had. Their women and children were sitting helpless behind the walls of Athens. Now, without time to rest or recover, the Athenians began a quickmarch back to Athens. They arrived that evening to confront the just-landing Persians, who had had to sail the long way around the peninsula. Without the advantage of surprise and facing the grim army that had just destroyed their other half, they weighed anchor and their options and sailed for home.



Ten years later, Xerxes, son of Darius, was back with a 200,000-man army. He was out not only for revenge but to add Europe to his domain. This time it was a world war with a grand strategy. He allied with Carthage, the Phoenician empire in North Africa, and western Sicily to pincer the Greeks. While the Carthaginians would attack the Greek colonies in eastern Sicily and southern Italy, Xerxes, with the combined armies of 47 nations under his rule, would invade Greece from the east. Victory by Persia and its subsequent march into Europe would have likely snuffed out the nascent experiments in democracy taking place not only in Greece but in Carthage and Rome.

This second Persian invasion was stopped for a time by King Leonidas of Sparta, commanding an army of 7,000, including 300 Spartans, their Helot auxiliaries, and Greek allies, at Thermopylae, a narrow pass about 20 yards wide between cliff and ocean. For three days, the Greek defense held the Persians, who could not utilize their huge advantage in numbers. The Persian fleet could not just carry the army around Thermopylae thanks to some timely bad weather and heroics by the Athenian navy, working in alliance with the Spartans. But the Persians paid off handsomely a local to show them a mountain trail around the pass. The “Ten Thousand,” Persian King Xerxes’ disciplined and unyielding imperial guard, was about to descend behind the defenders. The enemy would have them trapped front and back.

King Leonidas was in his 50s but he had been fighting on the front lines every day. Now, he knew, the end had come, so he released the allies. The Spartans stayed, all 300 of them, along with many of the Helots, and the Theban and Thespian contingents, 2,000 in all. The leader of the Ten Thousand, one story goes, sent an emissary to convince Leonidas to concede defeat. The emissary spoke profusely and eloquently, praising the Spartans for their heroic stand. Now they could surrender with honor. In recognition of their heroism, they would not be killed or enslaved. All they need do was lay down their weapons.

Just lay down your weapons... Leonidas answered Persian length with grim Spartan brevity, two words in Greek, four in translation: “Come and get them.”

They prepared to die and to take as many Persians with them as they could. At breakfast, Leonidas toured the lines telling the soldiers, “Eat well, men, we’ll dine together next in Hades!” They died to a man in a last stand that no longer had any military meaning but helped forge the spirit of freedom and resistance that would lead Greece to victory at Salamis and Plataea over the superpower of their world. Citizen armies infused with the determination to be free had achieved their second miracle.



Athens, triumphant and confident, now forged the other Greek naval powers into a military alliance, the Delian League, an alliance of equals, but with Athens more equal than the rest. This new Athenian Empire controlled trade throughout much of the Mediterranean. As time went on and the empire expanded in power and size, Athens could no longer defend it only with militia. Hired mercenaries along with professional soldiers and sailors become the new base of Athenian and Delian defense. Worried by the new Athenian power, Sparta forged an alliance of its own. A long war between the land forces of Sparta and the naval forces of Athens ensued. After being weakened by a plague and a disastrous imperial adventure in Sicily, Athens was confronted by a Sparta newly aligned with their old mutual enemy Persia. Persia supplied Sparta with a navy to go along with its army. The end of the Athenian Empire was only a matter of time.




ROME



Across from Sicily, on the northern tip of Africa, Phoenician traders founded Carthage in, tradition says, 814 B.C. By the 6th century B.C., Carthage had developed a republican form of government similar to those of some of the Greek city-states, with a senate, a council of judges, and an assembly of the people.

Rome then was a nondescript city ruled by the Etruscans of northern Italy. During this pivotal 6th century, King Servius Tullius of Rome carried out history’s first census. In addition to counting people, the census delineated both obligations to the state and individual rights. Among the obligations was service in the militia. Among the rights were the right to limited self-government and elements of a republican system centered in an institution Servius named the Senate. King Servius was killed, though, by his own daughter and her husband, Tarquin. This brought a period of turmoil and paranoia as Tarquin murdered anyone he suspected of opposing him or his decadent lifestyle.

Romans rose in revolt in 509 B.C., drove Tarquin out and, disgusted with monarchy, set up a Res Publica (a public affair, a republic) to govern itself without a king through elected officials, a Senate, and the rule of law. A man known only as Publius codified the legal system that became the basis of republican government in Rome. As in Sparta, to inhibit the drive for personal power, there would be two leaders, but they would not be kings. They were consuls and, again to restrict their power, were elected to serve terms of only one year. They were advised by the Senate (a council of elders) and the new laws they proposed were voted on by an assembly of all citizens. The power of both the consuls and the army, a citizen militia, were severely restricted by law and no person had the power to individually decide for war.



Clearly something was happening in the Mediterranean. Three distinct cultures - Semitic, Greek, and Latin - established republican governments. This astonishing simultaneous appearance of a radical and unusual form of government must have been more than coincidence. Phoenician, Greek, and Etruscan sailors were trading more than goods. We know that around the 9th century B.C., the previously illiterate Greeks adapted the Phoenician alphabet to their language, that the Etruscans borrowed it from the Greeks, and the Romans from the Etruscans. Ideas on government and individual freedom, too, must have been scattered around the central Mediterranean, taking root where they found good soil.



Lucius Quinctius Cincinnatus, George Washington’s model, represented the ideal politician of the republican period. He preferred his farm to political power. Elected consul, he served reluctantly. Around 450 B.C., with Rome under threat, he was chosen Dictator, a position reserved only for national emergencies and limited to six months. He led Rome to victory, saving the republic, then rejected power and the chance to rule to return to his fields.

In the following years, as Rome’s militia became more powerful, it began making preemptive strikes against potential enemies on its borders. Each victory expanded the borders and bumped Rome up against new potential enemies making further preemptive strikes necessary. Thus Rome acquired an accidental empire that pitted it against an older and greater power that was also experimenting with both republicanism and expansion. Carthage.

Rome defeated Carthage and its general, Hamilcar Barca, in the First Punic War. Hamilcar’s son, a boy named Hannibal, vowed he would someday avenge the humiliation. Grown, and now general of the Carthaginian province of Spain, Hannibal invaded Italy from the north, bringing battle elephants across the Alps. With superior generalship, he dominated the war, traversing Italy countless times over 16 years but could not take Rome itself.

The citizen soldiers protecting the Roman
Republic lost battle after battle but staved off ultimate defeat until the arrival on the scene of a young general who was Hannibal’s equal, Scipio Africanus. After Scipio defeated and conquered the Carthage possessions in Spain, depriving Hannibal of men and resources, he invaded Africa, threatening Carthage itself and drawing Hannibal home from Italy. Then, earning his name, he defeated Hannibal at Zama in 202 B.C. A few years later, the Third Punic War left Rome in clear possession of North Africa and Iberia.

The habit of expansion quickened Romans’ vision of power, pride, and glory. Drunk on the vision and unwilling to return to its borders, Rome became an intentional empire. Gaius Marius, hero of wars against Germanic tribes, abandoned a militia-based defense in favor of a professional army around 100 B.C. Citizen armies just could not get the job done anymore. Militia defense worked when the goal was to protect the Republic and the soldiers were fighting for their farms, families, and freedom. But now the goal was to protect the Empire. Soldiers returned from years on the front to find their farms confiscated, families homeless, and freedom in jeopardy. Marius needed professional soldiers willing to serve long terms in faraway lands and Rome needed faraway lands to tax in order to pay for professional soldiers.

In 88 B.C., another military hero turned consul, Lucius Cornelius Sulla, after a dispute with Marius and the Senate, used his army to intimidate the Senate and establish his supremacy over Marius. Once he had power firmly in his grasp, he used it to try to reestablish the rule of law. But of course his example proved more important than his intentions. Power from then on would come from control of the army.

After Sulla’s death, Gnaeus Pompey consolidated political power through military power. Pompey was overthrown by Julius Caesar. Caesar set about making himself ruler for life. He was assassinated on the Ides of March in 44 B.C. by senators led by Brutus and Cassius, who hoped to preserve the republic.

It was too late. Caesar was dead but the new Rome was Caesar’s. Mark Antony and Octavian (later to be Augustus) battled for 13 years before Octavian finally defeated Antony and Cleopatra in the battle of Actium, 31 B.C. In 27 B.C., Augustus made it official. He dissolved the Republic and declared himself Emperor.



Civilian armies had preserved the Republic for over 400 years. The Republic was gone within 75 years of the end of civilian armies. Pax Romana, the peace of imperial Rome, was established throughout the Mediterranean.

The Empire itself continued for another 500 years, the eastern half for over a thousand. But it was simply another empire on the stage of world history ruled more often than not by tyrants. Like most empires, it was rich and coveted. Barbarian hordes, desirous of what Rome had and angered at Rome’s rule, began attacking around the edges. Noncombatants, too, streamed into the center from all corners of the Empire. But without the tradition that you protect your own freedom and serve your own community as citizen soldiers, the emotional ties of these new citizens and residents remained weak at best, subversive at worst.

The citizen army had disappeared centuries before. Rome was now protected by hired soldiers and mercenaries. As the mercenary Roman legions retreated before the conquering barbarian tribes they often stripped the cities and towns they were supposed to protect. The defenseless citizens were then ravaged again by the barbarians. Finally Rome simply collapsed from the contradictions, the weight, the rot, and the lack of local defense.




ENGLAND



The writers of the American constitution looked to Rome and Greece for inspiration but they built on English traditions that had evolved over the course of a thousand years. There are a few great names and landmark dates for the history books but most of the work was done in anonymity by ordinary people protecting what they knew was theirs, even if they could not articulate it, by natural right and God’s law.

Democratic gatherings made community decisions for the small tribes of Jutes, Angles, and Saxons that entered Britannia following the collapse of Rome in the 5th century. Over the next several centuries, the tribes conquered the lands of the Romanized Celts, despite stiff resistance from semi-mythological figures like King Arthur. The land eventually came to be called Angle-land, or Eng-land. The territorial limits of England corresponded closely to the limits of the civilized Roman Celts. The uncivilized Celts of Wales, Scotland, and Ireland proved tougher customers and their harsh landscape more resistant to invasion.



The governing assemblies of the newly arrived Germanic tribes went by various names. For simplicity’s sake, let us limit the names to two, the Witan (or Witenagemot) and the Shiremoot (gemot, and moot mean meeting, from the verb metan, to meet). In the early days, all freemen, something under one quarter of the population, were members of the assemblies. Later, as villages and shires grew and kingdoms formed, the Shiremoot slowly became representative assemblies. The Witan, plural for Wita - man of wit, or wiseman - developed into a national council that advised the King and approved legislation. It also had the right, sometimes exercised, to choose the king and the right, rarely exercised, to remove him. The Shiremoot represented the shires and was normally made up of two knights per shire. The Witan eventually developed into the House of Lords and the Shiremoot into the House of Commons, the bicameral system of governing that dominates much of the English-speaking world today. A third house, for religious leaders, died out from lack of use and interest.

On the continent, as in England, growing states and growing state authority meant growing tensions between local control and diffused power on the one hand, and centralized control and concentrated power on the other. Teutonic assemblies responded to the tensions by evolving in various directions. A few evolved into multi-house parliaments. For example, medieval Sweden, at times, had three or even four houses. France, perhaps because of its Norman/Teutonic influence, had three since at least the early 14th century. In the central Alps, as we shall see in Chapter Six, Teutonic assemblies evolved finally into modern democratic government. In most regions, though, assemblies either evolved into single house parliaments for the nobility only or simply evolved out of existence as power accrued to the state and king.

The right to possess arms was one key factor determining how the assemblies developed. Throughout much of medieval Europe (and in fact feudal civilizations throughout the world) the possession of arms came to be limited to nobility as the state concentrated and increased its power. This did not happen in the aforementioned central Alps or in the early Anglo-Saxon kingdoms of England. In both, power remained relatively diffused and local. In England, the distinction between the nobility and the common man rested not with the right to possess arms but with the kind of arms that were possessed. Swords were for aristocrats, the longbow for commoners. Think Robin Hood and his Merry Men.

Anglo-Saxon kingdoms in England were protected by fyrds, which are often translated into modern English as militia. Depending on the time and place, that translation does not always work perfectly but it does correctly impart the idea that defense was more a community obligation and that arms were possessed as far down the social hierarchy as landed peasants.

In the 9th century, the English kingdoms (traditionally numbered at seven, but actually that varied) were under severe threat, on the verge of extinction, from the Viking/Danish invasion. Alfred, soon to be the Great, of the southern kingdom of Wessex, created a navy and reorganized the fyrds into citizen armies. With these he was able to stop the onslaught, then push it back, and finally lay the foundations for his successors to unite England. His reign, protected by armed citizen-soldiers serving part-time in the fyrd, saw a 10th century mini-renaissance of culture, education, and law in England.

A century later, following the Norman Conquest, many Saxon rights were curtailed but the right and duty to maintain arms remained. Under the Assize of Arms in 1181, “the whole community of freemen” between the ages of 15 and 40 were required to possess arms. The Assize of 1253 expanded the obligation to include “villeins,” or peasants. In 1369, the king ordered all citizens to practice archery during leisure time and holidays. The Tudor kings of the 16th century tried briefly and unsuccessfully to limit possession of the crossbow as they worried it would detract from regular practice with the longbow.

British historian Charles Oman suggests that the British monarchy was less authoritarian than its continental counterparts because of its armed citizenry. He writes, 



More than once he [Henry VIII] had to restrain himself, when he discovered that the general feeling of his subjects was against him... His ‘gentlemen pensioners’ and yeomen of the guard were but a handful, and bills or bows were in every farm and cottage.




In any event, the British evolution towards parliamentary democracy and restriction of the sovereign happened in the context of local militias and an armed citizenry. Most similar parliaments developing on the continent were never more than assemblies of the nobles, by the nobles, and for the nobles. England’s nobles would have liked the same, of course, but power could not help but trickle down over time to the armed freemen. The 13th century saw the Magna Carta and four national parliaments, the last of which, under the leadership and then revolt of Simon de Monfort in 1258, is generally recognized as the beginning of the modern parliament. It, too, though, was finally put down by the still too powerful king.

If, within England, the means to defend oneself inspired the confidence to search for and believe in individual rights, it did the same elsewhere in the British Isles among those fighting England. As far back as the 13th century, the powerful and surprisingly modern sounding language of freedom inspired people towards something greater than glory and conquest. We can easily hear the echoes of this Irish proclamation 500 years later in the American colonies. 



For as long as but a hundred of us remain alive, we will yield in no least way to English dominion. We fight not for glory, nor riches, nor honor, but for freedom, which no good man gives up except with his life!




The 17th century saw the Puritan Oliver Cromwell lead his New Model Army to victory over the Crown in the Civil Wars of 1642-51; saw him establish republican government; saw him transform his volunteer army into a professional standing army; saw the republic disintegrate into dictatorship, absolutism, and terror; saw the overthrow of the republic and restoration of kings along with traditional rights and a traditional constitution; saw the restored monarchy moving back towards absolute power of the king; and saw, finally, the bloodless “Glorious Revolution” of 1688 when William and Mary ascended the throne on condition they recognize increased rights for the people and restrictions on the sovereign.

The events of the 17th century led to debate over the meaning of government and freedom. The debate culminated in the publication of John Locke’s Two Treatises of Government in 1690, the foundation for 18th century political thinking and the great experiment of 1776. Locke proposed that all people have a natural right to life, liberty, and property, that the only justification for government is protection of those rights, that government’s only authority comes from the consent of the governed, and that when a government becomes tyrannical its people have a right to overthrow it.

The debate in England was sometimes couched in terms of Court vs. Country. Court represented the centralization of power and a standing army, Country, decentralization and local militias. The English Bill of Rights resulting from the Glorious Revolution was a victory for Country. It required that no standing army be raised or kept in peacetime without legislative consent and gave Englishmen most of the other rights later reiterated in the American Bill of Rights. New World colonials considered themselves Englishmen. They looked back to the Glorious Revolution with fierce pride and protected their rights as Englishmen with fierce determination. They continued the debate as Americans after 1776 when designing their new government.




AMERICA



The Minutemen were not a sudden invention of the 1770s. They were a strengthening and focusing of preexisting colonial militias that had been organized according to English models. Colonial militias already had 150 years of history in the New World. It was these local militias that stood up to the greatest army in the world on the Lexington-Concord Road and at Bunker (and Breed’s) Hill, teaching it a caution that would inhibit its actions for the duration of the war.

These militias formed Washington’s original army. From them, he was able to put together a regular army that would become the symbol of America and the focus of most histories. In truth, though, the expulsion of the British from the countryside of both the North and South was accomplished largely by local militias. It is ironic that England, having by then given up militia defense for an imperial standing army, was defeated by English-style militias following a tax protest against the cost of supporting that standing army. Former Supreme Court Chief Justice Earl Warren once explained it thus,



Among the grievous wrongs of which [the Americans] complained in the Declaration of Independence were that the King had subordinated the civil power to the military, that he had quartered troops among them in times of peace, and that through his mercenaries, he had committed other cruelties. Our War of the Revolution was, in good measure, fought as a protest against standing armies. Moreover, it was fought largely with a civilian army, the militia, and its great Commander-in-Chief was a civilian at heart… [Fears of despotism] were uppermost in the minds of the Founding Fathers when they drafted the Constitution. Distrust of a standing army was expressed by many. Recognition of the danger from Indians and foreign nations caused them to authorize a national armed force begrudgingly.




Before the national debate over the content and ratification of the Constitution, there had already been state debates over the issue of standing armies. The Constitutions of North Carolina and Pennsylvania said, “As standing armies in time of peace are dangerous to liberty, they ought not to be kept.” The Bill of Rights of New Hampshire, Delaware, Massachusetts, and Maryland contained similar language, such as: “Standing armies are dangerous to liberty, and ought not to be kept without the consent of the legislature.”

Elbridge Gerry, a delegate at the Constitutional Convention, said,



If a regular army is admitted will not the militia dwindle into contempt? And where then are we to look for defense of our rights and liberties? 




Another delegate, Edmund Randolph, told the Virginia Ratifying Convention that,



With respect to a standing army, I believe there was not a member in the Federal convention who did not feel indignation at such an institution.




That sentiment is made clear in the 2nd Amendment but for most modern Americans brevity makes clarity easy to overlook. There’s no overlooking the clarity of meaning in the 2nd Amendment’s original version before Madison pared it down for the sake of form.



That the people have a right to keep and bear arms; that a well-regulated militia, composed of the body of the people trained to arms, is the proper, natural, and safe defense of a free state; that standing armies, in time of peace, are dangerous to liberty, and therefore ought to be avoided, as far as the circumstances and protection of the community will admit; and that, in all cases the military should be under strict subordination to, and governed by, the civil power.




Thomas Jefferson, discussing what would happen if America left the door open to standing armies, wrote,



Every rag of an Indian depredation will… serve as a ground to raise troops with those who think a standing army and a public debt necessary for the happiness of the United States and we shall never be permitted to get rid of either.




In these early days of the 21st century, it does not appear hopeful that we shall get rid of either. As Jefferson foresaw, and as our history has shown, standing armies and public debt are siamese twins. We can have both or we can have neither but we cannot have a large standing army without public debt.

Perhaps the most eloquent and passionate proponent of civilian defense was Patrick Henry. His extemporaneous speech on June 5 1788 to the Virginia Ratifying Convention must still be considered one of the most remarkable in America’s history. He focused on the dangers of a standing army and its evil double, the desire for national power and glory, and used as examples Rome, Greece, and England.



You are not to inquire how your trade may be increased, nor how you are to become a great and powerful people, but how your liberties can be secured; for liberty ought to be the direct end of your Government. .... Liberty the greatest of all earthly blessings - give us that precious jewel and you may take everything else....


A standing army we shall also have to execute the execrable commands of tyranny....


A willing relinquishment of power is one of those things which human nature never was, nor ever will, be capable of....


Some way or other we must be a great and mighty empire, we must have an army and a navy, and a number of things: when the American spirit was in its youth, the language of America was different: Liberty, Sir, was then the primary object. We are descended from a people whose Government was founded on liberty: Our glorious forefathers of Great-Britain, made liberty the foundation of everything. That country is become a great, mighty, and splendid nation; not because their government is strong and energetic; but, Sir, because liberty is its direct end and foundation: We drew the spirit of liberty from our British ancestors; by that spirit we have triumphed over every difficulty: But now, Sir, the American spirit, assisted by the ropes and chains of consolidation [which meant, in the language of the day, centralization of power], is about to convert this country to a powerful and mighty empire .... Such a government is incompatible with the genius of republicanism: There will be no checks, no real balances in this government: What can avail your specious imaginary balances, your rope-dancing, chain-rattling, ridiculous ideal checks and contrivances? But, Sir [you say], We are not feared by foreigners: we do not make nations tremble: Would this, Sir, [I answer] constitute happiness or secure liberty...


.... who knows what dangers that this new system may produce; they are out of the sight of the common people: They cannot foresee latent consequences: I dread the operation of it on the middling and lower class of people: It is for them I fear the adoption of this system.... 




It is to people’s credit that it took longer than Henry foresaw before the “latent consequences” would infect the system with the goal of “grandeur, power and splendor”. It is to Henry’s credit that he foresaw they eventually would. 



Alexander Hamilton was one of the great explicators of the Constitution during the ratification debate. The fact that he did not actually approve of the Constitution (rather, he saw it as preferable to the Articles of Confederation and probably considered it an easier target for “interpretation”) does not detract from his logic. For those worried about the ascendancy of standing armies, Hamilton pointed out that the proposed new Constitution declares that “The Congress shall have power.... To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Monies for that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years.” He explained the significance of this clause.



The legislature of the Unites States will be obliged by this provision, once at least in every two years to deliberate upon the propriety of keeping a military force on foot; to come to a new resolution on the point: and to declare their sense of the matter by a formal vote in the face of their constituents. They are not at liberty to invest in the executive department permanent funds for the support of an army, if they were even incautious enough to be willing to repose in it so improper a confidence.




Nice argument. But when was the last time the legislature of the United States “deliberated upon the propriety of keeping a military force on foot?” The American government has gone far beyond Constitutional intent. It has been “incautious enough to repose in the executive the improper confidence” that allows it to always count on permanent and extravagant funds in support of a standing army.



Athens and Rome gave up militia for empire and soon found they had also given up republican government. For England, technically a monarchy but otherwise very republican, it was a close thing but it finally chose to give up empire and keep its republican-esque system. And America? After reaching greatness as a republic, it, too, has given up militia defense so that it can protect the world. That is where America stands now, with the drums of war and militarism propelling it away from republic to become the New Rome.




CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE



Henry David Thoreau grew up in Concord
Massachusetts. Walden Pond was right down the road. His mentor was Ralph Waldo Emerson. Ralph Waldo’s grandfather, Reverend William Emerson, the seventh in a line of New England ministers, preached independence from England and saw the Revolution begin in his backyard, just a few steps from the North
Bridge. Thoreau grew up in tune with the land and the thinking that gave birth to America. He knew farmers and townspeople who were much like the minutemen whose spirit infuses both this landscape and the soul of Henry David himself.

Thoreau’s Civil Disobedience occupies a position in the national psyche as one of the founding documents for the ethical system behind modern American liberalism. Its philosophy of nonviolent protest and refusal to support unjust laws deeply influenced both Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King. This antiwar essay was written in 1848 in protest of America’s war with Mexico. It is well known to liberals but not well read. It is worth the reading and would likely surprise liberals and non-liberals alike. The confused hodgepodge of modern isms that dominate current political thought could use the purity, consistency, and clarity that were second nature to thinkers nearer the Revolution. This chapter looking for the soul of America could do worse than end with words from Civil Disobedience.



On Political Philosophy. The very first words of Civil Disobedience are,



I heartily accept the motto, - “That government is best which governs least;” and I should like to see it acted up to more rapidly and systematically.




On Social Programs.



Yet this government never of itself furthered any enterprise, but by the alacrity with which it got out of the way. It does not keep the country free. It does not settle the West. It does not educate. The character inherent in the American people has done all that has been accomplished; and it would have done somewhat more, if the government had not sometimes got in its way.




On Economic Policy.



Trade and commerce, if they were not made of India-rubber, would never manage to bounce over the obstacles which legislators are continually putting in their way. 




1848 was also the year of another seminal work, the Communist Manifesto by Karl Marx. Where Thoreau looked back to the 18th century, Marx looked forward to the 20th. Where Thoreau recognized that the power of the state will not easily be compartmentalized, that power to do one thing will infect all things, Marx looked to the state to solve every problem. Where Thoreau knew that state power does not peacefully or voluntarily diminish, Marx justified his appeal for total state power - the dictatorship of the proletariat - with the naive expectation that government would dissolve away into a stateless utopian paradise.

Thoreau, I expect, would have no trouble explaining why Americans who protest wars but advocate government intervention in the economy, get wars; or why Americans who advocate nonintervention in the economy, small taxes, and small government but support a worldwide military presence, get controlled markets, high taxes, and large government.

Where is the soul of America? Maybe one part of it resides in the community of free individuals who trust self-reliance, self-determination, self-government, and self-defense, like those who stood on the Lexington Green and at the North Bridge, the inheritors of a long tradition that stretches from Marathon to Concord, the actualizers of Henry David’s admonition that that government is best which governs least.



CHAPTER THREE: 1898




	
T






wo ideas from the revolution of 1776, representative democracy and republican government, would shake ancient edifices built on power and fear. The New World’s capacity to change the Old, though, came not from force but from example. In the Old, the new light of freedom was not something Europe’s 19th century potentates could extinguish or long dim with mere bayonets.

In 1868, the two ideas toppled the Spanish government. A quick revolution by the military established a constitutional monarchy. Spain’s last important imperial outpost in the Americas, Cuba, took advantage of the turmoil in the mother country to make a bid for freedom. Spain was not ready, yet, to simply release its colonies - especially this one - and crushed the rebellion after a ten-year war.

There was a great deal of sympathy for the rebels in America but little serious consideration of actual military intervention if you do not count Horace Greeley, who was already making martial noises through his New York Tribune. President Grant considered recognizing the rebellion (he didn’t) and the U.S. government even asked Spain to sell it Cuba (it wouldn’t) but that was as far as America would go.

There were three reasons America did not go to war with Spain then. First, it had just been through a war; war is generally most glorious for those who do not know it. Second, the rebel leaders were unwilling to renounce slavery. Third, America was not yet ready for either foreign military crusading or outright imperialism.

Rebellion broke out in Cuba again in 1895. Slavery had been outlawed but otherwise this was a replay of 1868-78. Even the leaders in Spain and Cuba were the same. In America, though, things had changed. A new generation with no experience of war was knocking at the gates of power. Also, the impulse to crusade had, in effect, allied with “scientific” racial theories and the philosophy of imperialism. This unholy coalition was ready to burst into the mainstream.




THE PLAYERS



In 1890, Captain Alfred Mahan, USN, published the first volume of a work called The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, a book that would certainly influence the history of America. In his younger days, Mahan was an anti-imperialist. He was also the top, though unrecognized, naval strategist of the age. His vision for the best kind of navy finally trumped his anti-imperialism. The chance to be at the center of building something big and do something possibly very good for his country changed him. If it had not, he would have remained no more than an unknown visionary moralist left to flounder in the backwaters of his chosen profession, despised and blocked from advancement and accomplishment. So he took what was possible and developed an imperialist vision.

Thanks to the tenor of the times, quite a lot was suddenly and surprisingly possible. Mahan’s book unexpectedly became a big seller. It caught the attention of two ambitious young politicians, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts and Theodore Roosevelt of New York. The book developed a grand naval strategy for America that included American bases in the Caribbean and the Pacific, and a canal through Panama with bases there, too.

The canal was a military objective, not a commercial one, so, by the new thinking, it had to be possessed and protected by the American military. With a canal, American navies would not be confined to a single ocean and could pursue an international strategy rather than the purely defensive one envisioned by the Constitution.

Good P.R., of course, would emphasize not the militaristic reality of the canal but the commercial necessity. However, there was a problem. If it were so commercially beneficial, it would be profitable. If it were profitable, it would certainly be built when the time was right by commercial interests. Until that time, though, railroads served admirably. Cornelius Vanderbilt had long since laid rails across the isthmus. There were ample sites for many more lines if the market required, at a cost in money and lives far less than for a canal and without the exercise of raw imperial power that would warp continental relations and give American style democracy a bad name for over a century.



Unlike Mahan, Henry Cabot Lodge was a natural imperialist. Lodge’s inspiration and adversary was the British Empire. His city on the hill was really a city on the Thames. “Commerce follows the flag,” said this consummate mercantilist, and wanted the flag planted just about everywhere it possibly could be, and before the British planted theirs. He especially wanted it planted on Pacific and Caribbean islands and in Panama to fulfill Mahan’s strategic vision.

Throughout his career, Lodge opposed non-Anglo-Saxon immigration (he included the Irish, a large voting block in Boston, among Anglo-Saxons) and lauded “the English-speaking race.... for being world-conquerors.” Lodge was Roosevelt’s closest confidant, ally, and co-conspirator. With his drive and his power as the most influential member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Lodge was almost as important as Roosevelt in turning the country in a new direction.



Theodore Roosevelt was destined for greatness. He was inhumanly energetic and had a determination and steadiness of purpose that would tolerate no obstacles nor would he allow weakness of spirit to abide immoral acts. There is much to like about him. He was a devoted father and husband. He was an honest politician (except when he wasn’t). And he sincerely wanted to make the world better.

Roosevelt was also a confirmed imperialist with a romantic love of war. War, he felt, was the way to ennoble and purify the spirit, the road to greatness for both individuals and nations. He needed war, was desperate for war, all his life. In fact, he seemed to thrill to killing by gun. As a university student, he shot his neighbor’s dog after being jilted by a girlfriend. He was jump-up-and-scream ecstatic over his first buffalo as well as his first Spaniard. He hoped, in his late 20s, for war with Mexico but did not have the power yet to make it happen. In 1895, he was ready to go to war with England over a mini-crisis in Venezuela. Confusing his own needs with those of his country, he said, “I rather hope the fight will come soon. The clamor of the peace faction has convinced me that this country needs war.”

That same year, when the rebellion against Spain broke out in Cuba, Roosevelt was a vociferous, almost frantic, war hawk. When war came, he succeeded in widening its scope with a bit of political subterfuge wielded from his office as Assistant Secretary of the Navy. He then famously quit that post to lead the Rough Riders against Spain in Cuba (where he killed his Spaniard). Two decades later when the Great War broke out, he was, from the beginning, for American participation. After war was finally declared, he conducted an extended campaign to get President Wilson to place TR’s own man at the head of the army and let TR himself raise a division and command it in France. His somewhat desperate and, as always, energetic campaign was replete with charges of cowardice for any and all not willing to fight in foreign lands. Wilson naturally refused his offer. After all, TR was a political rival who still had his eyes set firmly on the presidency.

Roosevelt’s was the imperialism of that age, justified by the right and duty of superior races to lead and conquer. He said it was “of incalculable importance that America, Australia, and Siberia should pass out of the hands of their red, black, and yellow aboriginal owners, and become the heritage of the dominant world races.” He adopted Turner’s thesis that while the American frontier had disappeared, the American need and drive to expand had not. So he developed an imperialistic agenda that had western Canada, probably Mexico, and basically anything else that become available within its sights. While serving under President Cleveland in the mid90s, he could hardly contain his frustration at the anti-imperialists both in the administration and out for their “flabby, timid type of character, which eats away the great fighting features of our race.”



William McKinley succeeded Grover Cleveland in the presidential election of 1896. Cleveland, a Jeffersonian Democrat, refused to go to war with Spain or claim that Hawaii was somehow America’s. His was a principled position and he would not deviate from it. America would not become an empire on his watch.

McKinley, a Civil War veteran who had seen enough of killing, professed to hate war and was inclined to follow the non-imperialist path. But his opposition to war was not principled. His guiding philosophy was that of his beloved Republican Party: business-government collusion for the improvement of the nation and the enrichment of collusionist businessmen and politicians. He did not use his authority to slow the tidal drift towards war. In fact, he joined the flood, for most of his friends and colleagues were swimming with it as they assessed prospects for profit.

War imminent, McKinley was no longer positioned to stop it. When empire dropped into his lap, there was nothing else to do but to embrace it, praise it, justify it. It all tied in nicely with his mercantilist collusionist Open Door policy, mercantilism having always been dependent on war and threat of arms. Still, war and empire might not have happened if, after months of lobbying by Henry Cabot Lodge and others, McKinley had not reluctantly appointed the young firebrand reformer Theodore Roosevelt to a minor cabinet position, Assistant Secretary of the Navy.



Lodge’s senatorial antithesis on the question of war was George Hoar, the elderly and dignified senior member of Lodge’s Massachusetts delegation. Hoar was the Senate’s strongest opponent of imperialism. A descendant of several soldiers in the Revolution and one signer of the Declaration of Independence, he often quoted the Constitution and Declaration against imperialists, ultimately to no avail.

The younger generation was represented by the youthful, charismatic, and movie-star handsome Senator Albert Beveridge of Indiana, whose conquer-the-world speeches were the most eloquent and passionate in the Senate. He was the one who declared, the reader may recall, the natural superiority of the “English-speaking and Teutonic peoples” to rule over “savage and senile peoples.” He, like TR, was a progressive. He worked for meatpacking standards, trust regulation, child labor laws, and a tax on incomes but, as with Teddy, it was imperial conquest that lit the fires of his passion.




WAR and EMPIRE



In 1895, rebellion broke out again in Cuba. Spanish General Weyler’s bloody suppression included wide scale civilian atrocities. War fervor in shocked America was brought to a white heat by the press. William Randolph Hearst told his reporters to, “furnish the pictures and I’ll furnish the war!” Hearst’s New York Journal and Pulitzer’s New York World competed for subscribers by daily escalating their attacks on Spain with rhetoric like this.



Blood on the roadsides, blood in the fields, blood on the doorsteps, blood, blood, blood! Is there no nation wise enough, brave enough, and strong enough to restore peace in this bloodsmitten land?




President Cleveland, unmoved, refused to intervene. He announced that even if Congress declared war, he would, as Commander-in-Chief, send no army. If there was to be a war it would have to be under a different president.

While the country debated Cuba, William McKinley took the oath of office in the spring of 1897. Unlike the young imperialists about to broadside his administration, he knew what real war was. He knew he wanted to avoid it, not pursue it. He said as much to the outgoing president and in his inaugural address he told America,



We have cherished the policy of non-interference with the affairs of foreign governments wisely inaugurated by Washington... We want no wars of conquest; we must avoid the temptation of territorial aggression... peace is preferable to war in almost every contingency.




Despite sharp political instincts, President McKinley was basically a nice person with none of the ideological ardor or determination of the young bloods. It would not take them very long at all to move him into their camp. 



At the end of the 19th century, there were only six people officially involved in advising the president on foreign policy: the secretaries of State, War (army), Navy, and their three assistant secretaries. Their appointments had been largely political rather than based on expertise. Of the six, Secretary of State Sherman drifted in and out of senility. Secretary of the Navy Long, Roosevelt’s boss, had no qualifications to run the department other than his friendship with McKinley. And he liked to take long vacations. So Roosevelt, with his energy, dedication, and expertise (like Mahan he had written a well-researched and incisive book on naval strategy), was able to dominate naval affairs and a good deal of foreign affairs in general. For example, Hawaii.

The triumvirate of Roosevelt, Lodge, and Mahan, now in constant contact with each other, had both a vision and a plan. Hawaii was central. As the yellow press was beating the drums of war over Cuba, Roosevelt and Lodge persuaded McKinley to reverse Cleveland’s anti-annexation policy towards those critical mid-Pacific islands. In July 1897, President McKinley, in cahoots with the pro-annexation puppet government in Honolulu, presented Congress with an annexation treaty. Though final ratification would take a year, one essential piece to the puzzle had been placed on the board.

Another less obvious piece had also been placed. Always on the lookout for likely talent, Roosevelt had found a fiery and aggressive naval officer named George Dewey languishing in dead-end jobs like supervising lighthouses. During one of Secretary Long’s absences, Roosevelt had Dewey appointed commander of the Asiatic Squadron over the head of Long’s choice.

Assistant Secretary of the Navy Roosevelt had already fired a publicity shot in the trio’s campaign. Soon after taking office, he used a speech to the Naval
War
College in Newport to establish a new direction in foreign policy, probably without permission or knowledge of the President. He spoke at length about the glory of war, the “great masterful races” and the “unpardonable sin” of cowardice (which, apparently, was a synonym for non-expansionism) in both races and individuals. He concluded with the ringing assertion, “No triumph of peace is quite so great as the supreme triumphs of war.” Zimmerman comments that the speech was a “hymn to war in the spirit of Frederick the Great or Napoleon.” It received a good deal of publicity and was taken as a sign of a significant hardening of the administration’s attitude. Zimmerman speculates that a more “disciplined” president than McKinley might have fired a young upstart who used a public forum in such a way to establish his own agenda.

But a single bellicose speech was hardly the limit of Roosevelt’s insubordination. February 25 1898 was a Friday so Secretary of the Navy Long left work early for a head start on the weekend. By now, with a pretty good idea of his assistant’s personality and agenda, Long was growing a bit gun shy about entertaining his penchant for time away from the office. He left Roosevelt some lengthy and precise written instructions.



Do not take any such step affecting the policy of the Administration without consulting the President or me. I am not away from town and my intention [is] to have you look after the routine of the office while I get a quiet day off... I am anxious to have no unnecessary occasion for a sensation in the papers.




Not one to merely bend or tweak when he disobeyed orders, in that short afternoon TR set up a war of imperial conquest in the Pacific. First he invited Henry Cabot Lodge to come join him in the telegraph office. Then, in Zimmerman’s words,



he took command of the cable machine, alerting the far-flung fleet that war might be imminent, assigning rendezvous points, organizing maximum supplies of coal, ordering supplemental ammunition, and urging Congress to extend the authorized recruitment of seamen. Most important, he sent a famous cable to Dewey, commander of the Asiatic Squadron thanks to Roosevelt’s foresight: ORDER THE SQUADRON, EXCEPT THE MONOCASY [a Civil War relic] TO HONG KONG, KEEP FULL OF COAL. IN THE EVENT OF DECLARATION WAR SPAIN, YOUR DUTY WILL BE TO SEE THAT THE SPANISH SQUADRON DOES NOT LEAVE THE ASIATIC
COAST AND THEN OFFENSIVE OPERATIONS IN PHILIPPINE ISLANDS. KEEP OLYMPIA [Dewey’s flagship] UNTIL FURTHER ORDERS. ROOSEVELT.




Outside Washington, press-driven interventionist fever was rising. President McKinley still hoped to avoid war but felt he had to make a gesture to mollify the masses. He ignored the advice of his chief political advisor, Senator Mark Hanna, and sent the warship Maine to Havana to rescue and protect Americans caught in the fighting. Hanna had said sending the Maine would be like “waving a match in an oil well for fun.” The president, though, felt he needed to take some kind of obvious action.

On February 15 1898, the waving match ignited the oil. The Maine exploded and sank in Havana
Harbor, killing 266 American sailors. The New York papers screamed bloody murder and Americans screamed back, “Remember the Maine! To hell with Spain!”

It is still not known with certainty why the Maine blew up. At the time, some experts said it was probably an unintentional internal explosion set off by a spark in the boiler room. An investigation in 1976, headed by Admiral Hyman Rickover, confirmed this as the most likely theory. Spain certainly had no reason to blow up the Maine. In fact, desperate to avoid war with America and frantically trying to find a face-saving way to pull out of Cuba, it had every reason not incite U.S. public opinion. The mood of the times, however, would accept nothing but a Spanish mine and the cold-hearted murder of Americans. In public, Roosevelt joined the chorus of condemnation saying, “The Maine was sunk by an act of dirty treachery on the part of the Spaniards.” In private, he conceded to his sister that he did not know how it happened.

McKinley, unable to see any other way out of his political dilemma, asked Congress for a declaration of war. After several weeks of wrangling over the details of the declaration (time was hardly a pressing issue for unthreatened America) it was approved on April 25. The declaration mentions only America’s demand for a Spanish withdrawal from Cuba but Admiral Dewey attacked and defeated a Spanish squadron in Manila
Bay. George Kennan speculates thus on the reason.



We know that Theodore Roosevelt, who was then the young Assistant Secretary of the Navy, had long felt that we ought to take the Philippines; that he wrangled Dewey’s appointment to the command of the Asiatic fleet; that both he and Dewey wanted war; and that he had some sort of prior understanding with Dewey to the effect that Dewey would attack Manila regardless of the circumstances of the origin or purposes of the war.




Roosevelt’s bully fight was over relatively quickly and painlessly, and America came out of it with an empire. To Hawaii were now added the Philippines, Guam, and Puerto Rico. Americans jumped on the imperial bandwagon. The Washington Post proclaimed,



The guns of Dewey at Manila have changed the destiny of the United States. We are face to face with a strange destiny and must accept its responsibilities. An imperial policy!




President McKinley had been maneuvered into imperialism and now tried to find a way to justify it. He explained that after a night of prayer, God had spoken to him and revealed it was his duty to bring Christianity to the Philippines. Like most Americans, he did not exactly know where the Philippines were. It is not surprising, then, that he did not know Christianity had been in the Philippines for three and a half centuries or that it had millions of believers. It is more surprising that his god did not know.



The fait accompli did not mean that anti-imperialists would disappear from mainstream debate. That would not happen until the middle of the 20th century. At the dawn of that century, though, there were still politicians and prominent leaders fighting for American principles.

Former President Cleveland spoke out forcefully against empire.

Senator Hoar condemned the trashing of the principles of the Constitution and Declaration of Independence, and America’s new desire to,



strut about in the cast-off clothing of pinchbeck emperors and pewter kings.




Senator Tom Watson of Georgia said,



What do the people get out of this war? The fighting and the taxes.... What are we going to get out of this war as a nation? Endless trouble, complications, expense. Republics cannot go into the conquering business and remain republics.




Mark Twain said,



We cannot maintain an empire in the Orient and maintain a republic in America.




Williams Jennings Bryan said,



The fruits of imperialism, be they bitter or sweet, must be left to the subjects of monarchy. This is one tree of which citizens of a republic may not partake. It is the voice of the serpent, not the voice of God, that bids us eat. 




Despite these brave words, Bryan, running as always for president, cynically supported the peace treaty. He felt it would give him a good campaign issue. As a result, it gained the needed two-thirds by one vote. Industrialist Andrew Carnegie, a committed anti-imperialist, commented bitterly, “One word from Mr. Bryan would have saved the country from disaster.”




THE PHILIPPINE INSURRECTION



Disaster was hardly too strong a word, at least from the Filipino point of view. Over the course of three years, the American army killed 200,000 Filipinos who just could not seem to get why America should be their master and sent another 100,000 to concentration camps. Roosevelt, among others in the government and the press, suppressed information about atrocities. The Philadelphia Ledger, though, had a reporter on the scene.



Our men have been relentless; have killed to exterminate men, women, children, prisoners and captives, active insurgents and suspected people, from lads of ten and up, an idea prevailing that the Filipino, as such, was little better than a dog... Our soldiers have pumped salt water into men to “make them talk,” have taken prisoner people who hold up their hands and peacefully surrendered, and an hour later, without an atom of evidence to show that they were even insurrectos, stood them on a bridge and shot them down one by one, to drop into the water below and float down as an example to those who found their bullet-riddled corpses.




This, astonishingly, is a pro-intervention account. The reporter goes on to explain that such tactics were necessary because,



It is not civilized warfare but we are not dealing with civilized people. The only thing they know and fear is force, violence, and brutality, and we give it to them. 




America was now on the wrong side of a bloody war for independence. America had become what it had gone to Cuba to destroy. It was learning that one cost of empire, without exception, is war. The point would be driven home four decades later. Without its own empire, without the Philippines and Hawaii, America never could have been drawn into war with the Japanese empire. Japan, of course, would learn the same lesson. Without its empire in China and Korea, it never would have been drawn into war with America.

The new imperialists answered critics of the Philippine suppression with words that anticipated the doublespeak of modern American politicians who defend America’s role as unelected leader of the world. McKinley said the U.S. “would not shirk a single responsibility” but take an empire “for humanity’s sake.” He said of Filipinos, “their welfare is our welfare.” Alfred Mahan, his own youthful anti-imperialism long forgotten, explained,



What the nation has gained in expansion is a regenerating idea, an uplifting of the heart, a seed of future beneficent activity, a going out of self into the world to communicate the gift it has so bountifully received.




When the war started going badly, McKinley waxed eloquent.



I cannot bound my vision by the blood-stained trenches around Manila, - where every red drop, whether from the veins of an American soldier or a misguided Filipino, is anguish to my heart, - but by the broad range of future years when ... [Filipinos] shall for ages hence bless the American republic because it emancipated and redeemed their fatherland, and set them in the pathway of the world’s best civilization.




By now, Theodore Roosevelt, the hero of Cuba, was vice president. After McKinley’s assassination, Roosevelt continued the brutal subjugation. Americans, though, were growing tired of playing bully in far-off lands. Bad press and anti-government feelings were growing. Roosevelt diverted attention from the grand architect of the killing, General J. Franklin Bell, by reluctantly having two underlings court-martialed. Found guilty of atrocities, one was fined 50 dollars, the other admonished. General Bell himself was appointed Roosevelt’s chief of staff upon his return to the States.




AFTERMATH



The anti-colonial instincts of Americans were still strong enough that many began organizing against the possession of colonies. On June 15 1898, a group of private citizens including Andrew Carnegie, Mark Twain, and Charles Francis Adams Jr, a descendent of John, Abigail, and John Quincy Adams, met at Faneuil Hall to form the group that would soon officially take the name Anti-Imperialist League. Eighty percent of the members could trace their families back five generations to the time of the Boston revolutionaries who also met at Faneuil Hall to discuss breaking the chains of imperial masters.

In the early 21st century, it might seem that any organization which called itself the Anti-Imperialist League must have been leftist. This is a sad commentary on how thoroughly the right has given up bedrock American values. In fact, most members were Republicans who felt that republican values could not survive imperialist policies. And they were constitutionalists who found no provision in the Constitution for ruling other countries or stationing permanent armies abroad. And they were lovers of freedom who could not condone government without the consent of the governed.

Andrew Carnegie wanted to end imperialism in order to “restore our Republic to its first principles.” Americans rarely hear people talk like that any more. Nowadays, if you get misty-eyed over the Constitution’s first principles, more often than not you do not really know what they are. More than likely, you support American armies and bases around the world. If you do not like American neo-imperialism, more often than not you are cynical about America’s first principles. Either way, you are apt to say, “Well, we live in a different world, now.”

Carnegie did not fall into that rhetorical trap. He understood that first principles, as encoded in the Constitution, were not based on a particular era but on human psychology. The principles do not change so long as humans remain human.

Carnegie further explained that, “As long as we are free from distant possessions we are impregnable against serious attack.” Nowadays, both neo-conservatives and liberals love to talk about preemptive strikes from forward positions - so forward, in fact, they encircle the globe. But Carnegie was right. Forty-two years later, without America’s forward positions in the Pacific, Japan would have had no reason to attack or, for that matter, a place to attack. One hundred and two years later, without America’s forward positions in the Middle East, Arab terrorists would have had little reason to hate America and no reason to target it.



By 1898, Washington’s Great Rule had finally lost its power to resonate forcefully in the American psyche. The wave of the future was empire and riding it were the young avant-garde, not the old libertarians of the Anti-Imperialist League. The pendulum would begin swinging back once America saw the true face of the new imperialism in the Philippine jungles, but not back to its starting point, not enough for America to abandon colonialism or reject colonialists. It reelected McKinley president in 1900 and Roosevelt in 1904.

America had taken the Philippines, Guam, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico and then added Samoa in 1899. It had made Cuba a protectorate and kept Guantanamo
Bay for itself. As president, Roosevelt consolidated the gains and then detached Panama from Columbia (where does the Constitution allow that?) in order to build his canal, the last important part of his imperial plan, and kept the Canal Zone for America.

In 1901, the Platt amendment had given America the so-called right to intervene in Cuba. At the end of 1904, TR proclaimed the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, though in fact it was a replacement. It essentially extended the Platt Amendment to the entirety of North and South America. The United States declared for itself the right to intervene militarily, to become what Roosevelt called “an international police power,” in any country in the hemisphere. Where the Monroe Doctrine protected the hemisphere from European imperialism, the Roosevelt Corollary proclaimed America’s right to intervene in “flagrant cases of... wrongdoing or impotence.” Of course America, or rather its president, would be the sole judge of wrongdoing and impotence.

This so-called corollary to the Monroe doctrine might be more accurately described as the first nail in its coffin. Since then there have been too many nails to count, the most recent being the “Bush Doctrine” espoused in the National Security Strategy, which essentially extends the Platt Amendment and the Roosevelt Corollary to every country in the world.

The demoralized 19th century anti-imperialists quickly faded into irrelevancy in the new century. They made a brief reincarnation of sorts as the America First Committee (to be discussed in Chapter Eight) in 1940. The America First Committee, much slandered and maligned in the anti-Constitution, pro-interventionist postwar era, actually represented the largest peace movement in the history of the U.S. The Anti-Imperialist League and the America First Committee frame what this book names the Second Period of American foreign policy, the period of wavering from April 25 1898 to December 8 1941. These organizations put peace, freedom, and the Constitution at the center. In Period One there was no need for such an organization, in Period Three no possibility.

1897 was surely the last year Washington’s Great Rule of Conduct could be read to Congress in good conscience.



CHAPTER FOUR: Big Government and Big War
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n June 28 1914, a Serbian patriot assassinated the Austrian Archduke in Sarajevo, then occupied by Austria. Austria blamed Serbia and declared war. It knew that might bring on Russia but did not mind because it could call on its ally, Germany. Russia did declare war. It knew that might bring on Germany but did not mind because it could call on its allies, England and France. Germany declared war. England declared war. France declared war. Italy declared itself neutral (at first), despite being bound by the same treaties, proving that the others had used the treaties as pretext for war and their soldiers as pawns for the glory of their rulers.

The combatants all thought war might bring them more leverage or even empire in the Balkans, might even bring them leverage or empire elsewhere if things worked out. None of them, except Serbia, had people or land under threat. All entered the war over issues of greed and national honor. These are issues that are important to kings and tyrants so kings and tyrants decided on war. But it was fathers, sons, and husbands who fought the war and they died by the millions.

There was no good reason for Austria to strike Serbia. Once it did, there was no good reason for Russia to strike Austria. Once it did there was no good reason for Germany to strike Russia and France. Once it did there was no good reason for England to strike Germany. And there was never any good reason for the clueless American bull to go crashing into this china shop of horrors.

In the 18th and 19th centuries, Americans knew enough to stay out of European wars. This was not what they were about. But, primed by the growing centralization of governmental power and their nation’s recent dip into imperialist waters, they were beginning to think like imperialists. They were beginning to think that governments could rightfully use armies for purposes other than protecting their citizens.




WOODROW WILSON



Teddy Roosevelt, pulling the strings that animated William McKinley, brought America out of the era of its traditional foreign policy with his unabashed love of war and imperialism. That was only a first step and not one that Americans could long countenance. It was Woodrow Wilson who reformulated Roosevelt’s vision, making it something Americans could eventually accept. Like Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson was a moral crusader. Unlike Roosevelt, he avoided the vocabulary of pure imperialism and made foreign interventions moral crusades. Moral crusading was an idea that had the potential to resonate strongly enough in this new America to supplant Washington’s Great Rule. Moral crusading had staying power.

For starters, Wilson continued Taft’s “Dollar Diplomacy”-based intervention in Nicaragua but redefined it as a moral crusade. Like McKinley in the Philippines, Wilson was going to force democracy on a less civilized people and certainly win their undying gratitude. He proclaimed in November 1912 that, “I am going to teach the South American republics to elect good men!”

Wilson’s instruction, naturally, involved the American military. He sent troops to Santo Domingo, to Haiti, and a number of times to Mexico. Rather than gratitude, though, he only fanned the anti-American enmity started by Roosevelt’s grab of Panama, an enmity that continues to this day. If Wilson’s militarism and that of the following decades helped American oil, banking, and banana interests, that was only ancillary to his higher purpose. Funny, though, how ancillary effects become the main purpose when progressive thinking brings, as it must, military and businessmen into the centers of governmental power.

With the Great War raging, Wilson stood firmly for neutrality during his first term and reelection campaign. He focused his crusading instincts on reforming Latin America and American society. He won a second term over a split Republican Party (and a Roosevelt who wanted to fight) under the slogan He kept us out of war. But a few weeks into his second term he suddenly asked Congress to give him permission to send hundreds of thousands of American boys to the slaughterhouse. Let us consider four reasons for Wilson’s sudden about face: he was frustrated, he was that kind of person, he lived in that kind of age, and he had the power.

1. He was frustrated. After four years in office, he inevitably discovered that even with so much power to do good, good just did not seem to be getting done. It could not be his own fault, or his philosophy’s, so it must be that he was not thinking big enough. He needed to bring the entire world within his sphere of action.

2. He was that kind of person. He believed that he knew better than basically anyone what was right. He believed that he was put on this earth to accomplish the right. And he believed that what he did (or sometimes what America did) must be right simply because he (or America) did it. His (and America’s) wisdom was the higher wisdom of a superior being (and state) so it was okay to invade other countries even if the surface details perceived by those of lesser understanding did not seem to warrant it. Robert Lansing, secretary of state under Wilson at the Paris Peace Conference, later explained,



Even established facts were ignored if they did not fit in with this intuitive sense, this semidivine power to select the right. 




At the Paris peace conference, Prime Minister Lloyd George of Great Britain and Prime Minister Clemenceau of France also became well acquainted with Wilson’s self-perception of semidivinity. Scholar Marvin Olasky describes this episode (From Patrick Buchanan’s A Republic, Not An Empire).



Wilson’s most extraordinary outburst, according to Lloyd George, came when he explained the failure of Christianity to achieve its highest ideals. “Jesus Christ so far [has] not succeeded in inducing the world to follow His teaching,” Wilson stated, “because He taught the ideal without devising any practical scheme to carry out his aims.” In Lloyd George’s account, Clemenceau slowly opened his dark eyes to their widest dimension and swept them round the Assembly to see how the Christians gathered around the table enjoyed this exposure of the futility of their master.




The secretary for Mrs. Wilson, commenting on President Wilson’s sometimes cruel behavior towards those who did not share his austere lifestyle, described what might be a common characteristic of moral crusaders,



He is simply intolerant of any form of life save the one he leads.




Such intolerance cries for the power of the state to be used to correct the wrongs of the world.

3. He lived in that kind of age. The strictures forbidding America from joining Europe in partaking of the fruits of foreign military adventure had been obliterated by McKinley and Roosevelt. It was now thinkable to unsheathe the American sword in other lands.

4. He had the power. The progressive movement had centralized and increased the power of government. Power is not a docile thing. Unbound it will not stay limited. It takes on a life of its own and moves to expand its sphere of influence.



HE HAD THE POWER



In 1776, two documents, one political, the other economic, proffered the explanation for why no one should be given the power. Thomas Jefferson’s declared the inalienable right of all people to be free. Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations explained why, when people are free, when no one has the power, society is guided as if by a hidden hand to the quickest and most efficient solutions. The heavy governmental hand of interference can only fail, first because the ramifications and consequences of interference in such an intricate system are unknowable and usually destructive; second because the power to interfere is power, and power works changes on the wielder as great and destructive as those it works on the system.

To understand Adam Smith’s insight into economy, look at ecology. The two systems are remarkably similar. Everything is connected to everything by an infinitely complex web of, in one case, monetary pathways, in the other, energy pathways. Power, responsibility, and knowledge infuse every tiny node of both eco-webs. Every slight change sends signals racing along countless unknown and unpredictable strands through countless unknown and unpredictable nodes to bring the systems back into balance. A continuous unnatural usurpation or infusion of money or energy through an outside agent, though, means usurpation not only of power but of responsibility and knowledge. Decisions are then made by unnatural agents of monetary or energy transfer who lack the intimate knowledge and practical motivations of those they replace. Distortion is inevitable as false signals race along the monetary and energy pathways.

Eighteenth century political philosophers fomented a worldwide explosion in wealth creation and knowledge by organizing in parts of Europe and America a system where each person, each individual agent of monetary transfer, would be free. The power to choose was taken from government and given to people.

For 90 years, though, the American government had countenanced slavery, the most excessive violation possible, short of death camps, of Enlightenment principles of free choice. The contradiction could not but weaken loyalty to the principles and move good people to think there must be a better way, a governmental way. Intellectuals at the end of the 19th century were able to bring their scientific (so they supposed) solutions into the mainstream. Humans imagined themselves now advanced and wise enough to safely expand the power of government, and use it to forge a better way. They would, of course, use their new power only for the good. But power is insidious. It does not do what you want or expect, or stay only where it has been applied. It seeps into dark cracks and corners. It is pursued by those who should not have it; it turns even those who appear able to wield it for the good into something more sinister than they were before.



The 1910s were a watershed in the concentration of governmental power. Take, for example, that first great crusade of the progressive movement. Eager to free America from the evil clutches of greedy railroad capitalism, progressives turned their starry eyes to the automobile. 1916 was one fateful year in a fateful decade, the year progressives finally convinced government that infrastructure for this one mode of transportation, but not others, should be totally “free,” that roads built specifically for cars by taxes should be national policy. Intellectuals were sure that they could do better than the hidden hand so they withdrew the power to decide where to spend transportation money from the individual and gave it to themselves, agents of the state.

A century earlier, Jeffersonian Democrats steadfastly opposed what were then called internal improvements. Presidents Madison, Monroe, and Jackson each vetoed as unconstitutional legislation that would have had the federal government get into the road-building business.

In the new progressive era of the 1910s, constitutional constraints were unimportant. For intellectuals, cars were good while trains, trolleys, and interurbans - the main components of the era’s privately built mass transit system - were a few short steps from evil incarnate. Cars were inherently so inefficient, though, that in a natural market they were destined to remain no more than an attractive but relatively small part of the total transportation system, with people able to live normal lives without car dependency. However, intellectuals, confident that their vision and understanding surpassed the crude mechanisms of the natural market, effectively removed marketplace constraints from the automobile, eventually making it the only viable choice for most people. Given the power to do so by progressive philosophy, they rebuilt the world for the smooth running of the automobile.

Progressives never could have predicted the effects of their usurpation of power, their unnatural intervention in the eco-web, their government dictated simplification and homogenization of the transportation system. They might have predicted the destruction of what, even now, remains the most comprehensive mass transit system ever built anywhere in the world. But they never could have predicted the destruction of downtown, Main Street, and human-scale communities, or rising daytime age segregation with adults and their children miles apart, or rising crime and isolation, or the increased pressures on family structure and family finances (cars are really expensive to own and operate, after all), or the huge tax burden. They never could have predicted sprawl and the paving over of farmlands and wildlands. They never could have predicted how the subsidy would enrich faraway desert dictators who would use their accidental wealth to threaten the world. What they did predict, time and time again, in utopian novels and architectural mockups, were clean megacities in which the working class lived in giant skyscrapers set in parks while the intellectual class (including, presumably, themselves) commuted from suburbs on uncrowded streets.



The disconnect between vision and reality when rulers think they can do better than the hidden hand of the ecosystem is not limited to transportation. After setting America firmly on the road to Carworld, reformers turned to housing. Even as I write this updated Globocop, America and the world face possible financial collapse and a huge jump in taxes (whether hidden or honest remains to be seen) for repercussions from governmental intervention in the housing market.

In its desire to free homebuyers from the cold dictates of the marketplace, government had earlier established Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Fannie and Freddie were able to free borrowers from the cold hard market solely because government guarantees freed them from the cold hard market. With natural market signals no longer operating, untenable, below-market value loans by the protected institutions naturally reached massive proportions and now the house of cards is collapsing. Of course politicians intend to fix their tax and intervention-induced disaster with more taxes and more intervention, and of course they blame the unregulated market rather than their interference in the market for the crisis.



Transportation and housing are clearly economic activities. The disconnect between vision and reality, though, encompassed the entire range of human activity, including war. The impulse to do good through government gave Americans not only decreasing freedoms and increasing taxes but the American Century of aggressive international militarism. Intellectuals spent that century decrying the results of intervention and calling for more. They proposed that government power solve the problems brought about by government power. Influenced more by late 19th century thinkers than 18th, the 20th century intellectual class lost its ability to discern which good works are appropriate to what institution. They proclaimed that all good works are appropriate to government.

Eighteenth century intellectuals could have explained that the only good work appropriate to government is the removal of legal constraints on freedom. The movement that later destroyed legalized racial segregation in America, for example, was a great triumph because it was accomplished within the limits of appropriate governmental action. Progressives believed, though, that most any problem, not just the legal suppression of rights, could be solved with the application of money, power, and their own enlightened understanding. Their challenge was to transform government so that the money and power would be placed in their own superior hands.




THE FATEFUL DECADE



The 1910s saw the national government gain the essential prerequisites of power and that led in astonishingly short order to full-scale war. The 16th Amendment legalizing a tax on incomes was ratified in 1913. The Federal Reserve Act, giving government control of financial markets and the power to create money out of nothing, was passed by Congress in the same year. Money, after all, is the key. Both the North and South had enacted hated wartime income taxes during the Civil War, but the first peacetime income tax (1894) had been struck down as unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. Progressives needed the tax so they needed a constitutional amendment and did not care how they got it. In fact, it was passed under highly peculiar, probably illegal circumstances. That did not matter. The important thing was not arcane legalistic niceties, it was finding a sure source of money to finance their vision for a better society.

Progressives (with a few notable exceptions, like T. Roosevelt) did not intend the tax or new national bank to make war easy or America militaristic. They intended them to make American society fair and government big enough to accomplish their goals. The problem is, it does not matter what they intended. Money is power and power will not be contained. If they had listened more to 18th century philosophers, they would have known that. Within four years of the commencement of the income tax and the creation of the Federal Reserve Board, America had declared for war in Europe. Within six, to finance that war, the top tax rate would rise from 6% to 77%. Even that was not enough. With a guaranteed cash cow and a central bank, government raised the national debt from 1.2 billion dollars in 1916 to 25 billion in 1919. It has been growing ever since.

The 17th Amendment also became law in 1913. The two new amendments were perfect expressions of the new America. The 16th gave government the money to grow. The 17th was one of many steps to centralize government power. It makes for direct election of senators rather than having them chosen by state legislatures. At first blush, that seems irreproachable, democracy in action. In actuality, it increases the distance between power and the people. It sacrifices state power to federal power. It diminishes power that is closer to the people and increases power that is farther. It helps trivialize state legislatures and magnify the national legislature, even to the point, we can now see, of making it a de facto world government.

Easy warfare and foreign adventuring require more than money and centralization of power, though. They require soldiers. They require, unless made unnecessary by modern technology, either mercenaries or conscription. They require a draft.

The draft contradicts all principles of freedom and confirms all principles of state control of citizens. It presupposes that the government, not the people, has the right to determine what they do with their own lives. Need for a draft in America is proof positive that either the war it is for is unnecessary or that the country is no longer worth protecting. When America is truly under threat, there is never a lack of volunteers. If America were under threat but lacked volunteers, we would know that America is no longer worth protecting. Except for the slave states, America has always been worth protecting, yet there have been drafts. This can only mean, then, that its leaders succumbed to the siren song of power that sings softly to their willing ego that they know better than the common man what he should lay down his life for, and whispers insidiously that they have the right to make him do it.

It is an honorable thing to voluntarily put your life on the line for freedom. Most Americans would do that for America. Some would do it for other countries. For example, there were American volunteers, freedom fighters, in both world wars during the periods of American neutrality, just as there were freedom fighters from Europe helping America in the Revolutionary War. Americans may have the right to choose individually but government has no right under God or Nature to ever send its citizens to fight foreign wars or fight for foreign causes. That, however, is exactly what every draft in the 20th century was used for.

On March 18 1917, Congress passed the Selective Service Act. It was not America’s first draft. The first, in April of 1862, was passed by the congress of the Confederate States of America. The North followed suit in 1863. In the North, a rich man could pay for a replacement; in the South all those who owned 20 slaves were exempt.

A hundred people died in draft riots in the North. They did not see why only the poor should fight. Later draft laws did not include the obvious injustice but that was a paper change only. As recently as Vietnam, American neo-imperialism still meant rich man’s war, poor man’s fight.

Joseph E. Brown, governor of Confederate Georgia, had a clear understanding of the issue. He opposed his country’s draft, saying,



The conscription act at one fell swoop strikes down the sovereignty of the states, tramples upon the constitutional rights and personal liberty of the citizens, and arms the President with imperial powers.




Governor Brown put his principles first, even at the height of war. Are there any modern governors with the courage or understanding to make such a statement? Perhaps not. But among individual Americans you can certainly still find kindred spirits to Sam Watkins, a Confederate soldier who served from beginning to end.



A law was made allowing every person who owned twenty Negroes to go home. It gave us the blues. We wanted twenty Negroes. There was raised the howl of ‘rich man’s war, poor man’s fight.’ From this time on ‘til the end of the war a soldier was simply a machine, a conscript, all our pride and valor gone, and we were sick of war and cursed the southern Confederacy.




Most progressives of the 1910s did not intend their increased and concentrated federal powers to lead to war but power begets power and war is what they got. War is hard on economic freedom and civil liberties. Once they had war, the Wilson administration, with its progressive sympathies, used it as a means to move towards socialization of the economy. It took partial control of the ocean shipping industry and nationalized the railroad, telephone, and telegraph industries. What may be more surprising to those who do not understand how power works is the administration’s attack, despite its high-sounding rhetoric, on civil liberties. As do all good authoritarians, Wilson moved first to control information. He declared that censorship was “absolutely necessary to the public safety” and proceeded to attack newspapers and propose a wide-ranging system of controls, controls weakened by Congress but not entirely rescinded.

For example, the Espionage Act of 1917 and the Sedition Act of 1918 created a number of new federal offenses, including criticism of the government, the Constitution, or the military. Prominent socialist Eugene Debs was sentenced to ten years in jail (commuted by President Harding at the end of 1921) for publicly attacking the draft. Author Upton Sinclair was arrested for publicly reading the Bill of Rights, Roger Baldwin of the ACLU for publicly reading the Constitution. The national government organized the American Protective League to become the eyes and hands of Big Brother. It consisted of 250,000 American citizens who opened letters, wiretapped phones, and carried out the occasional vigilante raid on newspaper offices.

Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmer, appointed by President Wilson in 1919, was a Democrat from the progressive wing of the party who, like Wilson, hoped to use the power of government to improve the lives of the people. As it did with Wilson, the possession of power and his belief that he was able to wield it for the good worked insidious changes on the man. He named young J. Edgar Hoover his Special Assistant and together they used expanded government powers to suppress the communist revolution they were sure was imminent in America. From November 1919 to June 1920, using the recent Espionage and Sedition acts, they arrested and sometimes tortured 10,000 communists, anarchists, and anti-war/anti-conscription activists. Most were eventually released when no evidence of a plot could be found. A few hundred were deported to Russia.

The powers of government were reduced after the war but not to prewar levels. This follows the historical pattern. Suppression and taxes are typically reduced following war but never to what they were. The next big war, built on a higher base and with the example of power-grabbing precedents of previous wars, will typically go beyond what came before. The precedents established during the Civil War were revived for the First World War, then brought back to life and expanded again for the Second.



Palmer, though he failed to gain the presidential nomination for himself in 1920, helped bridge the gap between wars with his support of progressive politicians, including Franklin Roosevelt in 1932. Like Wilson, Roosevelt would use expanded government to take America into foreign war and then use foreign war to expand government further.




THE DECISION FOR WAR



There was never a good purely political reason for any other of the combatants to enter that local dispute between Serbia and Austria. Politics, though, were trumped by psychology; more important than the secret treaties was the dark specter of racial consciousness. A shooting in tiny Bosnia tightened the iron vice of belief on the Slavic and German mind throughout central and eastern Europe simply because the shooter was a Slav and those shot represented a German state. Slavs and Germans, eyes blazing with the passion of racial pride and solidarity, mounted the ramparts. The German nations of central Europe (Except Switzerland) faced off against Slavic Russia. France seized the chance offered by the Slavic-Germanic struggle to exact revenge for the war of 1870. British, Turks, Greeks, Arabs, and Japanese then rushed in to grab what they could.



It was certainly never necessary for America to join this war of ethnic domination and national profit. That’s why America reelected the man who had “kept us out of war.” But Americans misjudged their man. Wilson, like virtually the entire northeastern educated elite, was firmly anglophile, his mind also firmly lodged in the tight vice of belief. He believed in the righteous inevitability of an ideal-driven Anglo-American leadership of the world. A few years before, the saber-rattling progressive Senator Albert Beveridge of Indiana had enunciated the racial and mercantilist sentiment that would move the ruling class to foreign war.



If it means Anglo-Saxon solidarity; if it means an English-American understanding upon the basis of a division of the world’s markets, an English-speaking people’s league of God for the permanent peace of this war-worn world, the stars will fight for us and countless centuries will applaud.




President Wilson longed for alliance with the very stars and the applause of the centuries.



The natural American antagonism towards England of the 18th and 19th centuries had been mollified the last two decades by the British foreign policy called the Great Rapprochement, a policy of appeasing the sensibilities of the emerging power of the New World. For two decades, England supported America in all international quarrels, even selling out Canada in its dispute with America over the Alaskan border. In 1918, it was time to cash in and cash in big.

But first England had some convincing to do. It had to convince America that this was not, at root, a struggle over empire between a declining imperial power and a rising one but rather a struggle between peace and democracy on the one hand and militarism and autocracy on the other, between civilization and barbarism. It was a tough sell that took most of four years.

On August 5 1914, England fired its first shot, not with guns but with cable-cutters. The Telconia was dispatched to the North Sea to destroy the five undersea cables which were Germany’s only secure communication link to the Western Hemisphere. The next day, the New York Times reported that now “all word of happenings in Germany must pass through hostile countries - Russia on the east, France on the west, and England on the north.” A week later, England built on its advantage by passing DORA, the Defense of the Realm Act, which gave government censors the power to control all information that left England for the world. Information by American reporters in Berlin, which now had to pass through England, was heavily censored and altered. They protested to no avail. Then, a month later, Parliament created a propaganda board staffed by Britain’s top and not so top writers to feed stories to America.

Exposes of German atrocities soon became standard fare in American and British media, especially atrocities in poor little neutral, democratic Belgium. In truth, as writer/historian Thomas Fleming points out, Belgium was about as neutral as Scotland and as democratic as Germany. In addition, he reminds us, Belgium was hardly the benign and innocent victim portrayed by the propaganda stories. It was the recent perpetrator of what some have called the greatest holocaust in history, the slaughter of five to ten million Congolese who refused to be enslaved for the profit of King Leopold II and the Belgium royal family.

The stories of atrocities in Belgium - slayings, mutilations, rapes, even bayoneted babies being paraded by German soldiers - were mostly substantiated in May 1915 by the sensational and well-publicized Bryce Report. Post-war investigation, though, found that virtually none of it was true, at least in Belgium. Ironically, all of it and more happened in the Belgian Congo. Irish nationalists also pointed out that many of the charges could have more accurately been leveled at the English for their actions in Ireland. Germany, too, tried to spread atrocity stories, but the language barrier, the cut cables, and their lack of experience in propaganda warfare made their efforts ineffective.

The British propaganda machine worked to convince America that this was a contest of the good (peace-loving and democratic) against the bad (militaristic and autocratic). Exaggeration ruled the day. It is possible that England and France tended more towards the peace loving and democratic than Prussia but only if you ignore the fact of their undemocratic, autocratic, and militaristic control over huge empires. In reality, Prussia was more democratic and less militaristic than their media image while England and France were less democratic and more militaristic than theirs.



Nominally neutral, America under Wilson had actually been actively pro-Britain. Wilson quietly accepted illegal English-imposed restrictions on the sea trade of neutrals while holding Germany strictly accountable for breaches of international standards. The magazine New
Republic commented,



The German threat to innocent neutral commerce with England was wanton, but it was incidental. The English threat to innocent neutral commerce with Germany is polite and benevolent in form, but in substance it is deadly.




Wilson winked at armed British merchant ships using U.S. ports while demanding that German U-boats conduct themselves according to the rules for cruisers, a clear impossibility. He insisted that Americans had the right to safe travel on English and French ships, even in war zones, even though the German navy was under strict orders not to fire on American ships. Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan advocated that armed merchant ships be denied the use of U.S. harbors and that U.S. citizens be kept off the ships of belligerent states, both sensible actions for a truly neutral nation, actions likely to have kept America out of war, actions similar to what Jefferson and others had put into practice during other European wars. Historian Charles Callan Tansill explains.



America finally entered the war because of serious difficulties with Germany arising out of the submarine warfare... If the President had taken any decisive action against the admission of armed British merchantmen into American harbors, and if he had warned American citizens of the dangers that attended passage on belligerent vessels, America might well have been spared the great sacrifice of 1917-1918...


America’s entry into the World War may be traced in part to this failure of the President to follow a course dictated by American rather than Allied interests.




And then there were the blockades. England still ruled the waves, despite the U-boats, and it used its sea power to the fullest. In 1914, First Sea Lord Winston Churchill explained that British policy towards Germany was to,



starve the whole population - men, women, and children, old and young, wounded and sound - into submission.




It was working, and starving Germany was finally forced into its fatal miscalculation. It could not know of the imminent collapse of Czarist Russia and the resulting release of German troops from the eastern front. Desperate, it finally decided on an unrestricted counter blockade on England in hopes it could cut the vast flow of food and war supplies from supposedly neutral America and force England to submit before America was able to mobilize for war.

Germany placed ads in American newspapers warning Americans to stay off the Lusitania as it was thought (correctly) to be carrying contraband war supplies and would be subject to sinking when it tried to go through their new blockade. 128 Americans that ignored the warning went down with the ship. Secretary of State Bryan responded to the American outrage.



Why be shocked by the drowning of a few people, if there is to be no objection to starving a nation?




And,



A ship carrying contraband should not rely on passengers to protect her from attack - it would be like putting women and children in front of an army.




When Wilson required Bryan to strongly protest the sinking, he resigned, predicting that Wilson’s policies would lead to war. He was replaced by pro-English, pro-war Robert Lansing.

In fairness to Wilson, he really was for neutrality up until the U-boat attacks. If his actions were not those of a true neutral, it was because of his sentimental attachment to England but also because his top advisors were all anglophiles in favor of war. They never told him that. They professed neutrality while intentionally recommending policies that would push America towards war. After William Jennings Bryan resigned, there were no more honest voices or antiwar voices in his cabinet. Wilson heard only the voices of pro-war anglophiles, voices that resonated harmoniously in his anglophilic ears.

Even more important than Wilson’s support of the British navy was the secret financing of the Allies by American banks to the tune of 2.3 billion dollars. That money was then used to buy munitions and supplies from America, rescuing America from recession and making it the virtual factory of the British and French war effort. By 1917, with the outcome of the war in doubt, American financial institutions looked set to possibly loose their billions. They added their voice to the pressures for war and evidence suggests that their fear of losing their loans was the final straw that pushed Wilson to decide for war - that and Prime Minister Lloyd George’s notification that if the President wanted to have a voice at the peace conference (which he desperately did) he had to pay for it with American blood.

Once decided, Wilson could not go to war for simple reasons of national defense. As with his numerous mini-wars in Latin America and as with McKinley in the Philippines, Wilson needed a higher purpose. He explained the purpose in his famous speech to Congress, a masterpiece of rhetoric that galvanized Congress though not yet the nation. Wilson’s would be a war to end war, to bring human rights to all nations, and to establish a worldwide governing body. He proclaimed that this would not be a war fought for selfish ends.

Unselfish war, though, can only mean one thing, that it was not fought for the benefit or of America. President Wilson drafted American boys and sent them to die, in other words, not in defense of their country but in support of his personal crusade.



Congress, after a rancorous debate, approved Wilson’s declaration of war but in approving got more than it bargained for. It had been generally assumed in America that a massive invasion of Europe would be both impracticable and unnecessary. America’s part would be to support the Allies on the high seas at a relatively low cost in blood and treasure. Well, welcome to the real world. English and French diplomats showed up in Washington to explain certain realities to their now official ally.

For example. Contrary to the propaganda, which even the U.S. government had believed, the Allies were not progressing towards victory. In fact, they were on the verge of collapse (Germany was too) and needed half a million warm bodies pronto. No need to train them, though. Just send them. They would be quickly trained in England before being sent to the front under British and French flags. General Pershing talked the wavering Wilson out of this policy of “amalgamation,” which would have put conscripted American kids under the butchers who were running the French and British war efforts. Thanks to Pershing, the 115,000 Americans sent to an early and unnecessary grave were at least buried beneath an American flag.

For example. There were certain secret agreements that the President now needed to know about. Wilson’s high-blown rhetoric was fine for propaganda purposes but to hold the alliance together and give meaning to the fight this is what the allies had already decided to give each other: Constantinople to Russia, Alsace-Lorraine and part of the Saar basin to France, the Ottoman Empire and Germany’s African colonies split between England and France, Germany’s Far East colonies to Japan, and the Austrian South Tyrol, Trieste regions, Dalmatian coast, and some African colonies to Italy.

This is what the war was really being fought for and now America had been suckered into making it possible. At least Wilson agonized over these new little discoveries and even considered pulling out of the alliance. But, in the end, he decided it was just too late. America had made its declaration. It had to live and die with its mistake. With his intellectual’s penchant for believing lofty rhetoric more than reality, Wilson still believed he could transform this bloody business into something noble.




THE OUTCOME



Here is how Wilson’s crusade affected the war. It extended the death and destruction for another year, was likely the final factor in the rise of a new Bolshevik state in Russia, was responsible for destroying the one central European country with the will and ability to contain that state, insured an unequivocal Allied victory, meant Wilson’s agenda had to be part of the peace conference, and gave France and England an unearned upper hand at the conference.

Germany was not a totally defeated nation when it surrendered. It surrendered anyway, though, in part because it believed Wilson’s assurances that it would be treated fairly. Instead, it was locked out of the peace conference and treaty negotiations. The conference finally came up with a treaty of vengeance and humiliation that required Germany to take full blame and assume full responsibility for the war, and pay extravagant reparations. America, with the best of intentions, had facilitated a treaty that would lead directly to Leninism, Nazism, and a second more horrible war.

The Great War’s immense destruction of wealth and manpower, and even the Treaty of Versailles itself, certainly had something to do with the Great Depression that would ravage America and the world a decade later and give stimulus to both fascism and communism. Allied countries intended to use reparations from Germany to pay back the money they had borrowed from the United States to finance the war but Germany had few reparations to give, even if it were willing. It was printing money by the barrel load. When recession hit, the chief banking house of Austria collapsed followed by financial crisis in Germany and England. Reparation payments came to a halt. You can’t pay what you don’t have.

Germany’s creditors now agreed to write off reparation payments if America would write off the war debts. This put America in the position of not only financing the winning side but paying the reparations of the losing side. Naturally America refused this absurd scenario. It had entered the war for the highest of ideals, not to finance all warring parties. Too bad it had not considered beforehand that absurd scenarios are the natural historical outcome whenever countries go crusading. European banks continued their slide into collapse, helping pull the world into depression.

The Great War had decimated a generation of European men and destroyed centuries’ worth of wealth and culture. It was inevitable that such unspeakable destruction would have psychological consequences. One of those would be the serious shaking of the previously unshakable confidence that Europeans had in their cultural superiority and their responsibility to lead the world. The white man’s burden was slipping from European hands to be picked up and altered to fit American myths by the one major power that had not suffered such devastation of life, wealth, and confidence.




THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE



Europe had seen an insignificant little spark quickly flare into an inferno that burned away the veneer of humanity from its supposed civilization. It is natural that anyone who looked into the abyss of horror then exposed should seek a way to insure it never happen again. There were a number of proposals floating around, from total disarmament and pacifism (pure idealism) to an international supra-government dedicated to suppressing warfare (apparent realism). Government leaders do not deal in pure idealism so they coalesced around apparent realism with Woodrow Wilson carrying the banner. From January to June 1919, the Paris Peace Conference that would culminate in the Treaty of Versailles held center stage to a world that would be deeply affected by its pronouncements.

The basic problems were immense. The Allies set out to create new states, draw new borders for old states, allocate imperial possessions to new rulers, demilitarize Germany enough so that it could never again be a threat to the West, allow Germany enough military weight so that it could counter the growing Bolshevik threat to the east, obtain money from Germany to finance the rebuilding of victor nations, introduce new standards of national conduct that would prevent war and encourage freedom and self-determination, and found a world organization that could insure peace. Wilson went to Paris with these last two – new standards and a world organization - foremost in mind.

Wilson wanted a world government and he got two of them, the Conference itself and the League of Nations. In other words there were three, not two, stabs at world government in the 20th century. This first, though temporary, may have been the most important. It decided the boundaries and fates of countless countries, nations, and peoples. It inaugurated the idea of “peacekeeping” with a mysterious combination of military force in support of various White Russians and simultaneous offers of aid to the Bolsheviks in return for cooperation, offers ridiculed and used for propaganda by Lenin. The second and third efforts at world government, the League of Nations and the United Nations, have mostly been involved in sorting out to the best of their limited ability what happened because of the first. All three efforts were and are fundamentally concerned with borders: real borders between real states and the imagined borders of imagined states, some of which became real states.

With the ethical underpinning of Wilson’s Fourteen Points, the three (or four or five) major powers of this first world government adjusted borders, freed colonies, and dispensed self-determination around the globe. Of course they mostly adjusted other people’s borders, freed other people’s colonies, and dispensed self-determination to other people’s peoples. The freed colonies were mostly freed from defeated colonial masters and given to new victorious colonial masters. Self-determination was mostly determined by America, England, and France.

America was against self-determination for the Philippines. England was against self-determination for Ireland or any of its colonies. England and France were technically in favor of self-determination for the Middle East but not until they decided the region was ready (i.e. not until the oil ran out?). In the meantime, it would be divided into “mandates” under their governance. Japan was against self-determination for China or any of the German colonies it was set to inherit in the Pacific. South Africa, with its strong English connections, was in favor of self-determination for German South-West Africa… someday. Meanwhile South-West Africa would be a mandate of South Africa. Mandate, a euphemism for colony, was a new word apparently invented at the conference.

It was not only the great powers that had trouble defining self-determination. Every group that wanted it had a different definition of what it was, a definition that included itself but excluded others who had their own definitions. Paris was flooded with groups from around the world demanding self-determination. Many were mutual enemies that occupied the same pieces of real estate.

Though the war was supposedly over, widespread fighting continued, not only across Russia and in the former Ottoman Empire, but in central Europe. Most groups were fighting for self-determination against other groups fighting for self-determination. There were several real wars between actual states that required their own separate peace treaties. Poland and Russia fought each other. Czechoslovakia and Romania fought Hungary. Though the Great Powers in Paris decided that Slovaks were countrymen of Czechs, Slovaks attacked the rear of the Czech army as it entered Hungary.

In their pursuit of self-determination, all lesser parties flip-flopped in their arguments, moving from historic borders to ethnic make-up to economic and military necessity to moral considerations, one argument contradicting the next but all arguments designed to expand borders and strengthen ethnic dominance. The greater parties sitting in judgment in Paris shifted easily and often over which kind of argument to accept, but in the end always chose the one that furthered their own interests or satisfied their lust for revenge. They ordained that several large enclaves of Germans would be parts of non-German countries. Most ominously for the future, they declared that Sudetenland would be part of Czechoslovakia and that natural parts of Germany and Russia would be included in Poland.

During the war, England had promised both Jews and Arabs independent states in the Middle East in return for their support against the Ottoman Empire. Now, with France, it carved up the remnants of that empire. England and France solved the contradictions of the wartime promises by becoming themselves the new colonial masters, engendering anti-western hatreds that still motivate Arab radicals today. But today those hatreds have mostly been transferred to America which, for no obvious good reason, picked up this boiling cauldron of animosities once it became too hot for England and France to handle. And now, for no obvious good reason, Great Britain has decided to reassert itself in the region as America’s ally, thus resurrecting itself as a logical target, along with America, of Arab terrorism.

As the conference progressed, it began to look more and more like anglophile Wilson’s moralistic Fourteen Points and Four Principles were merely a way to justify Anglo-American dominance of the world. Historians Donald and Frederick Kagan point out in While America Sleeps that,



The famous Fourteen Points that President Woodrow Wilson presented to the Allies and the Germans as the basis for the Armistice were little more than the war aims of Great Britain laid out in greater specificity. ... It was no accident that these goals and this arrangement would best serve Britain’s chief postwar needs.




Preaching self-determination, Wilson’s uplifted vision encompassed nothing of his own possession of empire or continued invasions in Mexico and Latin America. He saw only Pax Anglia-Americana, a new world whose lofty rhetoric was more real than its troops on the ground.




FAILURE OF VERSAILLES



World War I destroyed two great empires, the Habsburg and the Ottoman, replaced a third with a belligerent and aggressive Bolshevik government, and saw the rise of a fourth in the Far East. The political ramifications were immense. The entire world needed sorting out. The Treaty of Versailles was supposed to do that, in addition to ending war in our time.

Instead, the treaty led from the Great War to a greater one, with the horrors of the first magnified in the second. Bad as the first one was, it did not have death camps. Also, the casual mass extermination of civilians introduced in the first was multiplied in the second through fire bombings and atomic bombings. The War To End All Wars and the treaty imposed by the victors only took warfare to a new level of horror.

The Kagans explain the failure of Versailles like this.



By far the most serious flaw of the Versailles Treaty, however, was that the harsh terms it imposed on Germany to prevent that resurgence required the constant and seemingly perpetual willingness of the Allies to use force to compel German adherence to the treaty.




No, the real fatal flaw is the Kagans’ supposition that we can do better next time by learning from that time or that that we could have done better that time if only we had done it right.



Modern conservatives generally understand that the government-imposed solutions proposed by liberals for improving one’s society normally break down in the real world. The complexities of the problems, the plethora of opposing interests, and the unpredictability of consequences all conspire against success. Liberals then explain that it was just not done properly: Do it my way next time.

Modern conservatives generally miss that government imposed solutions for improving other countries break down for the same reasons. An even greater level of complexity, opposing interests, and unpredictability of consequences once more conspire against success. Conservatives, like the Kagans, then explain that it was just not done properly: Do it my way next time. But my way never had a chance. There was never any possibility that Versailles could have worked so long as the participants were other than God or His angels.



Germany in the 1920s was a lot like Iraq in the 1990s up to 2003. Both had inspections, destruction of armaments, and demilitarized zones imposed on them. For both, willing cooperation with the ruling powers was nonexistent, creative obstructionism the norm. There is little chance that a defeated country is going to willingly participate in its own further humiliation and suppression. There is little chance that taxpayers in the ruling countries will long support the huge bureaucracies and armies that effective enforcement of the treaties requires. There is little chance that an international coalition of democratic powers, each subject to the whims, trends, and pressures of a multitude of groups within their own countries, could find the right solution or long stand united around whatever solution they do come up with.

In Patrick Buchanan’s astute observation in A Republic, Not An Empire, the Great War and its treaty, instead of making the world safe for democracy, made it safe for Hitler, Lenin, and Mussolini. In my own corollary, the first Gulf War was to make the world safe for... for... well, for something. Instead it drew the eyes of cold-blooded killers away from their own dictators and ancient blood feuds to the new Great Satan of America.




AFTER VERSAILLES



The San Remo Conference in April 1920 was one of several spin-offs of Paris and Versailles. It carved up the Ottoman Empire with the Treaty of Sevres. On Wilson’s assurance, the Allies calculated that America would assume control of the mandate of Armenia and possibly Constantinople (Istanbul) itself. That would have placed America at the dead center of a confusing double war, a civil war between the western-supported Sultan fighting the Turkish nationalist Mustafa Kemel (Ataturk) on the one hand, and a war between Turkey and an English-backed Greece on the other. It would have had bewildered young Americans dying for deadly rivalries among groups whose interest in invading U.S. soil was as remote as the stars in the sky. The United States Senate was unwilling to follow Wilson on this, postponing for decades the day when the U.S. President could blithely sacrifice the youth of America to the ancient blood feuds of alien cultures.

Without America, England was left to handle the problem of Turkey by itself. But the English people were heartily and rightfully sick of war, sick of death, sick of destruction, and sick of taxes. They could not really see the point in mediating this squabble with their own blood and treasure. There was, in the words of Winston Churchill, “a total extinction of interest” among the British populace concerning what happened in Turkey.

England was rapidly demilitarizing. It was losing the capacity to police all its “interests” in the world so it called on its colonies to do the dirty work. When Iraq had revolted against British military rule in 1920, the British sent Indian troops to put it down at Indian expense. India was far from happy about this but was in no position to refuse its colonial master.

Now, with Turkey up in arms, England allied itself with Greece and let the Greeks do most of the fighting. The Greeks, of course, were not engaged in an altruistic campaign to prop up the British Empire. They wanted a little bit of empire for themselves. It began to look like they were going to get it while their partner Great Britain looked set to strengthen its control over the water routes to the Black Sea. This did not sit well with erstwhile allies France and Italy, who maneuvered a stop to the Greek/British advance. Great Britain had little real power left in the region so it was unable to oppose their diplomatic moves. The Kagans comment that,



The British were discovering that it is not possible to maintain the leadership of an effective alliance without making a leader’s sacrifice and commitment.




The British people, though, were not interested in “maintaining an effective alliance” or “making a leader’s sacrifice and commitment.” They had just lost a generation of sons and did not want to lose their younger brothers, too, just so they could say they belonged to a great empire.



Neophyte America still tends to think that policing the world can be a relatively clean endeavor. You protect the good guys from the bad guys and then have the army bring the blessings of democracy and capitalism. Great Britain, though, had a couple centuries of empire under its belt. It knew that policing is always a messy and immoral business with any good intentions of the policeman buffeted by unpredictable events and unknowable circumstances. Britain knew that international relations often turn on events more absurd than profound.

Take the Greek-English alliance, for example. The former king of Greece, Constantine, was brother-in-law of the Kaiser and strongly pro-German during the war. That was not a problem, though, because he was out of the loop. The young current king, Alexander, was pro-British. But Alexander had a pet monkey. The monkey bit Alexander. Alexander died of blood poisoning and Constantine returned to the throne.

With an in-law of the Kaiser now in charge of the only significant allied power in the region, Churchill concluded that,



In our present state of military weakness we cannot afford to go on estranging the Mohammedan world in order to hand over a greater Greece to Constantine.




The alliance began falling apart. The British used the last of their declining influence to bluff their way to a treaty that preserved a bit of face and restricted Ataturk’s advance. Churchill supported Prime Minister Lloyd George on this, considering it the best he could get in order to prevent “the total loss of all the fruits of the Great War in this quarter.”

The total loss of all the fruits of the Great War!? What does this make of America’s sacrifice? That it fought the war not to rescue England, not to make the world safe for democracy, but to give England imperial fruits? That is the way it looked to Americans and that is why they rejected both the Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations.

David Lloyd George was replaced by Andrew Bonar Law as Prime Minister. Bonar Law, in tune with the mood of Britain, said, “If no one else is willing to fight then why should we take all the burden?” An eminently sensible question. Certainly British citizens were willing to fight to protect their country; they were not willing to die for so-called national interests and empire.

We might call Bonar Law’s attitude a big step in the evolution towards world peace. The Kagans, though, call it, “so narrow and unrealistic a view of the nation’s interests.” They warn America, in effect, that to take the same view will cost it an empire, too. Well, some would consider that just fine if the loss of empire means a restoration of constitutional government and individual rights.



England, France, and the League of Nations all failed to take a firm stand against Mussolini in Ethiopia, Japan in Manchuria, or Hitler for his step-by-step escalation of infractions of Versailles. Of course this emboldened Italy, Japan, and Germany to up the ante. The Kagans, like pretty much all modern American globocops, blame the escalation on Britain’s rapid demilitarization and its unwillingness to commit itself to defending Versailles.



One price of having military forces inadequate to sustain a nation’s policy and responsibilities is to make its commanders unduly cautious and less capable of using those forces they have to full effect.




It is true that Britain did not have the military might to sustain its “national policy and responsibilities.” (Globocops like to use expressions such as national policy and responsibilities when they mean imperialism.) Britain did have the military might to protect itself, though. If it had brought home all of its troops and fleets from Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, it would have had a respectable defense capability. It also would have been able to rally the nation much more easily to expand that capability in times of threat. If you are English, London, Liverpool, and Southampton are worth sacrificing and dying for. Shanghai, Singapore, Delhi, and Sudetenland are not.

Let us rewrite the Kagans’ principle, slightly changing only a few phrases.



One price of having military forces die in foreign lands is that it makes the people unduly cautious and less capable of using their forces to full effect in their own defense. 




Modern American policy makers think that the English people should have been ready and willing to sacrifice another generation on the continent and throughout the world. That is the thinking of emperors and rulers, the ones who send people to die but do not themselves fight. If the English people seemed overly reluctant to do it again, there was ample reason. 750,000 soldiers had recently died in a foreign war. After all, even much larger America, which lost “only” 115,000, had returned to its traditional abhorrence of foreign wars.

Fighting foreign wars is bad for a nation. It breeds cynicism about all wars, including wars of self-defense. It breeds anti-patriotism towards the government and country that sends young men to die on foreign ground. In living memory, Vietnam, where America lost “only” 50,000, is the prime example. The cynicism and anti-patriotism bred in that faraway land still resonate strongly in America. Neo-conservatives blame liberals. They miss the mark. They should also blame themselves and their forbears that determined it is America’s place to police the world.



Ninety years ago Austria was wrong to make war on Serbia. When it did, Russia was wrong to make war on Austria. When it did, Germany was wrong to make war. England and France were wrong to make war. Italy, Romania, and the Ottoman Empire were all wrong to make war. And finally America was wrong to make war.

The soldiers of these countries were all pawns for the glory of their rulers. There is a better way: citizen soldiers dedicated only to protecting their country, and empowered to participate directly and significantly in the decision on whether to fight. There is a shining example in today’s world, America’s Sister
Republic.



CHAPTER FIVE: Sister
Republic




	
M






ost modern Americans assume that 1776 was the year when freedom was reborn into this world. Americans in 1776 knew differently. There was a Sister
Republic they looked to for inspiration.

In 1291, leaders of three democratically ruled cantons in the central Alps, ever after the Companions of the Oath, met at Rutli Meadow near Lake
Lucerne to form the Swiss Confederation and pledge themselves to mutual defense. Over the centuries, 23 more cantons and half-cantons joined Switzerland. In an age when nationality fought nationality, language group fought language group, and religion fought religion, Switzerland became a multiethnic, multilingual, multi-religious society, much like America would be, that fought no one but those who invaded their country. By the time of America’s Constitution, this small democracy had been largely free from its aggressive and warlike neighbors for five centuries.

The founding generation often cited the Swiss example. John Adams in his 1787 book A Defense of the Constitutions of the United States devoted an entire chapter to Switzerland. Patrick Henry praised Switzerland at length, suggesting that America follow its example.



Their attachment to their country, and to freedom - their resolute intrepidity in their defense; the consequent security and happiness which they have enjoyed, and the respect and awe which these things produced in their bordering nations, have signalized them republicans... Let us follow their example, and be equally happy.




The Second Continental Congress used the Swiss example in an effort to entice Roman Catholic Canada to join their Protestant rebellion.



The Swiss Cantons furnish a memorable proof of this truth. Their union is composed of Roman Catholic and Protestant
States, living in the utmost concord and peace with one another and thereby enabled, ever since they bravely vindicated their freedom, to defy and defeat every tyrant that has invaded them.




George Mason, author of the pivotal Virginia Declaration of Rights, looked to Switzerland (and probably the early Roman
Republic) in suggesting that America de-monarchize the presidency by having three people share that office. He also used the Swiss example to illustrate the effectiveness of a militia-based defense in which every citizen is willing and able to fight for his freedom. He wrote,



It is this which preserves the Freedom and Independence of the Swiss Cantons, in the midst of the most powerful Nations.




The admiration was not a one-way road. A Swiss leader, Johann Valltravers, wrote Benjamin Franklin in 1778 and proposed,



[a] lasting Foundation of Friendship, and of mutual good offices between the two Sisters, the 13 republican states of N America, and of Switzerland.




The famous letter gave birth to the term sister republic and it was used until well into the 19th century. By the late 20th, though, the term as well as the sentiment were so long forgotten that America’s sister could be maligned with impunity by its president, government, and press in support of a brazen attempt by a private organization to extract funds (blackmail would be the accurate word) from Swiss banks by accusing Switzerland of secretly allying itself with Nazi Germany. The concerted attacks quietly and suddenly evaporated when a donation (bribe, though unavoidable, would be the accurate word) was paid of over one billion dollars.

The slander-and-extortion campaign would not have been possible if Americans knew their historical ties and also the story of the heroic Swiss resistance in World War II. But, it seems, in this age of Wilsonian/Rooseveltian foreign policy, the Swiss example no longer has relevancy.



Heroic Swiss resistance? Weren’t they just watchmakers and bankers unwilling to put their lives on the line to help the splendid anti-Nazi alliance? Weren’t they even Nazi accommodationists?

The sweet and simple grade school version of history says it was mountains and nice little declarations of neutrality that kept Switzerland safe in a Nazi sea. Modern thinking has steered Americans away from the real story, a story that does not easily find a place within the general knowledge and accepted wisdom of a neo-imperialist power. To understand the real story we have to start at the beginning.




1291 and THE SACRED RIGHTS OF MAN



William Tell lived in Uri in the days of that meeting at Rutli Meadow when the leaders of Uri, Schwyz, and Unterwalden swore the solemn vow that made them the Eidgenossen - Companions of the Oath. Uri was governed by a local lackey of the Austrian overlord who demanded that all citizens bow to a hat he had placed on a pole in the village square. William Tell, as the story goes, would not. Governor Gessler, in a fit of anger, pronounced that Tell would shoot an apple off his own six-year-old son’s head at a hundred paces. If he would not, or if he missed, both he and the boy would be killed. William Tell showed up with two arrows in his quiver. After he split the apple with the first, Gessler asked him what the second was for. William explained, “If I had missed, the second arrow was for you and it would have found its mark.”

This, obviously, was not the right answer, as we already know that Governor Gessler was a bit touchy about the common folk not paying proper respect. The adventures that followed Tell’s truthful but undiplomatic reply, and the legend of how he started the war for independence that led to the meeting at Rutli Meadow, can be found elsewhere. Here we only need note the Swiss spirit of independence and freedom - and love and devotion to family - expressed by William Tell, a spirit that has kept this country free for 700 years and inspired early Americans. John Adams, found the story important enough to quote a poem in his aforementioned book.



Who with the generous rustics fate


On Uri’s rock, in close divan


And wing’d that arrow, sure as fate


Which fixed the sacred rights of man. 




The sacred rights of man… how to preserve them is the question. The Swiss Confederation evolved an answer that once served as model to America: Government must recognize the rights of its own people but reject the urge to force its way upon others. Modern America, though, has embraced the urge and finds itself sinking deeper into a morass of contradiction and blood. If it hopes to return to the ideology of peace it once knew, the Swiss example will again be instructive.



Fourteenth century Switzerland was determined to keep its freedom. Surrounded by princes, kings, and emperors who considered the glory of the monarch everything and the rights of man nothing, it was not an easy road. Too small to field professional armies and too poor to buy them, the Swiss made a virtue of necessity. They developed their tradition of citizen armies. They did not fight for conquest, domination, or glory. They couldn’t. They didn’t have time. When the battle was done they had to get back to their fields and families.

As had the Greek and Roman militias, Swiss militias time and time again prevailed over apparently overwhelming odds. Their opponents were professionals fighting for the glory of their sovereign. The glory of the sovereign, somehow, just did not seem reason enough to face up to the steel in the hearts and hands of these alpine farmers-turned-warriors.




1481 and BROTHER KLAUS



Over the years, it became clear that while these unyielding citizen-warriors would rarely lose fights on their own land, neither could they take another’s. Again making a virtue of necessity, they developed a tradition of nonaggression. In 1481, the Swiss Confederation adopted the idea of a Swiss monk called Brother Klaus and declared neutrality their official policy.

Of course that did not stop other countries from deciding they wanted a piece of Switzerland or wanted to traverse it. The wars continued. But it did take away one reason or pretext for making war on Switzerland. It also raised the already high spiritual value of Swiss-style warfare. Now they not only fought for freedom, they fought for the principle that no nation has the right to make war on another, that only a defensive war is justified. They fought for the reality of peace, not merely for fine words that don’t seem to actually bring it.



Brother Klaus, the patron saint of Switzerland, was born Nicolaus von Flue in a mountain village in 1417. Fifty years later, now a father of ten, a wealthy farmer, and a respected local leader, he turned his back on worldly power and success. He gave up the chance to stand for election to the highest position in his canton of Obwalden and set off on a pilgrimage in search of “mystical unity” with God. The search had been delayed two years as he, for love, would only make this journey with the blessing of his wife and children. They, for love, took that long to reconcile themselves to his leaving. Once they did, he set out but was soon struck with a visionary understanding that the true pilgrimage could only be within. He aborted his planned wanderings and returned to the mountains near his home to live the life of a hermit without possessions in a dwelling-chapel built for him by the villagers.

It would not be a solitary hermitage. Though illiterate, this vision-seeing politically skilled mystic, who had been a peacemaker and advisor in his community, now became one to all of Europe. His family often visited him but also seekers from across the continent, royalty and commoner, powerful and powerless, rich and poor, man and woman, child and adult, for Brother Klaus made no distinctions.

In 1481, at a time of crisis for the Swiss Confederacy, Brother Klaus brought the disputing parties together and established the principles of peace and non-violence that would reverse the imminent balkanization of the feuding Swiss cantons. His ideas and example became the foundation of Swiss foreign relations to this day and made Switzerland the quiet repository of a true path to world peace, waiting still only for the dawn of understanding in a world devoted to military and authoritarian solutions.

A few years later, in 1495, the Holy Roman Empire (i.e. the German Empire, or the First Reich), which still claimed a few vestiges of control over Switzerland, tried to impose a tax of a penny a head on Swiss citizens. The resulting revolt and victory over Germany at the Battle of Dornach led to the official and total emancipation of the Swiss Confederation in 1501. Other Alpine cantons joined the confederation. By 1513, there were thirteen. Thirteen free states had bound themselves together in confederation after defeating a much larger and more powerful empire over the issue of taxes. Two and a half centuries later history would repeat itself.

Despite its fine assurances of neutrality, though, Switzerland is, alas, made up of humans and consistency is not often a part of the human character. In 1515, the Swiss found themselves fighting for glory and foreign possessions at Marignana near Milan. This was clearly not part of Switzerland and they lost the battle. Lesson learned, the Swiss solidified their policy of what Stephen Halbrook, historian of Swiss defense, calls “permanent armed neutrality, with no imperialist or territorial ambitions,” “a foreign policy which allowed only for defensive wars.” They have maintained this policy ever since Marignana.

Political and military analyst Nicolo Machiavelli, writing after the battle of Marignana, used Switzerland and early republican Rome as examples of a militia’s strength on defense and weakness on offense.



…when states are strongly armed, as Rome was and as the Swiss are, the more difficult it is to overcome them the nearer they are to their homes: for such bodies [militias] can bring more forces together to resist attack than they can to attack others.... The Swiss are easy to beat when away from home, whither they cannot send more than thirty or forty thousand men; but to defeat them at home where they can muster a hundred thousand is very difficult.




Switzerland was only defeated and occupied once in its long history. In 1798, it found itself at a low point in preparedness just when Napoleon was dominating Europe. Napoleon presaged his invasion with a propaganda barrage tailored to appeal to the Swiss. Switzerland could join him in freeing all Europe, in bringing the revolution - Liberty, Equality, Fraternity! - to the world. Many fell for it, including Peter Ochs.

Like most revolutionaries, Ochs could not see the revolution succeeding without him at the top. Backed by France, he drafted a new constitution that replaced Switzerland’s traditional decentralized government with a highly centralized modern government headed, of course, by Peter Ochs.

At the beginning, Napoleon had support, especially in the French-speaking areas of Switzerland. There was no government resistance to the occupation, only scattered guerrilla warfare. By the time of Napoleon’s defeat at Waterloo, though, the Swiss were disillusioned with newcomers to freedom - or worse, imperialists dressed as republicans - telling them what freedom should look like. The Napoleonic occupation strengthened Swiss resolve to never again be caught unprepared and sensitized them to the dangers of foreign propaganda. They remained prepared throughout the duration of the 19th century and the 20th. They conceded almost nothing to the Nazi propaganda campaign that would hit them in the 1930s.

The next big threat after Napoleon was the Great War, World War I. No one knew in 1911 that in three years the continent would be in flames but Switzerland was ready. American colonel George Bell wrote,



Any nation, however powerful, will pause before invading Switzerland, for, combined to this preparedness, there is a Spartan patriotism and valor, inherited from ancestors who had no fear of death, and a love of country unsurpassed by any known people, and this army, or nation in arms, before being killed or annihilated by sheer force of numbers, will inflict terrible losses, as, while the Swiss believes in peace, and desires it above all else, his good sense tells him this is best assured by preparedness at all times. 




When war broke out, Switzerland maintained neutrality and traded with all belligerents. It could not do otherwise and live, considering its landlocked and central position. But it mobilized for war. One of the two prime invasion routes connecting Germany and France was through the long plain of rolling hills in central Switzerland that had the towering Alps to the south and the lower Jura Mountains to the north. But Switzerland never became a battleground. Julian Grande in his book A Citizen’s Army: The Swiss System, published at the time, explained why.



...the Swiss Army, or part of it, is always mobilized, and its military value is well known to all the belligerents, none of whom are anxious to encounter the resistance of an army of 500,000 trained soldiers, all good marksmen.





THE 1930s



1930s Nazi propaganda maps showed a country in central Europe called Grossdeutschland - Greater Germany - a land that history, race, and language dictated should be a single nation. Besides Germany, it included a bit of Lithuania, a large chunk of Poland, half of Czechoslovakia, Austria, a big piece of northern Italy, the northern two thirds of Switzerland, a large slice of France, Luxembourg, Holland, and most of Belgium. Only one piece of that map - Switzerland - never came under the Nazi boot.

Hitler took over the German government in 1933 and the German propaganda machine began building a case for Grossdeutschland among German speakers throughout Europe. It started Nazi and pro-Nazi political parties and organizations, and infiltrated informers into all Germanic areas. In other countries, the Nazi propaganda blitz met some success but in Switzerland their appeals engendered deep suspicion and antipathy. Pro-Nazi meetings were sparsely attended. Newspapers printed anti-Nazi editorials and diligently reported the Nazi suppression of Jews and other unwanted elements while the rest of the world semi-slumbered.

This did not sit well with the Third Reich. Nazi military theoretician Ewald Banse, for example, ridiculed the Swiss as not a real nation, saying,



Like Belgium and the United States of America, Switzerland has no people, but merely a population made up of different races.




And,



The German Swiss imagine that in conjunction with the three other racial elements which speak foreign languages they constitute a single nationality, and they dig an artificial trench between them and ourselves, which is deeper and wider than Lake
Constance.




Of the German Swiss character, Banse theorized that,



Its decisive features, however, are a calculating materialism, unlimited self-reliance and a tendency to criticism, not to say fault-finding. The latter tendency is directed mainly toward their German kinsfolk across the Rhine, and reminds us of the pelican which pecks its own breast.... This childish dislike needs to be taken very seriously indeed and is an important fact fraught with possible military consequences, being of itself equivalent to a strong army corps...




Unlike many citizens of other Germanic areas, the Swiss were generally repulsed by a Nazi philosophy antithetical to the Swiss values of freedom and tolerance. The revulsion was not only philosophical. They saw in Germany a double threat to their independence. The Nazis envisioned incorporating Switzerland into Grossdeutschland and they were making plans for using Switzerland as an invasion route into France. The rolling hills between the Alps and the Jura Mountains still connected Germany to France’s soft underbelly. Banse, like the rest of the Nazi military establishment, had his eye on this “Corridor of Belfout” invasion route. He warned that, “Swiss neutrality, in fact, is of service only to the French, and not to us.”

In late 1933, a plan to invade France through Switzerland, probably prepared by the German General Staff, was leaked to the press. The plan evaluated Swiss soldiers as well-trained but their equipment as antiquated. A quick German victory over such forces would push the Swiss army back into the Alps leaving the German army in control of the corridor. Germany could quickly reach Geneva, the “Gateway to France.” The German defense minister called the report “highly imaginative nonsense” and Nazi Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels told the Swiss that Germany wanted only friendship. The Swiss were unimpressed. They began building defenses, buying and producing modern weapons, and imagining German invasion scenarios so as to devise plans to counter them. All the while, the rest of Europe and the world were still fantasizing a peaceful Nazi Germany.

The defense budget was raised from 95 million francs in 1933 to 130 million in 1935. Still not enough, the government issued 235 million francs worth of defense bonds. The Swiss people bought all those and more for a total of 335 million, and 171 million more by 1939. With their militia tradition, questions of defense were not abstract issues to be decided by faraway authorities. Just as they defended themselves directly, they paid for their defense directly. They also decided directly, by referendum, to increase the capacity of the militia. In Switzerland, all big issues are voted on by referendum; it is always the people, not the government, that decides. Professor of international relations Angelo Codevilla explains what the referendum did.



...the Swiss agreed to lengthen military retraining and to extend the age of military obligation for the lower ranks to sixty. So, on the eve of World War II, a nation of 4.2 million people stood ready to field an army of 440,000 men backed by a corps of 150,000 armed volunteers over sixty or under eighteen years of age, and another 600,000 civilian auxiliaries.




In 1935, as part of their response to the German threat, the Swiss introduced a new rifle, the K31 carbine, as their standard weapon. Germany also introduced what was to become their standard WWII rifle, the Mauser 98K, that same year. The Swiss, who know guns and how to make them, had a superior weapon. Halbrook comments,



The Swiss design was far superior to the German in terms of accuracy, weight, handling and ease of loading. The advantages of the Swiss model became more evident at longer distances, and even the Swiss 7.5 mm bullet had a better aerodynamic shape and weight combination than its German counterpart, giving it more accuracy and a greater range. 




Of course the threat of war was not the only big issue of the 1930s. The worldwide depression affected Switzerland, too. In 1935, the Swiss voted (referendum, again) against a New Deal type response to the economic crisis. There were two reasons: One, it was seen as a move towards socialism. Two, it would weaken grassroots democracy in favor of centralized power. Citizens of this oldest of the world’s democracies had an innate understanding that centralization of power, government intervention in the economy, and militarism often go hand in hand. If the Swiss refuse to attack or threaten other countries, it is not mere coincidence that they also refuse to give power to one person or to centralize power in one place or institution.



The lack of Nazi success in swaying Switzerland was not for want of trying. Switzerland had a Nazi Party and a pro-German League of National Socialist Confederates financed by Germany. But the German-orchestrated propaganda disseminated through these organizations had little effect. The Swiss still remembered that the earlier and similar propaganda appeal by Napoleon had presaged the only successful invasion of Switzerland. In 1936, the Federal Council (the national government) passed a law suppressing Nazi organizations, which were judged tools for invasion by a foreign power.

Also in 1936, the leader of the Nazi Party in Switzerland, Wilhelm Gustloff, was assassinated by a Swiss Jewish medical student, David Frankenfurter. Gustloff was given a state funeral in Germany - not Switzerland - and the German government used the incident, as it used all incidents, to try to intimidate the Swiss. Calling for the death penalty for Frankenfurter, it trumpeted that “Switzerland is incapable of maintaining political order within her boundaries” and blamed the assassination on “the anti-German baiting by the Swiss press.” The Swiss were not intimidated. They tried Frankfurter fairly and sentenced him to 18 years in prison for the murder. He was pardoned after the war.



Grossdeutschland began to take shape in 1938 with the Anschluss of Austria. Germany bullied Austria into a quick and bloodless capitulation, announcing on March 13 that Austria was now a province of the German Reich. Various official and semiofficial news organs of the Reich and a school textbook made such assertions as “no branch of the German race has the right or the possibility of withdrawing from the common destiny of all the Germans”; the border between Switzerland and Germany is a merely a “boundary of the internal separation of the German people”; and German-speaking Swiss were “exiled citizens of the German Reich.” The intellectual groundwork for the Anschluss of Switzerland was being laid.

Though the Anschluss was accomplished quickly and easily in Austria, it never happened in Switzerland. Austria collapsed without a fight; Switzerland never had to fight. Let us look at the similarities and differences between Austria and Switzerland that led to this contrary result.

Population. To Germany’s 66 million people, Austria had only 7 million and Switzerland 4 million. Neither had enough people to resist a determined full-scale invasion but Switzerland made it clear that both the invasion and occupation would be costly. A thief, though he may have the skill and tools to break into a well-protected house, will always choose the unprotected house next door.

Geography. Both countries were a fairly equivalent mix of high mountains and rolling plains. Austria’s plains formed a longer border with Germany than did Switzerland’s, making an Austrian invasion easier. But Switzerland had an invasion corridor into France, making a Swiss invasion more useful.

Political and Military Structure. From 1933 until the Anschluss, Austria had been ruled by a highly centralized one-party dictatorship. The decision to capitulate could be made by one small group. Switzerland had for centuries been a highly decentralized democracy. There simply was no small group that had the power to capitulate, even if it wanted to. On the contrary, there were tens of thousands of small groups that had the determination, backed by weapons and training, never to capitulate.

The Spiritual Component. This is Swiss terminology. To build the defense of Switzerland, the Swiss always put emphasis on strengthening both the military and the spiritual components of society. What they meant by ‘spiritual’ was a love for Switzerland and a determination to protect Swiss independence and Swiss values to the last bullet, the last man, the last breath. This spirit must have existed in Austria in certain individuals but it was never made a focus of national policy.



Later in 1938, an official at the German Embassy in France was shot by a Polish Jew. On November 9, German newspapers used this incident to call for disarming the Jewish population but in fact the forced disarming had begun several weeks before. That night, Kristallnacht, government hoodlums attacked and arrested up to 30,000 Jews and smashed up their shops, their homes, and their temples, a dark auger of the death camps that were to show the world the depths to which human depravity could descend.

The similarity to the assassination of Wilhelm Gustloff two years earlier was not lost on the Swiss. Neither was the stark difference in the reaction of the two countries. While the German government disarmed German Jews and then revoked their rights, the Swiss government armed Swiss Jews, along with the entire citizenry, fully confident that all Swiss would protect the rights of all.




GOVERNMENT and ARMY



1939 saw the Czechoslovak government bullied into quiet capitulation, followed soon by the invasion and quick collapse of a determined but ill-prepared Poland. German troops immediately confiscated all weapons from the people of both nations, just as they had done with German Jews. The Swiss government, military, and society, however, were such that passive capitulation, quick defeat, and easy confiscation of weapons from citizens were simply not going to happen.

In most of the world, political power flows from top to bottom, even when the bottom elects the leaders at the top. In Switzerland it flows from bottom to top. Real power, not just the easily manipulated and often illusory power to vote in leaders, is in the hands of the people. That is why the people themselves are routinely referred to as the sovereign in Switzerland.

The people can bypass the national government to vote directly on important issues, or veto national laws, through referendum. There are about 3,000 local governing bodies, including the ancient landsgemeinde, which have real and significant power that cannot be trespassed by the cantons or federal government. Representatives of the landsgemeinde still assemble wearing swords that represent their intention to remain free and independent.

At the next level are the 26 cantons. (Six of these are called half-cantons but are essentially the same.) The cantons have real and significant powers that cannot be trespassed by the federal government. One of those is the power to mobilize their militias.

And finally there is the federal government. As in all modern democracies, the people elect the national assembly, made up of two houses in Switzerland. But unlike other modern democracies, and similar to the ignored intention of the American Constitution, the powers of the national assembly are strictly limited by lower governments and by the people.

The national government is under the control of the Federal Council. The council is made up of the ministers of the seven federal departments: Political (foreign affairs), Justice and Police, Military, Interior, Postal and Railroads, Public Economy, and Finances and Customs. Federal Council members are elected by the Swiss Parliament every four years. The presidency, with a one-year term, rotates among the seven ministers. You cannot name the current president of Switzerland? No shame in that, even some Swiss cannot. Power is so diffused and decentralized that the president is simply not that important. In Switzerland, it is the people, not the government or the head of state, that hold the power.

There are two important powers that the national government effectively and incredibly does not have. It cannot declare war and it cannot surrender. Declarations of war are only needed to attack other countries, something the Swiss do not do. And if the federal government had even thought about surrendering during WWII following an attack, it knew it would have been ignored by lower governments and by the people themselves.

There are two significant implications. First, Switzerland will never be seen by its neighbors as a military threat, eliminating that important reason to attack Switzerland. At the same time, it will be seen as a powerful foe if attacked, reducing any lingering martial desire on the part of outsiders. This is the essential kernel of Swiss independence, the reason Switzerland never went the way of most other European states during the Second World War. 



Like its political power, Swiss military power is diffused and decentralized. It resides in the local militias with only a small professional army made up mostly of trainers. All able-bodied men participate, devoting a few weeks a year to training. Weapons and ammunition are kept at home. This has important military and economic consequences.

Military consequences. Militiamen train and fight with people they know well. They train to protect not only Switzerland itself but the very ground they live and grew up on, their own families, businesses, farms, and homes, and those of their neighbors. They know that ground intimately, every boulder, forest path, stream, and valley. They have a deep sense of connection to their comrades in arms, to the land and its people, and to their country - a connection they will lay down their lives for. They know they are training only to protect those things, never to go abroad on foreign adventures. Every soldier is both self-reliant and part of a tight team. Every soldier has a sense that he is close to and part of the decision making process. Swiss soldiers are empowered. In the professional armies of other nations, soldiers are mere cogs in a vast military-industrial complex.

Economic consequences. Militias are cheap. Most countries need a large military infrastructure to support their standing army and an expensive cumbersome bureaucracy to channel money and decisions. But with a “well-regulated militia,” a great part of that costs nothing at all. Soldiers live at home, not in expensive government housing. Weapons and ammunition are kept at home, not in expensive government armories. Empowered soldiers know how to make and respond to decisions without the help of an expensive bureaucracy. An impregnable defense is had for a peacetime cost of a tad more than 1% of GDP.




WAR



In Switzerland, reflecting its sacred traditions of non-militarism and diffusion of power, there are no generals in peacetime. Colonel is the highest rank. Generals are appointed only in time of war. A few days before Germany invaded Poland, the Swiss national assembly determined that peacetime conditions no longer existed and elected Colonel Henri Guisan, not a professional soldier but a farmer, to be general of the armed forces. General Guisan was well known for his strong stand against dictatorship and for his deep and heartfelt advocacy of the spiritual component of Swiss defense. He was the right man for the job.

General Guisan explained that, “a people defends itself in two ways: by its moral force, expressed by its patriotism, and by its material force, represented by its army.” General Guisan attained heroic stature within Switzerland for his Churchillesque exhortations to hold off the enemy. He called upon the traditional spirit of Switzerland and the Swiss responded. From the General, to the regular soldier, to their wives, to the common man on the street, and even to former militiamen over 60 who, by the thousands, offered their services as special forces and sharpshooters, Swiss voices asserted over and over that they would defend their independence to the death. Orders given to and resolutely accepted by border guards and border militia made it clear that they would not be taken prisoner. They would fight to the last bullet, then with their bayonets, and then with their hands.

Another right man for his job was Rudolf Minger, head of the Military Department. Earlier in the decade, he had told the nation, the world, and especially Nazi Germany,



Never will our people agree to weaken our democracy; it will defeat dictatorial ideas from whichever side they come. Never will our people accept a German-style conformity. In Swiss fashion we will hold in order our Swiss house.... The Swiss will also defend the right to utter his opinion freely.... We will ever hold dear our federalist attitudes and be happy our people encompasses different languages and races.




Following the capitulation of Czechoslovakia, Minger told the parliament,



Today all preparations for war mobilization, with or without sudden attack, are in readiness. The arrangements for protecting the frontier will function automatically: there will be no need of waiting for a general’s orders.




Minger meant what he said. Swiss soldiers knew what to do and could do it without direction from above. A few days later, the New York Times, explaining why a general mobilization had not yet happened, said,



…the Swiss have a special defense force, which, like the Minute Men of American revolutionary days, is always ready for service... each knows where to go and what to do in an emergency. In a test in September the entire force reported within two hours after the alarm.




It was finally becoming evident to even the most optimistic that Germany and France were going to war. Germany’s problem was to avoid the French Maginot Line. There were two ways to outflank it, through the lowlands of Belgium and Holland, and through the central plain of Switzerland. In early 1940, when the Swiss could mobilize 650,000 men on short notice (that number would rise steadily the duration of the war), the German General Staff estimated it would take 40 days to cross Switzerland, hardly a blitzkrieg, and that, “it would be necessary to oppose five Germans to one Swiss to achieve that result.” This left the Germans only one viable option, the one they took, through Belgium and Holland.

When it came, the quick, total, and shocking success of Germany’s attack on France left the Swiss with two problems. First, they had been counting on a free France at their backs. Instead, they were now completely surrounded and isolated by Axis powers. Second, it became clear that they, too, had succumbed to the proverbial general’s flaw of preparing to fight the last war. They were ready for World War I.

The Swiss had to quickly and radically overhaul their defense strategy and their weaponry. Normally such a task would require time and money, and likely get bogged down in bureaucratic infighting and turf warfare. In Switzerland, though, it was accomplished rapidly and smoothly. This author finds three reasons, all stemming from Switzerland’s traditions of militia defense and decentralization of power.

First, virtually the entire adult male population was familiar with both arms and military affairs. Diffusion of power, capacity, and knowledge down to the level of the common soldier made the army flexible and fast reacting. Empowered soldiers could carry out the restructuring swiftly and effectively.

Second, people had the morale, confidence, and determination to make the change because each was imbued with a sense of personal responsibility for the fate not only of his or her own family and community but the entire nation. A citizenry that hires professional soldiers has, on the other hand, a stronger sense of what the army owes them and a weaker sense of what they owe the nation.

Finally, since planners were able to count on the first two points, they were able to devise a radical plan that called for soldiers and non-soldiers alike to fight to the death and do it not as totalitarian robots but as free citizens able to take individual initiative and improvise as circumstances demand. They were able to count on those free citizens to destroy the “physical” (tunnels, bridges, roads, factories, and farms) to preserve the “spiritual” (freedom and Switzerland). The similarity to Themistocles and his defense of Athens against the Persian threat is remarkable and was noted at the time.

If Germany invaded, it was going to face an entire nation, not just an army, and not just military age men. Most males under 16 and over 60, as well as many women, knew how to use weapons. They organized into orstwehr units to protect their communities and villages from the enemy. The Germans would have a million or more armed Swiss citizens, most of them expert marksmen, opposing them. And this was a nation that was willing, like Athens, to destroy the physical to preserve the spiritual. There would be nothing of value left once Germany occupied the central plain. Roads, bridges, factories, and farms would have been destroyed as the Swiss army was finally pushed into the Alps. The two tunnels under the Alps that connect northern Europe with Italy, the great prizes Germany sought, would have long since been blown up. Swiss units in every Alpine valley would be maintaining continuous warfare on the German troops that occupied the now worthless central plain. And there would be no surrender.

The Swiss, in other words, had turned the question of invasion into a simple calculation. Germany could take a hilly plateau of little value but at a tremendous and ongoing cost. There was only one possible German answer, for the time being, to the Swiss “offer”: leave Switzerland free and independent. No other country between England and Russia had given the Nazis anything like that kind of choice and they all quickly fell.

Other countries could not give such a choice because none possessed the Swiss “spiritual” assets. The Swiss, like the Athenians, were individually responsible for their defense and individually empowered to make that defense. Only such a people can find the courage to go, if necessary, to the ultimate Themistoclean extreme. Of course, the paradox is that the willingness to give up everything is what saved everything, while unwillingness in the rest of Europe lost it everything. The Swiss were willing because they were individually responsible and empowered. The others were unwilling because responsibility and power rested with centralized authority. 



Nazi officials and German media called the frustrating Swiss anachronistic for their inability to fit into the New Order in Europe. On April 18 1940, these anachronistic government instructions for how to deal with invasion were broadcast throughout Switzerland and plastered on empty walls in every city, town, and village. The instructions were renewed periodically and remained in effect for the duration of the war.



All soldiers and those with them are to attack with ruthlessness parachutists, airborne infantry and saboteurs. Where no officers and noncommissioned officers are present, each soldier acts under exertion of all powers of his own initiative.


If by radio, leaflets or other media any information is transmitted doubting the will of the Federal Council or of the Army High Command to resist an attacker, this information must be regarded as lies of enemy propaganda. Our country will resist aggression with all means in its power and to the bitter end.




The Swiss, from the highest officers to common soldiers to non-soldiers, declared time and time again there would be no retreat and no surrender to the freedom-hating Nazis. The Frankfurter Zeitung newspaper reacted to this “illogical” Swiss mood with the kind of rhetoric that was daily fare in the German media.



Never will the German people forget the attitude of the Swiss during this war. A nation of 80,000,000, while fighting for bare existence, finds itself almost uninterruptedly attacked, insulted and slandered by the newspapers of a tiny State whose Government claims to be neutral.




Hitler obsessed over the Swiss. He and other high officials said that Switzerland was “controlled by Jews,” “under the thumb of British Jewry,” and “dominated by Jews or bought.” Nazis could see no other explanation for the irrational Swiss devotion to a state that included multiple races and language groups or for their antipathy towards Nazi style progress. Hitler planned to populate conquered areas with good Aryans like Swedish, Danes, Dutch and others but not with Swiss. The Swiss, for Hitler, had effectively given up their Germanness. They were a step above Jews, not so low as to require total extermination, but not deserving of a role as members of the ruling race. He would split Switzerland with Mussolini, keep the German Swiss for himself, and ground them into submission, after which they could be “hotel keepers.”

Hitler ordered up a number of plans, two of them major, for the invasion of Switzerland but Swiss preparedness and German military operations elsewhere made each infeasible. However, Hitler kept up a continuous low-grade conflict throughout the war that included propaganda and frantic anti-Swiss ravings in the German press, attempted sabotage, and the promotion of Nazism within Switzerland through whisper campaigns designed to weaken Swiss resolve, various economic sanctions, military feints and border buildups, several invasion-scale mobilizations of troops along the border, and a mini-air war over Switzerland. Only the air war petered out after a year, possibly because the small Swiss air force was getting the better of the Luftwaffe with eleven downings to only three by the Germans.




BLACKMAIL



Surrounded by Axis powers, Switzerland used its legal right as a nonbelligerent neutral to trade with both sides. It had no choice about this. Food and fuel depended on trade, as did the income to finance the military buildup. But Switzerland remained a refuge and safe haven, though sometimes illegally, for Jewish escapees, German traitors, and downed allied pilots. Switzerland remained more aggressive about allowing in refugees, despite its much more perilous circumstances, than America was during its period of neutrality.

That is why the American government’s blackmail in the mid-1990s of Swiss banks has such a bitter ring to those who know the facts. Senator Barbara Boxer aligned herself with modernist self-righteous crusaders on this even though family history should have given her a hint that something was not quite right. At the Senate hearings on charges that Switzerland secretly allied itself with Nazi Germany and accommodated the suppression of Jews, she said,



My memory as a child is that Switzerland really acted as a haven for many Jews who escaped. I had a cousin there who I visited, and he and his wife actually used Switzerland as a base from which they actually got many Jews out of Germany and other parts of Europe. So it is ironic that we’ve run into this situation.




Ironic is hardly the word. Shameful would work better. ‘Disloyal to American values’ would also serve. As John Quincy Adams warned America, when it takes up the crusader’s sword it ends up selling it soul.

If Senator Boxer wants irony, it is there to be found. The World Jewish Council blackmailed an American government quite willing to be blackmailed so long as the blackmailers were important campaign supporters. In fact, the Clinton administration became the WJC’s advocate in Europe. It pressured a number of European states for huge payments but modulated the pressure according to the relative importance to America of the particular country. Switzerland was the least guilty of the group by far but that did not matter. Switzerland was also the least important to American interests so America came down hardest on Switzerland. Former high-ranking diplomat and current Boston University professor of international relations Angelo Codevilla, in his book Between the Alps and a Hard Place, says of the whole sorry affair that, even though there was some political gain for the Democratic Party,



…the campaign yielded only negative returns for the United States as a whole. It escaped no European that the U.S. government was acting as collector for a private group. Europeans understand, better than do most Americans, the extortion of the weak by the strong and the use of foreign policy to line the pockets of domestic constituents, but they resented such things from an America that touted its morality. The anti-Swiss campaign helped convert the vast majority of Swiss and a growing number of Germans and other Europeans to the French view that America had become unbearably imperious and needed to be cut down to size.




The State of Israel, on the other hand, found little of substance to the WJC charges against Switzerland. Off the record, according to Codevilla, Israeli officials name Switzerland as the European country with which it has the closest relations. The relations of the two countries’ militaries are especially close.

There is a reason for that. After the war, Switzerland was the natural model for newly independent Israel. Israel had just become what Switzerland had just been, a small democratic nation with enemies on all sides. Israel sent three generals to study the Swiss militia system. They came home with the recommendation that Israel set up a nearly identical militia-centered defense. It did, and like many other militia-based democracies throughout history, Israel has kept itself free in the face of apparently overwhelming odds.

Militia works for small democracies like Switzerland and Israel not because of their size but in spite of it. A large democracy like America, if defended by militia, could stay free forever and never give in to the temptation to go on foreign adventures. It would neither have the capacity nor feel the need.



CHAPTER SIX: Bigger Government and a Bigger War
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ost years, historians vote Franklin D. Roosevelt one of America’s three greatest presidents for his dual accomplishment of ending the Great Depression and leading America to victory in the war against fascism.

The first accomplishment is debatable, to say the least. In 1937, after four years of active government intervention in the economy, America was worse off than ever. In 1940, after seven years, there were 11 million unemployed, the same as when Roosevelt first took office. War purchases from Europe, not all those fine government programs, finally began turning things around but the gears of the economy were still grinding sand at the end of 1941.

Of course Roosevelt was not the only politician without a solution. At the time, few in the intellectual class, outside the marginalized Vienna radicals of the Austrian
School of economics, thought that the depression might be due to too much government rather than too little. So government kept adding more to too much, pushing the end farther into the future.

As the Constitution makes no provision for adding more to too much, the Supreme Court proved a bit inconvenient, striking down some of Roosevelt’s dandy ideas. He responded with his infamous attempt to enlarge the Court and pack it with his own people. No surprise that this was the same man who broke President Washington’s precedent of serving only two terms. Both the Constitution and Washington’s precedent were based on the understanding that any government run by humans should have its power severely limited. Limited power, though, was not Roosevelt’s style. He gloried in the power of government including, as we shall see, the ultimate power.

Which is the issue at hand: the power to make war. Franklin D. Roosevelt tricked America into a war it did not want to fight.




LESSONS OF HISTORY: MUNICH



There certainly arises here a chorus of protest from readers declaring that, yes, maybe Roosevelt tricked America into war but war was still the right decision: If we hadn’t saved Europe the world would be speaking German. This is taken as gospel by a great many Americans. Another historical given is that the appeasement at Munich opened the gates to fascism. Supporters of America as globocop always come back to these two questions: What about Munich? What about WWII? Any history that hopes to convince America to give up global policing must address these two issues or loose credibility.

Let me first present my own domino theory. I have said before that the contradiction of a democracy policing the world is a swamp of confusion with no right answers. Every act of policing calls forth another and each pulls America deeper into the swamp. Or it is like dominoes, with each police action one piece that knocks over the next. People who dispute this always assume that unless every single intervention can be proven a mistake, my domino theory is false, while they only have to prove one intervention right to make their domino theory true. The main domino they always come back to is World War II.

The contention of this book is that America never should have entered the swamp; it never should have knocked over the first domino. If it had not, Hitler and Nazism, for example, likely never would have happened. But, ignoring that larger context, there are individual dominoes that interventionists may be able to make a case for. World War II would seem to be one of those. It would be foolishness to categorically state that America’s entry into that war was bad for America and bad for the world but certain ignored lessons of history make that possibility surprisingly strong and intriguing.

The idea that Chamberlain’s appeasement at Munich led to WWII is a central lesson of standard modern history and the main pillar, along with containment, of postwar U.S. foreign policy. Most every American accepts the appeasement theory as a virtual fact. I did, too, until I heard an NPR panel discussion by some historians on the 50th anniversary of D-Day. The idea came up again, in a brief way, in the book Warrior Politics by Robert Kaplan and in a Washington Post article by UNC history professor Gerhard Weinberg just before America’s second invasion of Iraq.

I will start my discussion the way I remember the radio discussion starting...



In his last days, down in his bunker, who do you think Hitler was ranting and raving at for his impending defeat? Churchill? Roosevelt? Stalin? No. He was screaming villainies at that “sly fox” Chamberlain.

Probably you are thinking now, as I thought then, that Hitler had finally lost it. He was insane, his rantings far from reality. But then the historians explained the reality that Hitler saw and his ranting and raving suddenly began to seem quite rational. Hitler, after all, was closer to the situation and knew more about much of it than anyone else in the world. It makes sense to listen to him. He saw that Chamberlain and Munich, what we call the appeasement, were the root of his downfall.

The situation in 1938 was this. Hitler had troops massed around Sudetenland, claiming it was rightfully Germany’s land. Sudetenland was the mountainous fringe of Czechoslovakia, bordering Germany and populated by Germans, who were oppressed by their Czech masters. Chamberlain met Hitler in Munich and agreed not to oppose annexation by Germany in return for Hitler’s promise not to start a war. So far both versions of history are in agreement.

Here, according to the non-standard explanation, and in Hitler’s eyes, is what happened next. Hitler took his piece of Czechoslovakia and soon after the rest of it but he had to wait a year before he could manufacture another good pretext for war, this time in Poland. Problem was, unlike Sudetenland, Poland was so obviously a phony pretext that no one would swallow it. Besides, England had used the year to build its forces. Now Hitler was in the position of starting a war over an issue with which he could not generate world sympathy and he faced an armed and ready England. If he had started the war over Sudetenland a year earlier, he would have had a better issue and a weaker England.

The panel of historians summed up Munich something like this. England promised not to do what it had no power to do anyway and in return Hitler gave it the critical year. Chamberlain unintentionally but very fortunately made a treaty that gained England everything and cost it nothing.

Robert Kaplan, a Churchill fan, praises him often in Warrior Politics, except in this brief reference to the theory just presented.



Of course, Churchill was far from perfect, especially in regard to his policy toward Hitler. Nor may Chamberlain have been as much of a dupe as many suppose. Had events worked out even slightly differently, Chamberlain might be held in higher esteem now. Chamberlain may have been more unlucky than unwise. Building up Britain’s defenses while testing Hitler’s intentions, as Chamberlain did, had the virtue of gaining Britain time while uniting public opinion behind the government for the eventual fight against Hitler.




Professor Weinberg provides details.



The argument commonly advanced today is that the Western powers would have been wiser to go to war in 1938, and that many lives would have been saved were it not for the weakness of then-British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain, who gave in to Hitler at Munich. This is the origin of the rhetoric that has become so popular with proponents of a strike against Iraq, who frequently invoke “Munich,” “Chamberlain” and “appeasement” in their public statements. ....


It is worth noting the lesson Hitler drew from Munich.... After reaching agreement with France and Britain, Hitler immediately regretted recalling the order to initiate hostilities, and was later certain that it would have been better for Germany to have gone to war in 1938 rather than 1939. Determined never to be cheated out of war again, he conducted diplomacy in 1939 so that no one could divert Germany from battle another time. As he explained.... his only worry was that some Schweinehund, or pig dog, would make things difficult by proposing a compromise. ....


[The lack of British readiness in 1938] is one reason Winston Churchill.... privately told the government of Czechoslovakia.... he would have followed the same policy as.... Chamberlain.




Publicly, though, Churchill blamed Chamberlain and Munich. Partially in tribute to his magnificent performance in the war, history has accepted his judgment. Certainly Churchill’s courageous leadership motivated England’s heroic stand. For that he deserves full credit. But that is not the whole story. Churchill was an imperialist determined to fight for preservation of the Empire. The imperial impulse, not Munich, is what brought Great Britain to the brink of defeat. Its weakness between the wars was the result of its impossible intention to maintain empire rather than protect the nation.




REASONS FOR WAR, THEN AND NOW



Americans now tend to think of the First World War in dimly mythic and heroic terms: the chosen people of gallant America saved European civilization. Americans in the 1920s and 30s saw it much differently. They thought participation had been a mistake. As they saw it, it had been instigated by a financial system worried about its loans and investments. It had prolonged the death, destruction, and agony for an extra year. It had made possible the treaty of vengeance that was even then breeding a virulent new European fascism. Wilson’s solution, the League of Nations, was rejected as merely a device to commit the blood and treasure of America to the maintenance of the British Empire. And it certainly had not been the war to end all wars or make the world safe for democracy.

So when Hitler began threatening Europe, America watched warily but with no intention of rescuing any country. Republicans and non-New Deal Democrats unsuccessfully lobbied Roosevelt for a precautionary defense buildup but few could see any reason to actually go to war in Europe a second time.

As late as 1941, America was still opposed to entering the war. Hitler had found himself unable to cross the English Channel, let alone the Atlantic Ocean. Once he attacked Russia, whatever threat he posed to America diminished even further. The thinking at the time was that the two great tyrants threatening the world were now locked in a death grip, set to batter each other into extinction. Senator Harry Truman suggested America help the process along. It should provide aid to whichever side was losing, switching sides as necessary, to make sure that neither Hitler nor Stalin would win. The only half-facetious suggestion would be used to encourage Nazi Germany and Communist Russia to reduce each other to dust. In any case, it was unthinkable to make alliance with either of these two incarnations of evil.

That’s the way America saw the Nazi threat and it sounds more than plausible. Mother Russia likely would have ground down Hitler the way it did Napoleon. Besides, if America did insist on war against either Hitler or Stalin, why not wait until one was near defeat and the other weakened instead of making a devil’s alliance with one against the other?

Roosevelt, America, and the world at large were not ready to do anything about Hitler in 1939 but, we say now, considering the evil of Hitler, they should have been. Well, consider this. By September 1939, Stalin had murdered or enslaved 22 million people, 1,000 times as many as Hitler. His concentration camps held 300 times as many prisoners as Hitler’s. So which one should America have been ready to do something about?

Poland, in 1939, was between the two and knew what was happening in both. It knew that both countries felt that the half of Poland on their border was unrightfully taken from them at Versailles. Poland knew it could only save itself (or half of itself) by allying with one against the other. It refused, saying in the words of Marshal Smigly-Rydz, “With the Germans we risk the loss of our liberty, but with the Russians we lose our soul.” Poland was not willing to give up either its liberty or its soul without a fight.

In hindsight, the main justification for the American need to intervene in Europe in 1941 is the supposition that Hitler was still marching and the march would give him the world. In fact, the Reich may have already reached its peak. Germany had a host of problems. It was fighting Russia
in
Russia across a huge eastern front with the Russian winter coming on. Japan had refused Germany’s demand that it attack from the east so Russia’s crack Siberian units, experts at winter warfare, were being sent west. Germany had to divide its strength, leaving western and central Europe heavily fortified against the growing armed internal resistance movements. It was still in a state of war with England and needed to keep up its coastal defenses. Remembering what had brought America into the previous war, it was unwilling to attack U.S. supply ships. Its centralized control economy was beginning to break down. And its war effort was in the hands of an incompetent who thought he was a military genius.

Another justification now for intervention then is the Holocaust. Actually, though, the Holocaust had little to do with Roosevelt’s desire for war. If he had been much concerned about Jewish persecution, there are many non-warlike things he could have done. He could have allowed Jewish immigration from Europe. He would not have turned back the ship St. Louis filled with Jewish refugees, some of whom eventually died under Hitler. He could have allowed in 20,000 mostly Jewish orphans that Hitler wanted to get rid of in 1939. They all had sponsors and foster homes in America through Jewish, Quaker, and Catholic groups. It would not have cost the government a cent but Roosevelt refused them. That was the move, according to historian Thomas Fleming, that led Hitler to realize the world would not care and so he felt free to build the death camps where most of those 20,000 and millions more died.

If it really were America’s place to do something about countries like Nazi Germany and Communist Russia, what should it have done? Should it have allied with one against the other? If so, which one, and why? Should it have refused to ally with either, like Poland, and then declared war on both? The choices were not easy but the idea that America should ally with Stalin, taken as gospel by postwar America, was not obvious at the time and is still far from obvious now.

America did ally with Stalin, though. Part of the reason was to save Czechoslovakia, Poland, and China. Czechoslovakia and Poland were saved from Nazis for Communists. China was saved from an imperialist outsider that certainly killed millions of innocent people, but for a communist insider that killed many tens of millions more.

But, one protests, all that ignores what actually happened. America entered the war because Japan bombed Pearl Harbor, and it was Germany that declared war on America. Yes, it was. If FDR was anything, he was a master politician. He knew that America would only go to war if the other side fired the first shot. His job was to make sure that happened.




FDR TAKES AMERICA TO WAR



Speculating overlong on why isolationist Roosevelt suddenly decided the world was his oyster is not likely to be productive. There were certainly many and complex reasons. But could this be one part of it? He had spent two terms saving the nation without saving it at all. The second term, which he and his party won in the most lopsided election up to that time, convinced him he was more popular and important than the Constitution. He wasn’t. His attempt to pack the Supreme Court was a catastrophe that cost him power and support. In two terms, he could not end the depression, he could not rewrite the Constitution, and it did not look like he would be able to do it in the third term, either. So maybe he could save the world?

Whatever his motivation, here are the key dates in the progression that took Roosevelt and America to war.



1935-37. Congress passes a series of Neutrality Acts which prevent America from lending money or sending armaments to any belligerent in event of war. This is more fallout from the disaster of WWI. Senate hearings conducted by Senator Gerald Nye (Rep-North Dakota) had concluded that munitions makers and bankers out for a buck were the real force that had led America to war. The Neutrality Acts are intended to prevent that from happening again.

1937. A poll finds 70% of Americans believe participation in WWI was a mistake. Gullible America had been duped into “pulling England’s chestnuts out of the fire.” FDR says America will never again fight in a European war.

January 10 1938. Representative Louis Ludlow (Dem-Indiana) had proposed an amendment to the Constitution a few months before. In one of the great if-onlys of American history, the Roosevelt-controlled House of Representatives, concerned with protecting Roosevelt’s presidential powers, votes against debating or considering it. The Ludlow Amendment would have confirmed, clarified, and strengthened constitutional intent by requiring, except in the case of actual attack or threat of attack on American soil, a national referendum before any declaration of war. Congressman Ludlow explained that his amendment would,



[do more to] keep American boys out of slaughter pens in foreign countries than any other measure that could be passed. It is based on the philosophy that those who have to suffer and, if need be, to die and to bear the awful burdens and griefs of war shall have something to say as to whether war shall be declared.




The amendment would have made America more like it once was and more like Switzerland currently was: a country where the people, not the leaders, decide the great questions that personally concern them. It would have defanged the imperial presidency that would come to dominate the world for the rest of that century and into the next. 73 per cent of Americans favored the amendment but the power structure was not willing to see this most important of powers be taken from its hands and given to the people. The amendment was smothered by the Roosevelt administration.

Late June 1940. This is the low point of the war, with France under Nazi domination and England pushed off the continent. Even now, 86% of Americans see no threat to the U.S. sufficient to go to war. Japan seizes France’s Southeast Asian colonies and aligns with Germany and Italy with the Tripartite Treaty. This is a general agreement of alliance with few set objectives and no strong commitment that the members go to war for each other.

Summer 1940. Roosevelt, as well as his Republican opponent for president Wendell Wilkie, are both secret interventionists by this time. They both lie to America, trying to outdo each other in asserting their intention not to go to war.

October 29 1940. FDR says in a campaign speech at the Boston
Garden,



While I am talking to you mothers and fathers, I give you one more assurance. I have said this before and I shall say it again and again: your boys are not going to be sent into any foreign wars.




Such powerful and apparently sincere lies about an issue so important can only indicate a deep contempt for the people he rules. The people, though, are not fooled. That Roosevelt wants to go to war has become general knowledge.

November 1 1940. Roosevelt again promises non-intervention in a Buffalo campaign speech.

Your president says this country is not going to war.




Campaign, 1940. John Lewis, head of United Mine Workers and probably the most powerful labor leader in the country, tells workers to vote against Roosevelt. He saw that war was a more important issue for workers than the Democratic Party’s pro-labor domestic policies. He says Roosevelt would, “make cannon fodder of your sons.”

November 1940. Safely reelected, Roosevelt knows he can only get war if the other side starts it, or rather appears to start it. He begins secretly goading German warships in the North Atlantic but Germany does not take the bait. To keep America out of the war, German U-boats are under strict orders not to fire on American ships no matter what the provocation.

Early 1941. Senator Burton Wheeler (Dem-Montana) has bucked his party to become an outspoken antiwar advocate. On a radio program, he says FDR has “a new deal.... foreign policy that would plow under every fourth American boy.” Plow under is a sarcastic reference to federal programs to plow under crops. Antiwar folk singers Woodie Guthrie and Pete Seegar had recently released a song called Plow Under.

A few days later. Roosevelt calls the “plow under” speech, “the rottenest thing that has been said in public life in my generation.”

Spring 1941. A letter from Secretary of Interior Harold Ickes to FDR says,



To embargo oil to Japan... (might lead to) a situation as would make it not only possible but easy to get into the war in an effective way.




Ickes is lobbying to go through the “back door,” war with Japan as a step towards war with Germany. Roosevelt, however, still hopes to go directly into war with Germany.

June 1941. Japan seizes the rest of Indochina. Roosevelt cuts off all trade, including oil. Roosevelt knows he is pushing Japan into a corner but does not tell America. Rear Admiral Richmond Turner had warned him that,



…shutting off the American supply of petroleum will lead promptly to an invasion of the Netherlands East Indies.... Furthermore, it seems certain that, if Japan should then take military measures against the British and Dutch, she would also include military actions against the Philippines, which would immediately involve us in a Pacific War.... Trade with Japan should not be embargoed at this time.




Many in the military establishment, while advocating prudent buildup, are pursuing policies that will avoid war. Roosevelt goes ahead with the embargo because he wants war.

June 22 1941. The American Communist Party has some influence in depression era America and quite a bit in Roosevelt’s cabinet. So long as Russia and Germany are allies, the communists are strongly antiwar. On this day Germany attacks Russia and the American Communist Party becomes vociferously interventionist literally overnight.

July 1941. Without any authorization from Congress, Roosevelt prepares for a surreptitious undeclared naval war in the North Atlantic. He has already extended the navy’s neutrality zone to the mid-Atlantic and placed U.S. troops in Greenland and Iceland. U.S. naval patrols are sent as far as Iceland.

August 1941. 76% of Americans are against war with Japan. They feel it absurd for American soldiers to die in a fight between two European imperial powers and one Asian imperial power over colonies in Southeast Asia. Let the imperialists fight each other.

Summer/Fall 1941. Japan under Prime Minister Konoe (Konoye), member of the “peace” party, engages in frantic negotiations with America to avert war. Japan is willing to swallow the humiliation and give up virtually all its possessions, keeping a few troops temporarily on the Asian mainland for domestic face-saving purposes. But a solution would mean no war so the interventionists in Roosevelt’s cabinet block any progress. Whether the Japanese military would have accepted Konoe’s treaty is an unanswerable question, though Konoe claimed to have the backing of high-ranking officers in both the army and navy. When his negotiations fail, dove Konoe is replaced by hawk Tojo as prime minister.

August 9 1941. Roosevelt meets Churchill at Placentia Bay
Newfoundland for the Atlantic Charter Conference. He tells Churchill that he “planned to wage war but not declare it” as a declaration now would only be debated for months in Congress. He presumes his undeclared war will lead to a German attack on an American ship and give him the incident he needs.

Summer 1941. Roosevelt exhibits a letter forged by British intelligence purporting to prove that a pro-German Bolivian military officer was plotting a coup to set up a Hitler-style dictatorship.

September 4 1941. The U.S. destroyer Greer is fired on by a German U-boat. Roosevelt uses the incident to issue a shoot-on-sight order of any German ships in his self-declared neutral zone. In his fireside chat that day, FDR says the Greer had been on an innocent mail run to Iceland and that this is,



…piracy, legally and morally... In spite of what Hitler’s propaganda bureau has invented... I tell you the blunt fact that the German submarine fired first upon this American destroyer without warning, and with deliberate design to sink her.




What Roosevelt does not explain in his fireside chat is that before the U-boat fired, the Greer, with the help of a British patrol plane, had been stalking and depth-charging it for 3 hours. It had finally returned fire in self-defense, despite Hitler’s orders to avoid all incidents with American ships.

The truth about the Greer was unearthed in an investigation by an obviously skeptical U.S. Senate. The darker truth is that the President of the United States out-lied the Nazi king of lies without a trace of conscience over an issue that could involve the lives of millions of Americans.

Early September 1941. Roosevelt was more honest with the British government. After communicating with FDR, Churchill tells his war cabinet,



The President had said that he would become more and more provocative. If the Germans did not like it, they could attack American forces. Everything was to be done to force an incident.




September 14 1941. In a telegraph to the South African government, Churchill says that the,



American public have accepted the ‘shoot on sight’ declaration without knowing the vast area to which it is to be applied, and in my opinion they will support president in fuller and further application of this principle, out of which at any moment war may come.




October 8 1941. Hitler orders Grand Admiral Raeder to continue to avoid any incident that might bring America into the war. Still, American boats are shot at. It’s not always easy to distinguish American destroyers from British when both are shooting at you.

October 17 1941. The U.S.S. Kearny is torpedoed near Greenland by a U-boat, killing 11 Americans. Roosevelt does not tell the nation that the Kearny had been dropping depth charges on the sub but the public by this time is aware of Roosevelt’s gambits. It does not respond to his plea for war.

October 18 1941. An Ickes diary entry.



For a long time I have believed that our best entrance into the war would be by way of Japan... And, of course, if we go to war against Japan, it will inevitably lead us to war against Germany.




October 27 1941. This is a day that should live in infamy. Roosevelt’s Navy Day speech deals with two issues he apparently believes may finally swing America to war. The first is the shooting of the U.S.S. Kearny. He explains that,



Our Army and Navy are temporarily in Iceland in the defense of the Western Hemisphere…




Roosevelt has already made clear to foreign governments that America was in Iceland to instigate war. But of course the American people do not need to know that. And the word “temporarily”? He inserted that because he knew that America knew its warships were there only because the undeclared presidential war had illegally placed them there. Crooks and little children use that kind of vocabulary in an obvious attempt to hide guilt. But presidents?



We have wished to avoid shooting. But the shooting has started. And history has recorded who fired the first shot.




Roosevelt was right about the last. History has recorded who fired the first shot, unless depth charges don’t count as shot.



The purpose of Hitler’s attack was to frighten the American people off the high seas – to force us to make a trembling retreat. This is not the first time he has misjudged the American spirit. That spirit is now aroused.




Actually, to Roosevelt’s great frustration, the American spirit was not aroused and for a very good reason. Americans knew that “frightening the American people off the high seas” was not the purpose of the attack. The purpose was simply to save the lives of German sailors on the U-Boat. And it was not “Hitler’s attack.” Hitler had very explicitly ordered no attacks on American ships. In fact, the American spirit was not aroused because the American people knew this was Roosevelt’s attack and its actual purpose was to get America into war.

Roosevelt’s next lie, a cooperative work with the British government, showed that democracy could be just as dishonest as fascism or communism. Power, even in a democracy, breeds contempt of citizens by the sovereign. When the people themselves are the sovereign, as in Switzerland, only truth is needed to motivate the spirit of defense. When the president or prime minister is the sovereign, he does whatever needs to be done in order to get what he wants. The speech continues.



Hitler has often protested that his plans for conquest do not extend across the Atlantic Ocean. But his submarines and raiders prove otherwise. So does the entire design of his new world order.


For example, I have in my possession a secret map made in Germany by Hitler’s government – by the planners of the new world order. It is a map of South America and a part of Central America, as Hitler proposes to reorganize it. Today in this area there are 14 separate countries. The geographical experts of Berlin, however, have ruthlessly obliterated all existing boundary lines; and have divided South America into five vassal states, bringing the whole continent under their domination. And they have also so arranged it that the territory of one of these new puppet states includes the Republic of Panama and our great lifeline – The Panama Canal…


This map makes clear the Nazi design not only against South America but against the United States itself.




Yes, the map really existed. But it had been drawn in America, not Germany, in the office of Ivar Bryce, who worked for the top British secret agent in America. Roosevelt probably knew that. If he did not, he was happily and willingly duped by the agents of a foreign power.

Roosevelt also revealed another mysterious secret document in his possession, which described “an international Nazi church” that would be imposed on the world. This one may have been prepared in Germany. It seems plausible enough that Hitler or some Nazi underling had such pipedreams. Roosevelt put the map and the document together and concluded,



These grim truths which I have told you of the present and future plans of Hitlerism will, of course, be hotly denied tonight and tomorrow in the controlled press and radio of the Axis Powers.




The “grim truths” probably were hotly denied in the Axis press. If so, big government arrogance put America in the dishonorable position of lying while Nazis did not. The speech continues, building a case for what has since become accepted mainstream history: true Americans wanted war, the rest were misguided at best, secret Nazis at worst, and naïve about protecting America.



And some Americans – not many – will continue to insist that Hitler’s plans need not worry us and that we should not concern ourselves with anything that goes on beyond rifle shot of our own shores.


The protestations of these American citizens – few in number – will, as usual, be paraded with applause through the Axis press and radio during the next few days in an effort to convince the world that the majority of Americans are opposed to the duly chosen Government and in reality are only waiting to jump on Hitler’s band wagon when it comes this way.


The motive of such Americans is not the point at issue. The fact is that Nazi propaganda continues in desperation to seize upon such isolated statements as proof of American disunity. 




We will look in more detail at this Rooseveltian history later. For now, suffice to say that, at the time, Roosevelt’s repeated protestations that only a small number disagreed with him are simply wrong. Notice also his implication, taken up by every war president since, that those who oppose their government are suspect, that they, not the war hawks, are guilty of causing disunity in America.

True to character, Roosevelt had no compunctions about engaging in the Big Lie. Pro-Roosevelt historians have convinced us that the Big Lie was the province of Nazi propagandists. The Nazis obviously had serious competition in the Whitehouse.

October 31 1941. The U.S.S. Reuben James is sunk by a U-boat, killing 115 U.S. sailors out of a crew of 160. Roosevelt wants war but America remains unimpressed and overwhelmingly opposed to war. Despite FDR’s attempts to obfuscate, it is clear that the attacks were provoked. A good many Americans blame Roosevelt more than Hitler for the deaths of the American sailors.

Fall 1941. The idea of using Japan as a back door to Germany gains currency in the administration. “War Plan Dog” imagines a limited defensive war against Japan with full-scale war in Europe.

Fall 1941. FDR speechwriter Robert Sherwood recalls Roosevelt’s sense of hopelessness after none of his provocations or pleas work.



He had no more tricks left. The hat from which he had pulled so many rabbits was empty.




Roosevelt finally realizes Hitler is not going to bite and in frustration switches to the back door strategy through Japan advocated by Secretary of Interior Ickes.

Fall 1941. The oil embargo and other measures against Japan convince Japanese hard-liners that war is inevitable, and they begin preparing. The British and Americans have cracked the Japanese military’s message code. Roosevelt knows Tokyo is preparing to fight and by late November he knows Tokyo is about to attack. He does not notify the military.

November 25 1941. At a meeting in the oval office between FDR, Admiral Stark, General Marshall, Secretary of War Stimson, and Secretary of the Navy Knox, the chief topic is the problem of, in Stimson’s words, “how we should maneuver them into the position of firing the first shot.”

November 26 1941. Japan makes its last bid for peace. On the American side it is known as a modus vivendi. Japan suggests a 90-day cooling off period, and offers to pull out of Southern Indochina, among other things, in return for a partial lifting of the embargo. Interventionists in the Roosevelt administration (and representatives of England and China) work frantically to insure failure of the proposal. By this time, Roosevelt is committed to war in Europe through Japan. He leaves Secretary of State Hull to dangle in the negotiations, giving no support, just impossible conditions. With the failure of negotiations, Japan is now left with three choices: total and unconditional capitulation (not a realistic option), death by strangulation (not a realistic option), or war.

Late November 1941. Roosevelt has two political problems. First, he needs to give anti-colonialist America a reason to go to war in support of European colonialism, as he believes Japan’s imminent attack will likely be centered on English and Dutch colonies in Southeast Asia.

Modern research indicates that Roosevelt may also have been aware that Pearl Harbor would be part of a coordinated, multi-pronged attack. If he knows, though, he does not truly believe that a non-Caucasian nation could carry out such a sophisticated and visionary attack with any high degree of success, and of course he does not tell those who need to know.

Roosevelt’s second political problem is how to insure that Germany declares war on America after America declares war on Japan. Despite what Ickes naively believes, the German declaration is far from a foregone conclusion. Japan and Germany have grown wary of each other. Germany has attacked Russia without informing Japan. This is a significant breech of trust and Japan refuses to accede to Hitler’s demands that it attack Russia from the east. In short order, Hitler has betrayed both Russia and Japan, and Japan has betrayed Hitler right back. There is no reason to think Hitler will now go to war for Japan, home to an inferior race that would not go to war for him.

Unless Roosevelt can get Hitler to declare war first, he knows that it will be virtually impossible to get declarations for not one but two full-scale wars from an antiwar Congress. That will leave him with the war he does not particularly want and without the war that he desperately does want.

Not to worry. If Roosevelt was always unable to come up with viable economic solutions, he was a master at finding political solutions.

Early December 1941. FDR assures Lord Halifax of England he only has “to get things into political shape” before asking for a declaration of war. He also assures Halifax that America will support Britain if Japan attacks. Neither Congress nor America knows about Roosevelt’s guarantee to fight. Kings and tyrants can decide individually for war and apparently so could Franklin Delano Roosevelt. And so can all of America’s presidents since, having discovered that secret agreements and dishonesty to the people they allegedly serve are necessary to world leadership.

December 4 1941. The front page headline of the Chicago Tribune trumpets: “FDR’s War Plans!” It is followed by an article based on a verbatim copy of Rainbow Five, FDR’s top-secret plan to create a 10-million man army and send 5 million to Europe in 1943. The writer, Chesly Manly, the Tribune’s correspondent in D.C., also has a verbatim copy of FDR’s letter ordering the preparation of the plan. The Washington Times-Herald also front-pages the story.

December 5 1941. Republican congressman George Tinkham of Massachusetts says the country has been betrayed by Roosevelt. He receives unanimous consent to have the Manly story on Rainbow Five put into the Congressional Record. Some cabinet members write privately that they are puzzled that FDR does not seem very upset by the leak, or particularly interested in finding the leaker, or in prosecuting the two newspapers. This is, after all, a vital state secret, not to mention proof positive that Roosevelt has long been lying to the American people about his war aims.

December 6 1941. Grand Admiral Raeder tells Hitler that Rainbow Five makes it clear that America is already allied with England and Russia. Therefore, there is no longer any need to keep restricting U-boat attacks. Hitler does not agree.

December 7 1941. The mysterious case of the tiny and unimportant leaky bucket of a ship called the Lanikai. Its newly appointed commander had secret sealed orders, apparently straight from FDR, that were not to be read until he was at open sea. He only knew that he was to sail out of Manila harbor in this jury-rigged quasi-ship with only primitive communication equipment to the Japanese base at Cam Ranh Bay. This was likely a suicide mission, an attempt to involve America in the imminent Japanese strike. Pearl was hit while they were just leaving the harbor so they were called back and the secret orders destroyed.

December 7 1941. Pearl Harbor makes most of the above pretty much a moot point.

December 8 1941. Former President Hoover comments in a letter that if you stick needles into a rattlesnake enough times it will finally strike. The America First Committee disbands with dignity soon after saying that the war is wrong but they will fight for America.



Who leaked Rainbow Five? There were several scapegoats at the time but they have all been cleared. The leak was a severe breach of American security and many in Roosevelt’s administration were livid. Roosevelt himself, though, was mysteriously unconcerned. Historian Thomas Fleming makes a strong case that the leaker may have been the President himself.

Roosevelt knew from decoded messages that Japan was about to attack somewhere. He also knew that a declaration of war by America on Japan would not guarantee a declaration by Germany on America. To get the German declaration, he needed the Japanese attack plus something. That something may have been Rainbow Five. The leak of Rainbow Five was headline news in Tokyo, London, and Berlin so Germany and the German people knew of Roosevelt’s intentions to attack Germany with a 5-million man army in 1943. Hitler used Rainbow Five as the basis for a rousing anti-American speech just before Pearl Harbor without realizing he may have been playing into Roosevelt’s hands. With Roosevelt’s clear intention to make war on Germany now public knowledge, with his speech lambasting America, and with America’s declaration of war on Japan, Hitler had been maneuvered close to declaring war on America but he still needed one more little push.

December 9 1941. In a radio address to the nation, Roosevelt tells America, while knowing full well it is not true, that,



…Germany has been telling Japan that if Japan would attack the United States Japan would share the spoils when peace came. She was promised by Germany that if she came in she would receive the control of the whole of the Pacific area and that means not only the Far East but all the islands of the Pacific and also a stranglehold on the west coast of North and Central and South America. We know also that Germany and Japan are conducting their naval operations in accordance with a joint plan.... Germany and Italy consider themselves at war with the United States without even bothering about a formal declaration...




Roosevelt is making the case here that Germany is behind Pearl Harbor. If Hitler does not declare war, Roosevelt can still use this line to try to convince Congress to declare war on Germany. It is not necessary. It is this speech that convinces Hitler that he is, in effect, as Grand Admiral Raeder contended, already at war with the United States.

December 11 1941. In another rousing speech before the Reichstag, Hitler expounds on the reasons for war with America, citing American newspapers, which the previous week had revealed,



…a plan prepared by President Roosevelt... according to which his intention was to attack Germany in 1943 with all the resources of the United States. Thus our patience has come to a breaking point.




Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop adds,



A great power does not allow itself to be declared war upon. It declares war on others.




Though Germany declared war and FDR had the fight he wanted, his plan had not worked perfectly. Pearl Harbor was a disaster that left him shocked and pale, according to Secretary of Navy Knox, who met him soon after. Roosevelt had intended a small-scale defensive war in the Pacific while he concentrated on Germany. Now he was faced with two major wars to be fought simultaneously by a military that did not yet have the capability to fight even one.

Rainbow Five should have been hugely beneficial to German war plans. Hitler’s staff came up with a series of recommendations for how to deal with the impending American threat, recommendations that included pulling back in Russia to more defensible positions. This last, Hitler furiously refused. Fleming comments,



The Allies were rescued from the worst consequences of Roosevelt’s gamble by the emotional instability of another amateur strategist, Adolf Hitler.





FIGHTING THE WAR AT HOME



Through forced savings and taxes, our spending will be limited and priorities far more widespread than at present will determine the kinds of food, clothing, housing and businesses which we will have, and will affect every detail of our daily lives. We should not be permitted to ride on a train, make a long distance telephone call, or send a telegram without evidence that these are necessary.


Harry Hopkins, Roosevelt’s closest advisor




Right or wrong, America was now at war and war is always a domestic threat to freedom, as Harry Hopkins gleefully makes clear. America has never approached the totalitarian extreme of Hopkins’ vision but it is certain that during war the power and size of government will increase, as will taxes, while personal liberties will decrease. After the war, the power and size of government typically decline, though not to prewar levels. The loss of personal liberties is normally only partially restored. The authoritarian precedents of wartime behavior always remain.

The war gave Roosevelt a carte blanche to do what he had always wanted and tried to do: take personal control of the economy. He is famous for his anti-big business ideology but he proceeded to bring the biggest of the big businessmen into the government and handed out a hundred billion dollars to their companies in 1942. This came as something of a shock to idealists and intellectuals. They thought Roosevelt was betraying the cause. They would not have been shocked if they had understood better how things work.

Idealists and intellectuals believe that with their superior understanding and purer motives they are able to use government to improve the nation. They do not realize that in a democracy, when government tries to control business, business comes to control government. This inevitable outcome can only be avoided if government takes the kind of total control that destroys democracy. Otherwise, the very act of controlling brings the controlled into the process. Decisions that would be made in the marketplace are made instead in government councils and committee meetings. Business has the money, the vested interest, and the simple numbers of people to stay in pursuit of those focal points of power for as long as it takes. Idealists and intellectuals rarely have the money, the interest, the practical ability, or sufficient numbers to stay with each specific cause for the long term. As soon as one crusade has succeeded, they are off in search of another. The posts of governmental power they have just created are soon filled by those they were just fighting.

But that is not the whole of it. The rules of the game have been changed. Where before a businessman’s success was, in the long run, determined by how well he could satisfy the consumer, his success is determined in this new world by how well he can manipulate the levers of power politics. As politics and business come together, a new kind of businessman, a political businessman, emerges, as does a new kind of politician, much as the faces of the animals and humans coalesced into a single species in George Orwell’s Animal Farm. These new petty bureaucrats and pip-squeak tyrants come to control more and more of our lives.

Roosevelt’s policies throughout the 1930s served to strengthen and enlarge this new class of ruler with his famed alphabet soup of layered bureaucracies and competing power centers to run (if run is the right word for the resulting confusion) the economy from Washington. Ironically or not, Hitler had done the same to the increasingly creaky German economy. Now Roosevelt applied the strategy to the war effort, creating competing bureaucracies with no clear power structure to direct production of materials and coordinate (if coordinate is the right word for the resulting confusion) the rationing of gasoline and rubber.

Roosevelt, since he was fighting a war, did not have much choice about passing out all that money or bringing all those businessmen into the centers of political power if he expected to get anything built. But once they were brought in, they could not easily be gotten rid of and in fact still have not been gotten rid of. The military-industrial complex he birthed is still the heart of the militarization of American society and the immovable mountain behind America’s military-industrial overlordship of the world.



A central lesson taught by America’s founders is that power once released will not be contained. For example, during the Second World War, those given power to do good (like control big bad business) believed in their ability to apply power correctly. And so they moved easily and naturally into new realms. They sent 120,000 American citizens and residents of Japanese descent to concentration camps, after forcing them to divest of their honestly earned possessions. If the camps were nicer than Hitler’s, and they certainly were, the difference was only one of degree. The thinking was the same. It came from racial hatred, which always comes from racial fear, which always comes from war.

Demonization and dehumanization of the enemy were national policy in both world wars. If they were not explicit national policy in the smaller scale wars since then, they certainly formed an important unstated prop of those wars. 




FIGHTING THE WAR ABROAD



Roosevelt came of political age under Wilson during war with Germany and could not help but absorb some of the race hatred and demonization of Germans that dominated public discourse at the time. This likely was critical to his decision to make unconditional surrender the morale-building slogan and stated goal of the allied war effort at a time when both the war effort and Democratic Party fortunes were at a low point.

At the conclusion of his ten-day meeting with Churchill in January of 1943 near Casablanca, Roosevelt sprung on the world his declaration that the aim of the war was the unconditional surrender of Germany, Italy, and Japan. It sounds good, it sounds inspiring. But Churchill, Eisenhower, George Marshall, and most of the foreign policy and military leadership of Great Britain and America were against it.

Joseph Stalin also thought unconditional surrender a mistake but happily used it for his own purposes. Russian broadcasts into Germany emphasized that Russia would not demand unconditional surrender. Russia only sought to free the good German people from their Nazi oppressor. The propaganda opportunity handed him by Roosevelt was successful in turning sympathies of some members of the German anti-Nazi underground from the capitalist West to the communist East.

Joseph Goebbels, Hitler’s propaganda chief, considered unconditional surrender a psychological victory for the German side that could only motivate German soldiers. Calling it “world historical foolishness,” he explained that,



I should never have been able to think up so rousing a slogan. If our Western enemies tell us, we won’t deal with you, our only aim is to destroy you.... how can any German, whether he likes it or not, do anything but fight on with all his strength?




Eisenhower, worrying that unconditional surrender would cost countless American lives, dolefully concurred, saying,



If you were given two choices, one to mount a scaffold, the other to charge twenty bayonets, you might as well charge twenty bayonets.




The timing was particularly bad, coming on the day that the Russians split the German army in two at Stalingrad. There was a significant cabal of anti-Hitler generals in the German army who were ready to assassinate Hitler. All they wanted first was a significant defeat. Stalingrad would have been it but Roosevelt’s announcement undercut their efforts. One member of the conspiracy, Admiral Wilhelm Canaris, explained to his deputy,



I believe that the other side have now disarmed us of the last weapon with which we could have ended it. Unconditional surrender, no, our generals will not swallow that. Now I cannot see any solution.




The anti-Nazi movement in Germany, though weakened by unconditional surrender, did not die. Its members were appalled by what the Nazis were doing and continued their heroic fight to end the regime. They continued to look for support or at least recognition from the Allies. They never got it. Their last attempt to assassinate Hitler, with General Rommel now a member of the movement, failed. The ensuing torture, trials, and execution of 6,000 brave people was ridiculed or ignored by Allied political leaders. Trapped in a hateful wartime mindset, they had never been able to distinguish German from Nazi.

The last year of the war, it was clear to German civilians and military alike that Germany was defeated. But they continued fighting. Soldiers on both sides and civilians on one continued dying. The American army, which had opposed and several times tried to undermine unconditional surrender, interviewed 130 captured German officers to find out why they would not accept their obvious defeat. They answered that they could not accept unconditional surrender. The fire bombing of cities and civilians, and the policies and vindictive diatribes of Britain’s Lord Robert Vansittart and U.S. Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau, confirmed for them that unconditional surrender was for real. They feared, in the words of historian Thomas Fleming, that they would,



…be hopelessly caught in the same trap that threatens Nazi criminals.... deportation to Siberia, mass sterilization and eternal slave labor. And so he continues firing his gun until he is hit.




The renowned British military historian B. H. Liddell Hart interviewed over a dozen German generals following the war and found,



Throughout the last nine months of the war, they spent much of their time discussing ways and means of getting in touch with the Allies to arrange a surrender... All... dwelt on the effect of the Allies “unconditional surrender” policy in prolonging the war.




Concerning unconditional surrender, Thomas Fleming, who is not guilty of hero worship, says of those who are,



Historians and biographers of Roosevelt have been amazingly reluctant to deal with this epochal statement, which FDR made in the teeth of opposition from his secretary of state, his top military advisors, and his British allies.




The war with Japan was also hobbled by unconditional surrender. By mid-1945, Roosevelt had died but his policy had not. It was supported enthusiastically by 90% of America, along with the liberal wing of Roosevelt holdovers in the government. The desperate peace feelers coming out of Tokyo, requiring only recognition of the Emperor and a quiet abandonment of unconditional surrender, were ignored.

Former ambassador to Japan and acting Secretary of State Joseph Grew, Secretary of War Henry Stimson, Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal, Military Chief of Staff Admiral William Leahy, and General George Marshall, among others, were in favor of dropping unconditional surrender. Either the momentum of the policy was too powerful or Truman wasn’t interested. War on civilians and death from the sky in the form of fire bombings and atomic bombings are one part of the legacy.

The Japanese government had sent a top level peace delegation to Moscow. Russia and Japan were not at war so Japan hoped to contact its American adversary through Russia. Stalin, though, put the delegation on ice. He was about to declare last minute war on Japan. He had his sights set on parts of Japan along with Mongolia and northern China. He intended to run jointly with America the government of Japanese occupation. For the record, he also had his sights set on more of Europe, parts of the Middle East, and parts of Africa, as he had learned in dealing with Roosevelt that he would be given everything he asked for.

Japan could not accept unconditional surrender. Truman would not dispense with it. America dropped two atomic bombs. Russia attacked the Japanese forces on the mainland. The war ended.

The new president, unlike the old, had been reading the reports coming out of Eastern Europe concerning the Russian occupation. He, unlike those few Roosevelt cronies who might have taken the time to read those reports, recognized them as truth and not more anti-Russian propaganda by regressive elements. Truman would not allow joint occupation of Japan or give away any more of the world.




CHURCHILL and ROOSEVELT (and ROOSEVELT)



Winston Churchill and Theodore Roosevelt were remarkably similar. They were both courageous, both astoundingly energetic. Both were warriors in love with war. Both were avowed imperialists with a global vision that included a belief in the inevitability of the Anglo race to lead the world. Both were amateur but excellent historians. Both were best-selling authors who read much and wrote much. Both were naval strategists who modernized their respective navies at the head (de facto head in Roosevelt’s case) of their departments of the navy. Both gave up their positions in the upper echelons of government to go to war as regular soldiers. Both tried to do it again at an advanced age: President Wilson turned down TR’s request to be sent to the western front; Churchill wanted to enter France with the first group on D-Day and was dissuaded only when King George VI threatened, then, that he, too, would go. And both had American mothers.

This last is not meant as a triviality. It may be that Churchill wanted to make true in the world what was true in himself: the reunion of the mother country with its colony. For him, the Anglo-American alliance during the Great War was a good thing and its resurrection, when Britain was once more under threat, was one of his principle goals.



By the end of the Second World War, though, Churchill was, in a sense, a defeated man. He had saved his country but he had lost, or would obviously soon lose, the empire while his vision for the postwar world would be offhandedly shuffled aside. FDR would be the leader of one half of the world and Stalin the other half. FDR, as he often did to those whose usefulness was diminished and power exhausted, treated Churchill with contempt, informing him that,



I know you will not mind my being brutally frank when I tell you that I think I can personally handle Stalin better than either your Foreign Office or my State Department.




That was “I,” not “we,” and “I” was what Roosevelt meant. And how did he handle Stalin? Except for the question of unconditional surrender, on which Stalin agreed with Churchill and on which Roosevelt would not bend, Roosevelt acceded to Stalin on almost everything. In the end he handed Stalin the Baltic States and East Europe on a silver platter, something Churchill would never have done and something the “regressive anti-Russia clique” in the U.S. State Department would have fought if they had not been left out in the cold.

Though he thought he was, Franklin Roosevelt was not a leader with a global vision grounded in reality, or a military strategist, and he was certainly no historian. He was a politician of immense charm who had a deep faith in his own infallibility and a love of personal power. He had never felt the need for Constitutional restraints or Washingtonian precedents; now he felt no need for any expert help in dealing with Stalin.

The irrelevancy of Churchill began at the Teheran conference in November 1942. Unlike Roosevelt, he recognized the Soviets for what they were and wanted a strategy that would exclude them from Europe. Earlier in the year, he thought he had it. The Anglo-Americans would not cross the channel from England and make their invasion in France; they would cross the Mediterranean from Africa and make their invasion in East Europe. They would liberate Yugoslavia, Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland creating a western version of the iron curtain between freedom and despotism. There were military disadvantages to this plan, though, and Churchill was forced by Roosevelt’s pro-Soviet sympathies to hide the deeper meaning and try to make his case purely on military grounds.

It could not be done. Roosevelt and Stalin hit it off swimmingly at Teheran. Roosevelt seemed to think this was a charm campaign. If it was, it cost the freedom and lives of millions. Churchill was excluded from one-on-ones between Roosevelt and Stalin and excluded from their little inside jokes.

Like the one about mass executions of German officers.

Stalin, who had already killed 10,000 Polish officers in the Katyn
Forest, now proposed 50,000 to 100,000 German officers be executed after the war. Churchill, who had vehemently protested the Polish mass execution, did the same now. Roosevelt, who had denied and covered up the Polish massacre, joked (or was it a joke?) that, Okay, we’ll compromise, then, and only execute 49,000, ha ha ha. Churchill got up from the table and left the room in a rage. He was just out of it. Three was a crowd. But there was no way Churchill could get jovial with the man whose Soviet style reform had killed or enslaved millions, or with the president from America who happily asserted that England and France’s problem of colonialism might best be solved by “reform from the bottom, Soviet style.”

Roosevelt also agreed with Stalin that Germany should be divided into numerous small states and that no European country (except Russia, of course) should be left with significant power. This was the meeting point between Roosevelt’s vision (a left-leaning Europe, and indeed a left-leaning world, devoted to solving all social problems under the benign partnership between Washington and Moscow) and Stalin’s vision (Slavic domination of Europe and Asia).




WHAT AMERICA ACHIEVED



The United States of America allied itself with one of the great monsters of history and insured his survival. It then watched while he took an empire and watched again while he ideologically committed that empire to the destruction of America. America saw half the world painted communist red and atrocities that dwarfed, numerically, the horrors of Nazism. It saw a vast arsenal of nuclear annihilation pointed its way and two generations raised in the knowledge that the destruction of human civilization was a button away. This is what America got for its sacrifice in World War II, hardly a foreign policy triumph, and hardly a result that warrants the self-congratulations that Americans like to bathe themselves in.

America consolidated this dubious success by becoming a mini-version of what it had been fighting. It kept its newly won imperial stance around the world once the war was over. It became perpetrator of atrocities against civilian populations during that and later wars. It righteously and correctly condemns Nazi death camps and the Japanese rape of Nanking but largely ignores its own participation in civilian massacres, like the fire bombings of Hamburg, Dresden, and Tokyo, the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the massacres at No Gun Ri and My Lai, and the napalming of villagers in Vietnam. America never would have had to resort to warfare on civilians if it had stayed true to the meaning, the words, and spirit of the Constitution. But it wanted to lead the world, instead.



CHAPTER SEVEN: Pax Americana




	
I






n 1947, Congressman Lyndon Baines Johnson gave a clear and concise explanation of what he and most of America had learned from the Second World War. This would be the new thinking that would define America’s postwar foreign policy.




LYNDON JOHNSON ON FOREIGN POLICY



From the experience of World War Two, I learned that war comes about by two things, by a lust for power on the part of a few evil leaders and by weakness on the part of the people whose love for peace too often displays a lack of courage that serves as an open invitation to all the aggressors of the world.


One thing is clear. Whether communist or fascist or simply a pistol-packing racketeer, the one thing a bully understands is force and the one thing he fears is courage.... I want peace. But human experience teaches me that if I let a bully of my community make me travel the back streets to avoid a fight, I merely postpone the evil day. Soon he will chase me out of my house.


We have fought two world wars because of our failure to take a position in time. When the first war began, Germany did not believe we would fight. Well-meaning pacifists sincerely desired peace. The Great Communicator [William Jennings Bryan] resigned the highest position in the Cabinet because he thought Wilson’s foreign policy too aggressive. Thus the Kaiser was led to believe we were complacent and lacked courage. Unrestricted submarine warfare began and we went to war. During earlier stages of World War Two, Roosevelt enunciated the doctrine of quarantining aggressors. But there were protests.... the America Firsters led by Colonel Lindbergh exploited the hesitancy of many of our citizens to prepare for adequate national defense. The tactics of these ostriches and their fellow travelers encouraged, indeed if they did not induce, Hitler to ignore us and the Japs to attack us.




LBJ makes the two critical assumptions here, presents the two pillars of modern foreign policy that are accepted without question by the modern mainstream. One, America’s community is the entire world. Two, America had to fight two world wars because it failed to take a position in time and because Americans wanted peace too much.

The human mind organizes the world through metaphor. The power of metaphor and symbol drives the human species. LBJ proposes the metaphor of world as community, our community. But the world is not a community and certainly not our community. Communities are places where people live, work, and play together, places with common traditions and language. Most importantly, members of a community recognize other members as neighbors.

Countries that host American armies, though, do not view Americans through the same metaphorical lens. They do not see the foreign soldier as neighbor. They see him, depending on the circumstances, as savior, guest, or intruder. If savior, it is for only a brief time; if guest, for a bit longer. But in the end, armies on foreign soil are always intruder, bringing on antipathy that sometimes explodes in violence. Average Americans, called intruder by the world, feel themselves unappreciated for all their sacrifices on the world community’s behalf. Their self-pity sometimes explodes in violence right back.

Community is not a viable metaphor on which to run a military-based foreign policy. Rather than solving the problem of war, community exasperates it because it is based on a flawed understanding of human and cultural realities. World community, of a sort, actually does evolve – naturally, ecologically – as free trade pushes ever upwards the number of people who work, travel, and live in other countries. But a politically based world community, i.e. military domination, is not conducive to neighborly feelings.



Johnson also explains the reason German U-boats began attacking American ships in World War I. It was because the resignation of Secretary of State Bryan from Wilson’s cabinet led the Kaiser to believe “we were complacent and lacked courage.” There are two critical flaws to this argument.

First, there is the underlying assumption that a courageous country would jump oceans at the chance to join a war. This was not the thinking at the time in Berlin, Washington, or anywhere else. This is new age post-WWII thinking. Nobody then applied it to non-imperialist powers. In Europe, Americans were, at the time, non-imperialistic.

Second, the Kaiser did not think America lacked courage, that it would meekly accept submarine attacks. To the contrary, he fully expected America to join the war if he attacked. He made the decision on submarine warfare because he was desperate. He gambled that he could end the war before America was able to mobilize and send its troops.



Finally, Johnson ends with one of the most dishonorable little bits of distorted history in 20th century America. He says, “the America Firsters led by Colonel Lindbergh exploited the hesitancy of many of our citizens to prepare for adequate national defense.”

Until researching this book, this author’s hazy impression of America First was probably the same as the reader’s: they were a collection of know-nothing, isolationist, “ostriches and their fellow travelers” whose “tactics encouraged, indeed if they did not induce, Hitler to ignore us and the Japs to attack us.”

In fact, the America First Committee may have been the largest and most intelligent peace movement in American history. It was supported by most of America. It was dominated by small-government Republicans but ran the gamut from conservative to socialist and included former and future presidents.

Herbert Hoover was a supporter. Gerald Ford was an enthusiastic recruiter at Yale’s graduate law school. John F. Kennedy sent a contribution and a letter of support from Harvard. His future brother in-law, Sargent Shriver, was a member. Novelists and poets included Gore Vidal, Sinclair Lewis, Kathleen Norris, and e.e. cummings. WWI veterans included the acting president of the America First Committee, Brigadier General Robert E. Wood, chairman of Sears Roebuck. The great WWI flying ace Eddie Richenbacher, the first president of Eastern Airlines, was a member. So was Brigadier General Hugh S. Johnson, as was war hero and former president of the American Legion, Hanford MacNider. Prominent leftists and socialists included Norman Thomas, Murray Kempton, and Oswald Garrison Villard. Historian Charles A. Beard was recruited by Kingman Brewster, Jr., then chairman of the Yale Daily News. And there was Charles Lindbergh. Roosevelt’s speechwriter, Robert Sherwood, said Lindbergh was “undoubtedly FDR’s most formidable competitor on the radio.” That may have been his undoing.

Lindbergh was certainly slow to recognize the horror of Nazism but so were many others. We can only hope that the charges of his anti-Semitism, built on scant evidence (scantier, certainly, than the evidence for Roosevelt’s anti-Orientalism), did not reflect the inner person. Otherwise, he was a great American who was desecrated by war hawks and various groups on the left who held Roosevelt as an icon. Many of them were also slow to recognize the horror of Nazism and even slower, as in decades slower, to recognize the horror of communism, if they ever did. Modern conservatives, to their disgrace, pretty much accept what was done to Lindbergh.

The America First Committee was the last gasp effort at traditional American foreign policy. Modern conservatives, so courageous in taking on basketcase countries and third world armies, are afraid to even look at that possibility.



America First was a peace movement but it was not pacifist. Let’s look at Lyndon Johnson’s incredible assertion that the AFC “exploited the hesitancy of many of our citizens to prepare for adequate national defense.”

America First was always very clear about the need for realistic defense. In the context of the European war, that meant a significant defense buildup. In its very first announcement it listed these four principles:



1. The United States must build an impregnable defense for America.


2. No foreign power, nor group of powers, can successfully attack a prepared America.


3. American democracy can be preserved only by keeping out of the European war.


4. “Aid short of war” weakens national defense at home and threatens to involve America in war abroad.




No hesitancy on the need for defense here. Hesitancy in spades, on the other hand, could be found in the oval office. FDR consistently reduced defense department requests, saying, “There isn’t any cloud on the horizon at the present time.” In 1939, the U.S. Army ranked 19th in the world, between Portugal and Bulgaria, and the wake-up call of Munich rang softly or not at all in the Whitehouse. Roosevelt telegraphed his congratulations to Chamberlain while Undersecretary (de facto Secretary) of State Sumner Welles claimed in a radio address that Roosevelt, not Chamberlain, was the true hero of Munich, citing,



…steps taken by the president to halt Europe’s headlong plunge into the Valley of the Shadow of death... Europe escaped war by a few hours, the scales being tipped toward peace by the president’s appeal.




This was not America First’s fault. America First did not even exist yet. If FDR was a johnny-come-lately on the defense issue, most leaders of America First had been and still were strong supporters of increased defense spending and military preparedness. General Wood, the leader of the AFC, said,



With the ruthless forces of dictatorship and aggression now clearly aligned on both sides the proper course for the United States becomes even clearer. We must continue to build our defenses and take no part in this incongruous European conflict.




Lyndon Johnson blames Charles Lindbergh by name for “exploiting the hesitancy” of America to prepare an adequate defense. But Lindbergh appeared before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on January 23 1941 to advocate the opposite. He said,



I do not believe there is any danger of an invasion of this continent, either by sea or by air, as long as we maintain an army, navy, and air force of reasonable size and in modern condition, and provided we establish the bases essential for defense.




Lindbergh added that America “should go to war with all our resources” if there were a serious attempt by Germany or anyone to establish a base in the Americas. Finally, he suggested to Congress that America build 10,000 fighter planes. At the time it had 187.

The America First Committee, along with its most prominent members, was painted as fascist, traitorous, ignorant, and un-American by those desperate for war. Militarists emerged from World War II in total control of the intellectual agenda of America and their propaganda seeped into the American psyche as unchallenged truth. Postwar, there would no longer be a viable small-government, antiwar, anti-imperialist tradition. Antiwar anti-imperialists would now be intellectually rooted in leftist thinking, a big-government philosophy that, despite the intentions and rally chants of its believers, leads a country to be either the perpetrator or victim of war and imperialism. In America’s case, it would be perpetrator.

More than anything else, America First was painted as isolationist. Which means what? America has never been isolationist and this group was not either. They were simply against a militaristic and neo-imperialist America. Isolationist is a word dripping with venom and insinuation but lacking honest content. What it hopes to mean without having to say it directly is this: America is to station standing armies around the world to impose its imperial will; if it does not then it is not engaged in the world.

Engagement is more liberal/neo-conservative double-speak. The word is intended to hide foreign military bases and a large activist government behind a screen of friendship to the world. But it is a sham. You do not need an army to be engaged in the world or a gun to make friends. Free people dealing freely with the world will get the job done just fine.

The routed remnants of the earlier Anti-Imperialist League, along with America First, were McCarthyed into oblivion. Unlike the victims of McCarthyism, though, they were never resurrected by the intellectual elite. Unlike the perpetrators of McCarthyism, the perpetrators of the destruction of America First were never themselves made objects of ridicule. Rather, they became the forefathers of a new America rooted in power, big government, and militarism.




EISENHOWER ON FOREIGN POLICY



Dwight Eisenhower was an interventionist with a foot in the past. He had not been so taken by the new world order to think that America should or could be the eternal policeman of everything. He was a visionary military man with military goals. And he was also a visionary political man. He wanted the military goals accomplished quickly and effectively so that the treasure and intelligence of the nation could be directed at peacetime pursuits.

Eisenhower said that American troops should be in Europe following the war for no more than ten years, after which Europe should and must defend itself. In 1961, he suggested to incoming President Kennedy that it was time to pull U.S. troops out of Europe, to let Europe stand on its own feet. It obviously had both the economic clout and manpower to do so.

The troops were not pulled out of Europe (or Asia), so Europe (and Asia) have developed dependency personalities that require American armies even while their intellectual classes sustain themselves with anti-American rhetoric. The rhetoric is not the fault of European and Asian intellectuals. In their anti-Americanism, they are only responding to things the way humans normally respond to things. The fault, the cause of the anti-American rhetoric, lies with an America that believes Europe and Asia are deficient little children unable to take care of themselves.

Eisenhower seems to have had an intuitive understanding of the operation of momentum and inertia in human affairs. He foresaw that the momentum and inertia built up by U.S. armies stationed abroad would eventually make those armies seem essential. When the Soviet Union collapsed and America’s mission in Europe was done, institutional inertia determined that it was not done. Not only was it not done, it was not enough. NATO, far from disbanding, actually expanded.

Standing armies and huge militaries are no different than other government bureaucracies. Like other bureaucracies, their very existence creates dependencies and clients that work hard for their survival. They never go voluntarily or quietly out of existence. They find reason to justify, perpetuate, and expand themselves. Both NATO and the Pentagon have legions of highly educated highly paid (by taxes) “thinkers” whose only job is to formulate the justifications and then map out the expansion.

Eisenhower understood how all that worked. That is why he issued his famous but unheeded warning about the military-industrial complex. However, the momentum of institutions trumped clear thinking. America kept the complex and increased its worldwide U.S. military presence, a presence that just begs to be used.




A NEW ROOSEVELT ON FOREIGN POLICY



Kermit Roosevelt Jr. was the grandson of Theodore Roosevelt and a distant cousin of Franklin. The gods of fate and symmetry must have chuckled as they plucked him from relative obscurity to open the door on the new world order constructed by his famous forebears.

After the war, Kermit Jr. was serving as an upper level operative in the recently formed Central Intelligence Agency. In 1953, he was sent into Iran under a false name to organize the overthrow of Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh and restore real power to Shah Reza Pahlavi. The Shah would, of course, be expected to return the favor by serving American interests for the duration of his reign.

In 1913, Great Britain had partially nationalized an oil company in Persia on orders of Winston Churchill, who wanted a reliable source of fuel for the British navy. Later renamed the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, it became a hugely profitable monopoly for Great Britain. But, reasoned Iranian legislator Mohammed Mossadegh, if a foreign power could nationalize a company on Iranian soil, then Iran should be able to nationalize it right back. The legislature performed the deed in 1951. Dr. Mossadegh was rewarded with the esteem of his people, election to be prime minister, and a Time Magazine cover as Man of the Year. Mossadegh’s popularity did not extend to the British government, which hoped to punish him but punish with the cooperation of its new big brother, the United States.

The British made their case to President Truman in terms of economics. But Truman did not see, at least in this instance, why it was America’s business to punish foreign governments for misdeeds within their own borders, if this could even be called a misdeed. Soon after, the British tried a different tack with newly elected President Eisenhower. This, they now said, was an issue of urgent national interest. Iran might go communist. Ike signed off on it and Mossadegh was replaced with the Shah in Kermit’s nicely executed CIA-led coup (countercoup to quibblers, as if that somehow lessens America’s crime). Deep CIA involvement was always assumed by Iranians, documented by Kermit Roosevelt himself in his 1979 book of justification, Countercoup, and finally admitted by the U.S. State Department in 2000. This early CIA victory is seen by many Agency apologists as one of its great success stories.

Iranians saw it differently. The Shah had permanently indebted himself to a foreign power by using its intelligence agency to overthrow Iran’s duly elected government. He had deposed a revered father figure and condemned him to three years of solitary confinement in a military prison followed by house arrest for the duration of his life. Then, in 1957, the Shah set up with CIA help one of the world’s most feared secret police forces, SAVAK, to consolidate his control. The KGB-like SAVAK was given extensive legal powers to censor media and to arrest, hold, and torture opponents of the government. It used those powers to the fullest. After the revolution of 1979, it changed its name to SAVAMA but continued much as before. To understand the simmering hatred that boiled over into revolution and the subsequent occupation of the American Embassy, one only need imagine how Americans would feel if a foreign power had done the same to them.



America had come full circle. In December of 1773, it had fed the tea of the East India Company to the fish of Boston
Harbor. That company was a perfect expression of mercantilism, the ideology of collusion between government, military, business, and finance to control foreign trade. Along with the Bank of England (the government-created financial component of the mercantilist coalition), the East India Company profited from government protection. Government officials and Parliamentarians, in return, profited from all manner of bribes and payoffs by the Company and the Bank.

By the 1770s, the East India Company was suffering not only from the inherent inefficiency of government-run business but from competition by free traders (i.e., smugglers and tax evaders) in England’s North American colonies. Company and Bank prevailed on Parliament to crack down. It did, but decided to reverse course in the face of principled and determined resistance by the colonials. It repealed the series of oppressive taxes, or most of them, anyway. Company and Bank lobbyists convinced their well-compensated Parliamentarian co-conspirators to retain only a tax on the Company’s tea and to legally rearrange market forces for the benefit of the Company and Bank. Their backroom machinations triggered the escalating cycle of confrontations that lost England the jewel of its empire to revolution.

Now the same mercantilist empire, after half a century of trying, had finally drawn its former colonies into alliance under the same old mercantilist mindset that America had once rebelled against. Together, mother and child suppressed democracy and local control in Iran. America had shown again that it was becoming what it had once separated from.



The Shah managed to keep the lid on Iranian anti-Americanism for 25 years. Then, after the Iranian Revolution of 1979, things began spinning out of control for America’s dominion over Islamic Middle Eastern countries.

First the Russian invasion of Afghanistan led to another great CIA success story to complement Kermit Roosevelt’s. Robe-bedecked bearded freedom fighters with CIA training and weapons (and money from Saudi Arabia) defeated the Russian Empire, garnering adulation for their heroics in the American press and within the American government. Funny, though, how these two great CIA successes developed into anti-American movements over the following years, culminating in the attacks on the World
Trade
Center and Pentagon after the freedom fighters became the Taliban and al Qaeda.



Flush with confidence from its recent victory in WWII, America, the newly mercantilist leader of the free world, attempted to bring stability to a region riddled with ancient enemies and fraught with ancient blood feuds. It never had a chance in this fool’s endeavor. Add to its inexperience at policing foreign countries the fact that it is a democracy. Its foreign policies, therefore, are driven not by rationality but by internal electoral politics. In other words, policies that shift with local American political moods are imposed on an area of the world about which it was totally ignorant, an area seething with issues and disputes that were alien and unimportant to the Americans driving the electoral process. America was attempting to balance the unbalanceable without knowing a thing about the weights and forces it was frantically juggling.

Where America made alliance it also made enemies. Where it sought to bring reason it only involved itself in the hatreds and quarrels of centuries. The complex network of competing forces could hardly be understood or controlled even by those born to them, who spoke the language, who knew the cultures and the grievances. There was never any possibility but that America would disappoint allies, that allies would become enemies, that successes would be rare, and that those rare successes would morph into defeats and tragedies.

America made itself friend and supporter to Saddam Hussein, enemy of the new anti-American Iranian government. It made itself friend and supporter to the pre-Talibans, nascent al Qaeda, and Osama Bin Laden, enemies of the Russian invasion of Afghanistan. These very acts of friendship between parties so lacking in mutual understanding, mutual values, and mutual goals led inevitably to bitter rivalry. Turks, Kurds, Kuwaitis, Pakistanis, and many others would not fly airplanes into buildings but they, too, would find their friendship turning to antipathy as it became clear that America’s friendship had nothing to do with the ancient feuds and enemies that really stirred their passions.

Two Roosevelts had taken the American military out into the world. The third Roosevelt showed how its power could be used to compel foreign cooperation and participation in a mercantilist infrastructure, a world-wide extension of what Eisenhower named the military-industrial complex. The new political-economic order would serve politically-connected oil companies, engineering companies, banks, and semi-governmental financial institutions. The members of the mercantilist fraternity would move seamlessly between management of those companies and management of the American government even to become secretaries of defense, secretaries of state, vice-presidents, and presidents. The founders of America, in response to their direct and personal knowledge of the mercantilist empire they had just broken away, wrote strict separation of commerce and state into their new Constitution. The Constitution would inevitably be brushed aside when their revolutionary state became itself a mercantilist empire.




JOHN F. KENNEDY ON FOREIGN POLICY



Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure the survival and the success of liberty.




The ringing and inspiring rhetoric is straight from the early 19th century. The thinking is from the latter 20th. President Kennedy had obviously matured since his days at Harvard when he sent a letter of support to America First. Now he wanted to protect the free world rather than the freedom of his country. But he was not a military man. He did not see that he was committing America to the impossible and undesirable. 18th and early 19th century philosophers could have explained to him that it was impossible for a republic to police the world and preserve its soul, that freedom for a people is not won through the barrels of foreign guns but through their own determination to be free.

Emperors in the formative days of Imperial Rome were always military men who knew what to do with their armies. Except for Eisenhower, presidents in these formative days of neo-imperial America are not. America’s presidents are given a virtual empire to rule without knowing what emperors know. It is no surprise, then, that they are so bad at it.

If America intends to follow Kennedy’s stated policy, to police the world for the good of humankind, it needs emperors. But imperial presidents and policing the world are not what the true America, the spiritual America, is about, no matter how grand JFK makes it sound. It is not America’s part to go out into the world in search of monsters to destroy but to show by example. When America plays globocop, it diminishes the example and watches the flame of freedom burn every year just a little bit dimmer.




NEWT GINGRICH ON FOREIGN POLICY



You don’t need today’s defense budget to defend the United States; you need today’s defense budget to lead the world.




Exactly. The question, then, is whether to defend the United States or lead the world. Americans who like high taxes, big government, reduced freedoms, a militarized society, and an increasingly dangerous environment to raise their children in should vote to lead the world.

William Kristol, called by some the father of the neo-conservative movement, also likes leading the world. He has said that what America is doing is not imperialism, it is leadership. The world, though, is not rushing to its dictionaries. Semantic niceties are satisfying to the leaders. The led, though, see nothing but an imperial boot.

“But it’s such nice boot, don’t you see? We didn’t flatten Afghanistan or Iraq even though we could; we really do want them to be free and happy.” Neo-cons all say that, or did before things started falling apart. They seem to seriously believe that this silly argument will convince the world.

If not challenged, neo-conservatives tend to profess loyalty to the Constitution. When they are challenged, they easily pick up the liberal argument that the world has changed and the Constitution must be interpreted. We cannot “sit back” inside our borders, they say. We must be “engaged” in the world.

Americans have always been engaged in the world. To neo-cons, though, free people freely doing business with the world is apparently something other than engagement because it is not done by the government or military. Neo-cons are enamored of governmental and military power. That is the reason they do not understand why the world does not get their arguments. They need to take a refresher course taught by the great 18th century psychologists of political power and study carefully the document they wrote.

The document, America’s Constitution, is not a mere political document that becomes dated over time. It is a psychological document that will remain valid so long as the human species remains human. It is a document that puts severe limits on the use of power, including the power to lead the world. It is a document that makes impossible the liberal/ neo-conservative push to militarily dominate the world for its own good and for higher truth.

America is not the first country whose government decided so altruistically (or mercantilistically) to put its blood and treasure, its sons and taxes, on the line for higher truth. It has picked up the sword of righteousness dropped by the British Empire, a sword it once fought to escape and for a century after condemned. Now America wields the sword, dazed, bitter, indignant, and hurt, unable to understand why the rest of the world does not appreciate its noble sacrifice or specious justifications.




GEORGE W. BUSH ON FOREIGN POLICY



When countries see the values expressed in that document, the way America has helped the world to enjoy more freedom and democracy and prosperity, they’ll recognize that America uses its strength for the purpose of pursuing peace and spreading opportunity around the world.


White House spokesman Ari Fleisher




Fleisher was commenting on the “Bush Doctrine,” the National Security Strategy of 2002 and its vision for America’s future. The Strategy reads as an uplifting justification for freedom, democracy, and Pax Americana. But at its heart it is simply a declaration that the United States and only the United States will from now on wield immense military power throughout the world. America will rule and allow no one to challenge its rule. The Bush Doctrine is a declaration that Washington’s Great Principle and the Monroe Doctrine are dead, that the Constitution is no longer relevant to foreign policy.

The NSS assumes that the rest of the world will be content having only Americans elect the leader of the world, and it assumes and requires that from now on Americans only elect presidents who will wield the immense power judiciously without misusing it. Problem is, there have been, at best, only four or five presidents in history who could have done that. Power cries out to be used and few can resist that call.

Or maybe the portion of the human race located in America has suddenly undergone a genetic transformation? A spiritual leap? Americans now have the ability to choose a leader time after time who will hold this power but not abuse it? Anyone who believes that needs to join the neo-conservatives consigned by this book to Political Psychology 101 taught by Professors Washington, Henry, Jefferson, Adams, and Madison.

George Bush is a good man with good basic instincts. He came into office with some vague feelings that it was not really America’s place to engage in nation-building. A stronger instinct told him that it was the president’s primary duty to protect America from attack; thus, his magnificent early response (disregarding the little problem of its unconstitutionality) to 9-11. He identified the foreign government, the Taliban, directly involved in attacking America and responded.

On the other hand, Bush is not a philosopher and so, being raised in a family devoted to the mercantilist new world order in the age of Wilson/Roosevelt, he did not know what else to do except grope around in the dreary and bloody foreign policy swamps he inherited from them. The media reported that in the critical formative days after 9-11, looking for inspiration, for a philosophy and a mode of action, he was reading a biography of the great imperialist (and McCain hero) Theodore Roosevelt. It is a pity he did not read the great republican George Washington.

After a brief, lukewarm flirtation with the idea of conducting the Afghan war constitutionally, President Bush reverted back to the way of the globocop. Instead of honestly calling a war a war and “letting” the representatives of the American people sitting in Congress debate the need for a declaration (that body can only act now when “let”), he decided himself.

Congress again, to its shame, meekly let one man determine whether it would or would not perform its constitutionally mandated responsibility. That abrogation of duty is more serious and damaging, actually, than 9-11. The founders, were they to see it, would certainly condemn that Congress. Patrick Henry would likely call for an immediate break from such a government.

In any case, it was never possible that President Bush would seriously pursue a constitutional resolution to the problem. That would have required him to dismantle a half-century of unconstitutional foreign policy. Such an immense project is not a thing which a non-philosopher is normally equipped to do.

The Constitution of the United States of America makes policing the world impossible. That is why it is ignored by the world policemen in Washington D.C. Congress, more loyal to the shibboleths of postwar foreign policy than the Constitution, quietly lets pathetic little congressional resolutions and war powers acts trump the founding document as they accede to what never should have been.

Policing requires but the Constitution makes impossible quick response around the world. National debate conducted in the halls of Congress is not conducive to quick response.* Policing requires but the Constitution makes impossible American armies standing around the world. The Constitution was designed to prevent a significant peacetime standing army even within the borders of America. And policing ignores but the Constitution upholds the Law of Nations. The founders, as well as politicians into the 19th century, often referred to the Law of Nations. The Constitution specifically gives Congress the right to punish “offenses against the Law of Nations.” One such offense is making war on countries that are not clear and immediate threats. Only defensive war is sanctioned under the Law of Nations. Taken one more step, then, policing requires America not only to bury its own Constitution but to become an outlaw nation.

*Of course quick response is constitutional when the nation is under attack. The soldiers at Pearl did not need to wait for a declaration of war before shooting back.





BARACK OBAMA ON FOREIGN POLICY



I reject the notion that the American moment has passed. I dismiss the cynics who say that this new century cannot be another when, in the words of President Franklin Roosevelt, we lead the world in battling immediate evils and promoting the ultimate good.


Barack Obama, 4/27/07




Much of the 20th century and all of the last 70 years has seen US foreign policy fluctuate between the “realistic” interventionism of Theodore Roosevelt and the “idealistic” interventionism of Woodrow Wilson and his protégée Franklin Roosevelt. The difference between the “realists” and “idealists” is more style than substance. Both must build their leadership upon military power. Both want to “battle immediate evils and promote the ultimate good.” And neither has any choice but to acquiesce to the gargantuan military-industrial complex and related industries such as oil, engineering, and banking that profit from world policing. The two versions of leadership vary only in which dictators they buddy up to and which parts of the world they choose to drop their bombs on. And of course they vary in the eloquence of their rhetoric. Idealists, precisely because they are idealists, tend towards lofty rhetoric.

The Canadian newspaper Bugle-Observer is not fooled by fine words. It has a clear understanding of the small gap between the two modes of leadership. T. Roosevelt or Wilson, Wilkie or F. Roosevelt, Bush/McCain or Obama, it really doesn’t make all that much difference. Deducing logically that it could use Obama’s choice of vice president as a barometer of Obama’s beliefs, the Bugle-Observer (8/29/08) opined that,



…it is safe to say that [Biden] qualifies as a liberal interventionist (or, as they say on the other side of the Atlantic, a liberal imperialist).


He has never met an international problem that he didn’t think the U.S. should help to solve.


Unlike the neo-conservatives, who are brothers under the skin to the liberal interventionists, Biden does not believe every problem in the world can be solved by the application of U.S. military power, but he does think that many of them can. He backed the U.S. intervention in Bosnia, the bombing of Serbia during the Kosovo crisis, the invasion of Afghanistan after 9/11, and the invasion of Iraq.




Neo-cons and liberals, brothers under the skin. Obama may be the brother who is actually able to briefly unite the world for the betterment of mankind. (Am I also too taken up with the wonderful symbolism and exhilaration of his election?)

If President Obama can pull it off, if he can apply some incredible magic that makes the peoples of the world forget their ancient enmities in honor of his inspiring ascent to power, makes them forgive the use of American military force in other countries, we may have a “good” emperor for a brief spell. But even that unlikely eventuality can occur only in the context of an imperial system and only with the inescapable caveat that all emperors will not be good. If you want a good emperor, then, you must accept empire. And with empire you will have militarism, war, taxes, and inevitable bad emperors.



Of course, there is more to Obama’s foreign policy vision than military domination. He proposes protection for American industry at home and foreign aid for the destitute masses abroad. He is a good man and passionate in his desire to lift the world out of poverty. As of this writing, Senator Obama’s section of the Senate home page still features his support of the Global Poverty Act, a hugely expensive foreign aid program. We are told that the act is “supported by liberals and Christian conservatives.” Senator Obama explains:



Our commitment to the global economy must extend beyond trade agreements that are more about increasing corporate profits than about helping workers and small farmers everywhere.




Let’s look at the Global Poverty Act in the context of the 25 years leading up to the Obama presidency. With the collapse of the Soviet Empire, followed by the freest international trade regime in history (tariffs worldwide at about 5%, according to a Newsweek editorial), the world saw a huge surge in prosperity. An astounding three to four hundred million people in China alone rose out of poverty during that period along with hundreds of millions more around the world. India is well on its way to adding another 400 million and then China, India, and the rest of the third world could easily combine for another billion on top of all that over the next several decades. This explosion of spreading wealth might be called the greatest human accomplishment ever.

Liberal ideology had little to do with this greatest human accomplishment so most liberals have little to say about it. In fact, they don’t actually even see much of it as it falls outside their sphere of interest and influence. Not because of ill will but because of ideological blinders, they remain essentially incognizant of the greatest human accomplishment, the greatest reduction of poverty ever, happening right before their very eyes. They focus their vision instead on those billions still mired at the bottom. Those who rise from the bottom rise out of their field of vision and become irrelevant to their calculations. Liberals stick doggedly to their own solutions which, though moral (in a sense), have historically proved virtually useless. With the exception of President Clinton, who pushed hard for free trade, good emperors like Barack Obama focus on the tiny or non-existent gains of foreign aid.

Proactively providing foreign aid is certainly more morally satisfying than simply releasing human nature (greed) by allowing people to work and trade freely. Imagine, though, that forcing people to be moral, the way of the Global Poverty Act, could achieve more than moral satisfaction. Imagine that some huge foreign aid program had accomplished even a tenth of what free trade has in the last 25 years. Its liberal and Christian-conservative supporters would be ecstatic. The media would be filled with paeans to the dawning new age of hope and wonderfulness. That hypothetical one tenth which had risen out of poverty due to the good works of others rather than their own efforts would remain in the liberal field of vision. Morality, after all, even if coerced, is spiritually so much more uplifting than greed and so much more conducive to inspiring words and moving TV documentaries.

The anonymous accomplishments of market economics, on the other hand, are not so conductive to the finely penned words beloved of warm and well-fed intellectuals. Nor are they supportive of the progressive politics that intellectuals identify with. Modern secular puritanism requires that we sacrifice ourselves, through government, for the good of the other. The freedom-based system that provides for the other far beyond the capacity of enforced morality is mostly unseen by those who believe in governmental solutions, unrecognized by those uncomfortable with systems not designed with the express purpose of restraining greed.

The rising superstar of political and social commentary, Fareed Zakaria (an Obama supporter, by the way), pointed out that Obama’s protectionist proposals would hurt, for example, small Kenyan farmers far more than his foreign aid proposals would help them. Do we want a system that is moral but ineffective? Or one that is amoral but effective? To put it another way, do we want to feel good about ourselves or do we want the world to continue its rise out of poverty? Characterizing free trade agreements as “more about increasing corporate profits than helping workers and small farmers” is nothing but moralistic feel-good rhetoric. Freedom, on the other hand, is a real life solution.



The explosion of wealth engendered by free trade is now threatened by the collapse of the government-created auxiliary financial system that has infected the regular system with massive below market value loans, and by growing calls for protection. American protectionism in the 1930s led to a worldwide anti-trade war that crippled recovery. Current calls for protection tend to be strongest in the U.S. and are the stated policy of the new president. British, European, Latin American, and African leaders, whose countries benefitted from the American-led opening of world markets, are now pleading with President Obama to leave the ports open.

With Clinton era economic advisors filling posts in his administration, let us hope that the practical Obama will drop his support of protection and open his eyes to the only workable solution to the problem of world poverty. There are signs at this still early stage that he may. He has, for example, quietly let sink his promise to add protectionist provisions to NAFTA

President Obama is clearly not going to dismantle the military-industrial complex or step back from policing the world. He has already increased Bush’s defense spending and has promised continual warfare. Let us hope he does at least step back from protectionism.




PAX AMERICANA and THE WAR ON TERROR



The American Constitution makes policing of the world impossible. That does not bother a lot of people. They say, “The world has changed.” This is how people on both the left and right always begin when they set out to interpret (as opposed to follow) the Constitution. But the world has not changed as much as they think. Change has not made policing necessary. Policing has made policing necessary. America polices and then has to police some more in response to failures of previous policing. And now policing has brought terrorism to its shores.



Some call the War on Terror a clash of civilizations. They say the problem is McDonald’s, movies, and blue jeans. Or envy for America’s freedom and wealth. Or it’s just simply religion.

The organization, dedication, icy intelligence, and courage displayed by al Qaeda are not the kind of things that are motivated by McDonald’s, movies, or envy. Or even religion. Those all provide good themes for passionate slogans but they are not powerful enough to actualize a dedicated worldwide organization on the scale of al Qaeda.

What is powerful enough? Deep humiliation, like what you feel when you see hated foreign troops on your holy soil. That is why, from all the Muslim world, it was a Saudi organization and Saudi pilots that hit the WTC and Pentagon. It was NY/Washington, not London, that al Qaeda wanted and there was a reason for that. If England and not the U.S. were still the western power that had armies in the Middle East, they would have hit London. And in fact they did hit London after England reinserted troops in the Middle East. If Russia were still in Afghanistan, the Taliban and al Qaeda would still be fighting Russia and gladly accepting American help. Human psychology and the history of the last hundred years both scream at us that it is the armies, not the hamburgers, not the movies, not the envy that determine who they hate enough make war on.

It is not religion, either. Islamic Jihadists happily allied themselves with atheistic anti-Muslim countries like the Soviet Union when it was supporting their fight against Israel and America. They happily allied themselves with Christian countries like the U.S. after the U.S.S.R. invaded Afghanistan. And they fight other Muslims as much or more than they fight Christians or atheists.



Some call the War on Terror one part of policing the world in defense of America’s national interests, the main interest being oil.

It is not America’s oil. America has no more right to protect its interests in other countries than they have to protect their interests in America. Besides, what producer of oil is going to refuse to sell to the world’s largest market, especially if that market is a peaceful non-belligerent country? America has always bought oil from madmen and dictators, and they have always gladly sold it. No matter if one dictator takes over another dictator’s country, they will all be more than happy to sell oil.

And if they are not? Well, it is their right. It is their oil. America will still find a way, a non-militaristic way. Sending armies to procure resources is the way of crooks and criminals, of mercantilists and imperialists, not the way of America. America was meant to be special. There is nothing special about going to war or stationing armies abroad to control the price of gasoline.

America’s government is given no right under the Constitution and has no right under God or Nature to shed the blood of the nation’s youth or spend its taxes on anything except protecting America. (And “protecting America,” it unfortunately needs to be said in this age of liberal/neo-conservative doublespeak, means protecting America. It does not mean protecting “American interests,” a nice antiseptic euphemism for American imperialism and military adventuring.)



Some call the War on Terror one part of policing the world in defense of allies in Western Europe and East Asia.

Along with America, these are the richest regions in the history of the world, with both the technology and manpower to protect themselves. If, instead, they choose to let America do it for them so that they can funnel their taxes into social programs and funnel off potential casualties to America, well, there is some logic on their side. They are playing America for the sucker. But there is no logic to it on America’s side. It is like taxing the people of Denver to police Boston and sending Denver kids with no knowledge of Boston over there to do the dirty work. Bostonians are able to police themselves and even if they are not, they have no right to require Denverites to do it for them. Lacking the creativity to see alternatives, America just follows the mindless momentum of postwar institutions when it protects the rich countries of the world.



But it is not only rich countries. Some point out that America is often policing the world at the express invitation of poor countries or oil-producing countries that need its help.

And that makes it okay? Those governments are all dictatorships, or political-economic basket cases, or both. Propping up dictators is good for the dictators. It will not make America popular with the people oppressed by dictators. Remember Iran and its Shah? And propping up basket case economies is a no-win game. Remember Somalia? The common neo-conservative justification that “they asked us” is an absurd reason to shred the Constitution, raise taxes, and put American lives on the line in foreign lands. It does not matter if they asked. America must refuse.



Some call the War on Terror part of America’s mission to do good in the world, to bring peace and democracy to oppressed peoples.

In the first place, America is not doing good in the world. Government is no better at improving the world than it is at improving the nation, though it is quite good at taking the people’s money for both improvement projects. America goes out into the world with the best of intentions (well, sometimes the best of intentions; sometimes it’s just oil) but it rarely knows what it is doing when it gets there. The soldiers on the ground have little understanding or ability to fulfill the grand schemes of cloistered policy writers in the Pentagon and White House, and those schemes get twisted into absurdity anyway by the pressure groups that must appear in a democracy at the center of all policies. Armies and politicians simply cannot fulfill the grand visions of nation-building imagined by people who believe that nation-building is what America is about.

Anyway, America has no right to be improving the world, no matter how bad the world appears to be acting. Would America have acquiesced to other countries sending armies to reform it over its slavery or its genocide of Indians or its occasionally iffy westward expansion? History must be left to work itself out. If it is, the world will move towards freedom, not as fast as we would like, maybe, but still very fast by historical standards. America’s clumsy attempts to speed up the process only introduce a destructive contradiction, the idea that one people can force another to be free.



Some call the War on Terror one part of America’s duty to stand up for the right, to fulfill the moral imperative that the strong protect the weak.

Yes, there is a moral imperative for the strong to protect the weak but it generally operates on the level of the individual, not the state. This moral imperative is not a natural province for government, especially when applied to distant countries. Protecting distant countries means armies and wars. It means government forcing its own citizens to face potential death, hardly a moral act. Just as helping others is good when done by freely by private citizens, fighting oppression in foreign countries is good when done freely by private citizens. But when the government takes on either job, unknowable forces and interactions invariably take over and steer good works and intentions in unexpected and usually destructive directions.



Some say the War on Terror is a necessary police action designed to eradicate weapons of mass destruction.

Another nice-sounding goal but it cannot be done without America establishing a worldwide police force costing hundreds of billions a year. You cannot have such a police force without it looking to expand its power, as power always seeks expansion. You cannot have American power expand without America becoming more imperial and less free with every passing decade. You cannot have America becoming more imperial without the world wondering why it is that only Americans can vote for the world leader. You cannot have the American president as the unelected leader of the world without the world rising in revolt. The only effective way the world can rise in revolt against such an unassailable power is by using terrorism, including weapons of mass destruction, against America.

America’s huge and sophisticated military is superior in real wars against real armies (note what happened to the Afghan and Iraqi armies). Against terrorists, it is, at best, only temporarily and partially effective (note what did not happen to al Qaeda or the Taliban, at least as of this writing). At worst, it is counterproductive in the extreme as it makes America a natural and logical target and gives meaning to the lives of millions around the world who would love to take a jab at the New Rome.

Terrorists can never invade or conquer America. They can only spread terror and the only reason they have for spreading terror is to get back at Imperial America. Pull back the imperial troops and terrorist organizations will have little reason to turn their twisted minds towards America and little means to motivate new members to join the fight against it.



And for some it’s simply Israel.

America has been helping Israel for 60 years. Who knows, maybe that is why Israel is mired in a never-ending quagmire. It is certainly why America is mired in a never-ending quagmire. And do not look for it to end. The Arab population around and within Israel is increasing rapidly while the Jewish population holds steady at best. There is no reason for the Arabs to give in on this. America has no prospect for victory, only for decade after decade of more of the same. Why does America insist on making this its business? Oil? If not oil, what is it?

Protecting a friend and ally? Protecting the only democracy and freest state in the region? That has a nice ring to it and imparts warm feelings of moral superiority but is it America’s job to protect every good guy state in the world? And is America really protecting Israel?

Israelis do not actually seem to need America’s dubious protection. Their powerful freedom-driven economy, militia-based military, and determination to survive and be free make them invincible. None of the surrounding authoritarian and third world nations is foolish enough to risk its own annihilation with an attack and most of them simply do not have the finances to make war anyway, now that the Soviet Union has collapsed.

Israelis are a tough and determined target because they are protecting themselves. When they are tied to America, though, they become handcuffed to an outsider with complicated interests, an outsider that lacks their own direct knowledge of the situation and intimate concern with survival.

For America’s part, it becomes a piece of the target when it involves itself, and a much sweeter piece than Israel. Terrorists and dictators do not enjoy being humiliated time by a tiny state. With America involved, though, terrorists have the opportunity to reverse the roles, to be humiliator, to be the noble underdog valiantly standing up to the greatest power on the planet. If they did not have that and the world press it brings them, they might be much more inclined to look for accommodation with the fact of Israel’s existence and Israel’s potential to bring prosperity to the entire region.

Or maybe it is not for Israel’s benefit but for America’s own that it is there? A common line goes, “The existence of Israel is one of the biggest safeguards we have in that region.”

If you look at a map, you will see that “we” are not “in that region.” Most Americans, though, assume we are because imperialist thinking has become second nature. “We,” Americans think, are in every region of the world. That is why Americans routinely ask, What should “we” do about so ‘n so problem in so ‘n so country?

Another common line: “Israel is our first line of defense.”

No, it is its own first line of defense. Israel is pretty far away to be America’s first line of defense. Iraq, Syria, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia are not going to invade America. To America’s shame, it has proved it is not above invading them.




SWAMP OF CONFUSION



There are really only two common modes of governance in the world today. Authoritarian governments are driven by the desires and egos of cold-blooded masters of power whose goal is maintenance of that power and whose weapons are fear and oppression. Democratic governments are driven by the desires and egos of countless citizen groupings whose goals are contradictory and whose weapons are appeasement of opposing groupings and tax-financed handouts. Within that second mode, there are proponents of both freedom and authoritarianism at the extremes. But the great middle is a hodge-podge that, from this book’s freedom-centered orientation, includes far too much authoritarianism. In foreign policy, both Democrats and Republicans propose that American power rather than freedom be the instrument of beneficial change in the world. They propose that America go out into the world, define its problems, and fix them.

Liberal interventionists propose to fix the world’s problems through organizations and committees, through projects and aid, through discussion and reconciliation, and through a general application of their enlightened understanding. They do not, however, propose to pull American power back from the world, lest they be accused of weakness and impracticality, and in fear of losing the only solid reason for getting the world to listen to their ideas. Nor do they shrink defense budgets or drop even the tiniest hint about dismantling the military-industrial complex, in fear of losing votes.

Neo-conservative interventionists propose to fix the problems of the world with a judicious application of raw force. They recognize that even America’s current overwhelming strength is not enough to apply raw force in more than several theaters (‘theater’ is the kind of neo-imperialistic lingo they like) simultaneously so they propose that America raise its already astronomical tax bill or add to its astronomical debt in order to protect the worldwide de facto empire they want America to be. When it turns out they still do not have enough money, they always propose that taxes or debt be raised again.

Neither variety of interventionist, nor the various shades in between, has a very good success rate. The reason: for democracies, interventionism is that swamp of confusion mentioned earlier, the one without right answers. Interventionists looking for success stories have to go way back to postwar Western Europe and Japan. But those were developed countries that already had an educated work force and their own homegrown traditions of democracy and capitalism. In other words, they would likely have succeeded anyway without American help. The half-century following those preordained successes has been a string of failures. With countries that already know how to do it, American answers will often appear right. With countries that do not, American answers tend to collapse into confusion.

The neo-conservative movement tries valiantly to teach right answers. The Kagans, for example, explain what America did wrong in Gulf War I and the Balkans during the 1990s so that it can do better next time. America’s problem before Gulf War I, they explain, was that it did not know how to negotiate, or “send the right signals,” to Arabs. They suggest America learn that lesson. Okay, so it learns that lesson (assuming, for the sake of argument, the unlikely chance that the Kagans really are teaching the right lesson). Then what? Apply it next time in a non-Arab situation? And then learn the lesson from that failure to apply at the next opportunity? Even if America learns the correct lesson each time, unlikely as that may be, it will still be perpetually one step behind.

Besides, democracies do not learn those kinds of lessons. Democracies learn the lessons that lead to electoral victory, lessons unlikely to be relevant to whatever war or police action they may currently be engaged in.

In the Balkans, according to the Kagans, America and Europe kept sending the wrong signals. Why is that? Because, they explain, America and Europe are democracies who must consider the views of their citizens and the value of the lives of their soldiers. The problem, then, is that democracies do not make good interventionists, though of course the Kagans do not take their argument to this next logical step. The obvious solution, therefore, is to give up either democracy or interventionism. Historically it has always been easier to give up democracy.




THINKING LIKE AN IMPERIALIST



Jefferson, as well as the Anti-federalists, worried that a four-year renewable presidency would recreate in America what it had so recently fought to free itself from. Patrick Henry said of the proposed Constitution, it “squints toward monarchy... Your president may easily become a king.”

George Bush never really had much choice about becoming a king if he was to effectively rule what the American government has become. It was either pick up the crown or dismantle the monarchy and he was never about to do the latter. So, against his better instincts and because he could see no alternative, he did the former and found himself caught in a web of circumstances without the one weapon - philosophy - to break free. (Sudden thought: good people are trapped by their circumstances and beliefs; bad people take advantage of their circumstances and use the beliefs of others. George Bush, like King George during the American Revolution, was the former, a good man ensnared by circumstances and beliefs.)

The President of the United States and King of the World took America to war in Iraq, though Iraq was not a threat to the United States. If Iraq had been a clear and legitimate threat, the United States would not have looked so desperately for a worldwide coalition of allies or for U.N. sanction. It would have simply overthrown the Iraqi government, hardly concerned with what anyone thought. And the world, whether it approved or not would have understood. But America, as everybody really knew, was not operating in self-defense but as the leader of an imperial league in pursuit of imperial goals. Therefore, it both expected and needed the help of the rest of the world. It pursued the help tirelessly. And it reacted belligerently when it was refused. For example, the Washington press corps reported in late April 2003 that America was seeking to punish France for not assisting in the invasion of Iraq.

Does this mean that France had no right to choose for itself on the issue of war? Most French consider France a sovereign nation. Most Americans, apparently, consider France an imperial outpost. Too bad France cannot be like India. In 1920, India knew for a fact that it was an imperial outpost of England so when it was ordered to go to war in Iraq, it reluctantly complied. But France considers itself an independent state capable of deciding for itself.

America condemned this ungrateful attitude of France’s even while it denies its own imperialistic tendencies. But only imperialists would call an attitude like this ungrateful. Americans wave their dictionaries and point at definitions to deny imperialism but their assumptions and attitude betray them. “What should we do about so ‘n so problem in so ‘n so country?” is an imperialist’s question. “Punish France” is an imperialist’s attitude.



Modern Americans expect the President, not the people, to decide on the question of war. Long ago, they thought differently. They knew that unless the people, not the president, had the power to decide for war, their nation would become an empire and its president an emperor.

Americans now expect the President to decide not only for their own country but for all countries that sit safely beneath its protective umbrella. Americans of another age would have immediately recognized that such an umbrella is imperial, a modern reincarnation of the Delian League, which became the political framework of the Athenian Empire.

Americans demand that any country which does not toe the line, like France, be punished. They deny this is imperialism simply because imperialism is a dirty word. No one wants to be called by dirty words. Dirty word or not, when Americans demand that other countries go to war for it and punishes them when they don’t, they are thinking like imperialists.




THOMAS JEFFERSON ON FOREIGN POLICY



Once more, let us consider the wisdom of Thomas Jefferson.



Peace, commerce and honest friendship with all nations - entangling alliances with none.




The United States has transformed the world but not by placing troops at all its far corners, nor by pumping aid into the bottomless pockets of dictators and corrupt bureaucracies, nor by creating a structure by which oil, engineering, and banking enterprises can reap enormous profits from their government connections. It has transformed the world by showing it a new way to organize government. That is the limit to what America can do but it is enough. Freedom will not come everywhere at once but it will come everywhere eventually. When countries choose freedom, they prosper, with or without American troops, with or without American aid. When countries stick to authoritarianism, they do not prosper, even with American troops, even with American aid. And the choice for freedom, history shows, must be made by the people of the country, not an alien army from an alien culture.

Even when America’s interventionism appears to be locally beneficial, the cost is too great. It dims the light of freedom by teaching a contradiction: that military power and mercantilism may coexist with freedom and limited government. If the holders of the light cannot recognize that contradiction, the rest of the world certainly will not be able to.

Aggressive international militarism is the model America is presenting to the world now and this is certain to be the model that the world will take up unless America renounces it. Americans are surely not so naïve as to think that the world will decide that policing far beyond one’s borders is a right that must be reserved only for the United States. Patience is required. The world will come to freedom. If freedom is forced, though, the contradiction - freedom through force - will undo it.



CHAPTER EIGHT: In Defense Of Freedom
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ew people have heard of the debate between Emory Upton and John McAuley Palmer. Yet it helped set the direction of U.S. foreign policy for most of the past century, significantly increased the tax burden, and possibly helped seal the fate of tens of millions of lives around the world.

Upton, writing at the close of the 19th century, might be called the first historian of the U.S. military. Palmer, writing a decade or two later, might be called the second. Upton was a career military man who held local militia and civilian control in the highest contempt. His ideas justified the establishment of a professional standing army at the core of American defense with militia as a kind of poor cousin ready reserve. He intuitively understood that the new ideas about aggressive international militarism required junking a militia-based defense. Palmer, also a career military man swimming in the same streams of thought, might have been carried to the same conclusions as Upton if not for his grandfather, the man he was named after.

Grandfather Palmer was the 85 year-old senator from Illinois in 1898 when young John McAuley Palmer, soon to take a teaching position at West Point, paid him a visit. The elder Palmer was a Civil War volunteer who had risen to command the XIV Corps of the Army of the Cumberland. He tried to resign after a dispute with William Tecumseh Sherman over the issue of promotions. General Sherman believed professional soldiers should have a monopoly on leadership positions while Palmer had a conspicuous lack of proper respect for what he called “the West Point crowd.” President Lincoln, not one to let obvious talent slip away, refused Palmer’s resignation and appointed him military governor of Kentucky.

Now an enthusiastic soon-to-be West Pointer was explaining to Senator Palmer that America needed to expand the regular army by 50,000 men. The Senator listened, then gave young John McAuley an earful, a lesson in military thinking he never forgot, a lesson that would slow the hard charge towards militarism in America that Emory Upton was leading. The peacetime army should be a civilian army, he explained. It will cost a lot less. Besides, he said, “Your 50,000 extra regulars won’t help much in a big war unless you have a citizen army to put behind them. And if you have a citizen army to put behind them, you won’t need 50,000 extra regulars.”

Senator Palmer then explained the civilian tradition and the reasons for it, a lesson that would not be taught at West Point. George Washington, Nathanael Greene, and other civilian leaders of the Continental Army had founded the Order of Cincinnatus to support the idea of civilian control of the military in a republic. A republic should not have a military class. The military should be grounded in republican ideals, under civilian control from top to bottom, and designed so that it can protect the nation but do little else.

John McAuley Palmer left that meeting with his grandfather a changed man.




THE NATIONAL GUARD



Until 1860, militia defense served America well. It did what militias do, protect the nation, and little else. It did not work so well in Civil War. The militia system does deserve credit for the astoundingly quick buildup of huge, well-trained armies on both sides. But then the nature of that war compelled the North to act, in effect, like a conquering nation. This is not what militias do well. So President Lincoln had to begin restructuring the military, most significantly by instituting a draft, so that he would have a force capable of invading, defeating, and occupying a hostile land.

The end of that war saw the star of the militia fall and the regular army rise. Militias scrounged whatever equipment, training, and backing they could from leftovers given to the regular army. There often were not any. Finally, in 1879, militiamen formed a lobby called the National Guard Association to revive the dying idea of militia defense.

The militiamen took their name from the Garde Nationale, the Marquis de Lafayette’s term for the various French militias that participated in the French Revolution. After serving courageously under Washington, the young idealistic Lafayette returned to France to help lead the republican side of its revolution before it imploded into anarchy and bloody dictatorship. He returned to America in 1824 and made a triumphal tour as one of the last living icons of the American Revolution. It was during that tour that the term National Guard began to catch on.

By 1903, the National Guard Association had acquired enough clout to push a new Militia Act through Congress. While this strengthened their position a bit, it also passed some of the control over militias, now officially called the National Guard, from local and state authorities to the national government. The Militia Act of 1908 then removed limitations that restricted National Guard units serving overseas. And finally, the National Defense Act of 1916, another dubious achievement of the fateful decade, gave the federal government even greater control over state militias, clearing the way for the President to much more easily engage in foreign adventures. True militia had disappeared in favor of a regular army backed by a bastardized pseudo-militia.



John McAuley Palmer served in France as a brigade commander during the First World War. The theoretical lessons learned from his grandfather were confirmed on the field of battle. Reserve officers brought a wide range of experiences and viewpoints that improved the functioning of the army. Professional officers, on the other hand, precisely because they were professional, had no choice but to spend significant time pursuing petty military politics and the machinations of achieving promotion.

Palmer also learned the value of structural bonds. Troops that not only trained together but knew each other and often grew up together, led by officers they knew and grew up with, had more unit cohesion and higher morale than mixed inductees led by unknown officers. The policy of America’s modern professional army, in contrast, is to form units made up of total strangers and rotate troops and officers regularly from unit to unit, making cohesion difficult and a certain degree of tension inevitable. There is logic working here. This modern policy is more efficient at producing the automatons needed by armies of empire, for which the thinking soldiers of militia can become a handicap.

To some extent, Marshal Foch, French leader of the Allied forces, and General Pershing, leader of the American forces, agreed with Palmer’s analysis of the fighting capabilities of America’s citizen units. And so did the Germans. English military historian Liddell Hart comments that,



Defeated German military units reported that National Guard divisions were the best and the toughest they faced in World War I.




After the war, suspecting that both Lincoln and Wilson had failed to follow Washington’s advice on the importance of citizen soldiers, Palmer began researching the history of the militia. He discovered a long lost document in the Library of Congress, a report to Congress from 1783, in which Washington recommended a Swiss style militia for America and for democracies in general. Following this discovery, he researched the Swiss system and became a lifelong advocate.

Though it is not now nearly as important as America’s founders intended it to be, thanks to Palmer’s work the militia has not simply disappeared. The elegance and depth of his research won him important backers. The most influential during the interwar years was General George Marshall. In August 1944, Marshall, then Army Chief of Staff, issued War Department Circular No. 347 proposing for the postwar period a relatively small regular army backed by a civilian army. Soon after, Marshall was replaced as Chief of Staff and Circular 347 was rescinded. The age of the huge permanent peacetime standing army had begun.

This last half-century, America has hired its defense and entrusted it to a massive governmental bureaucracy. This has done more than insure a worldwide neo-imperialist military presence and a long string of wars. It has also weakened America’s democratic traditions. Palmer explained one reason why citizen armies and democracies are dependent on each other.



Standing armies threaten government by the people, not because they consciously seek to pervert liberty, but because they relieve the people themselves of the duty of self-defense. A people accustomed to let a special class defend them must sooner or later become unfit for liberty.




During the Vietnam War, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended, for military reasons, calling up the National Guard. President Johnson, for political reasons, decided against it.

Standing armies made up of professionals and conscripts are strongly connected to the national government. Community ties range from tenuous to nonexistent. Civilian militias, on the other hand, have deep ties to the communities they are formed from. Mobilizing the National Guard would, in effect, mobilize the community.

That is what LBJ was afraid of. Always a superior politician, he realized that while he could mobilize communities to protect America, he could not keep communities mobilized long in the defense of distant jungles. The antiwar movement would have grown faster and reached deeper. Bringing up the Guard might bring down his administration so it was natural that he did not.

Johnson’s decision added one more noxious stain to an America that would acquire a tenacious post-Vietnam undergrowth of cynicism and unpatriotism: the National Guard came to be seen as refuge for cowards and hypocrites. It is inevitable in the age of standing armies that the National Guard could so easily be painted in uncomplimentary colors. That could never have happened, however, if it were the militia America was meant to have.




MAKING DEMOCRACY IMMORTAL



The kind of militia America was meant to have protects the nation from external threat and internal rot. Standing armies, on the other hand, create external threat while they promote internal rot. A non-adventurist, non-interventionist, defense-centered citizen military, the well-regulated militia of the Constitution, would do the following:

1. Join defense and citizenship together in the minds of individual militia members, and also within the communities from which the militias are built. In other words, it would strengthen the nation both militarily and morally.

2. Save America most of the 600 billion dollars a year (actually 900 hundred or so billion when you include military programs hidden in other departments and interest payments on previous military debt) it now spends on the military.

3. Tie military procurement to real needs instead of pork-barrel projects. Militias know what they require. They are not out-of-control, disconnected, centralized bureaucracies but local defense organizations.

4. Move the debate for war out of the oval office and the decision for war out of the mind of one man. The debate would take place in the halls of Congress as mandated by the Constitution but also in every state legislature and every community around the country that maintains a militia. The decision would truly be a people’s decision. Just as with the ancient Greeks, when America decides to go to war it would be ready because We the People would have decided. We would have thought through everything it means and We would be doing it ourselves, taking individual responsibility, not hiring out. We the People would be unlikely to decide for war except when there really was no alternative and then We the People would be united in our own defense.

5. Make foreign wars difficult; occupation of other countries and troops stationed abroad virtually impossible. And:

6. Thereby remove the prime reason for other nations to attack while instilling fear in them of the cost of attack. It is hard to justify attacking a non-threatening nation. It is easy to justify not attacking that nation if you know you are going to be facing not only a superior military but the entire nation. The Israelis have taught the Arabs those lessons just as the Swiss had taught the Germans.



Many Americans will certainly have vague fears about reverting back to a militia system.

Many will fear the idea that all have to serve but all would not. Universal service may be necessary for small nations like Switzerland and Israel and militia purists may argue that for a true militia universal service is the way. But for large nations with large populations, universal service is not actually necessary. Assuming the large nation is worthy of its people’s loyalty, the country would always be able to attract enough militia members.

America ought to sweeten the attraction of service by making it customary to give militia members special respect in society and possibly by giving other benefits like health insurance and college education. Militia members would certainly deserve it and would gain the self-respect that comes from earning something honestly through their own efforts. In contrast to this approach, many Americans now believe that health and higher education should be unearned so-called rights bestowed from on high by an all-knowing, all-benevolent government. This modern version of rights, though, is a solution that weakens society and hobbles the human spirit. Making such benefits compensation for militia service would strengthen society and ennoble the human spirit.

Some will fear that a militia cannot really protect America. It can. A volunteer well-regulated American militia should be able to quickly mobilize a modern and well-trained army of tens of millions in case of legitimate threat. No country in the world, or any conceivable combination of countries, would be able to successfully invade such an America. Some don’t understand this because they believe that militia defense means no air force or modern weapon systems. Not true. Switzerland and Israel have both shown that superior air forces and modern weapons systems are possible under a militia system.

People argue, though, that times have changed. Nowadays, due to modern technology, the invasion might come too quickly for a militia to handle. Actually, the opposite is true. In former times, it may have been possible for a country to secretly plan and carry out an invasion of America. In modern times, though, with modern systems of monitoring and surveillance, the huge operation requiring a year or years of preparation could never be kept secret. Think about what it took for America to cross an ocean to invade little Iraq. Extrapolate from that what it would take any country to make a credible invasion of America. Their intentions would be known with ample time to mobilize the defense. Any potential invader would know that and not even bother.

But what about missiles? Well, it simply makes no difference whether the country missiles are aimed at has a militia defense or not. They fly over militiamen and professional soldiers with equal ease. They will reach America just as quickly whether America has armies abroad or not and America’s counter missiles will reach them whether it has armies abroad or not. The only difference is that armies abroad are the most likely reason for a missile attack on America.

And some will fear the proliferation of arms in society. Guns kill people. They are dangerous. They should be restricted, not encouraged by a militia system.

A great part of this apparently reasonable gut reaction is simply fear of the unknown. Most of the people who worry about guns have not grown up around them. I know the feeling. I am one of them. But people who have grown up around guns, who have experienced gun culture first hand, do not usually feel the same sense of menace. In other words, the reason for the fear of guns in society may be more psychological than reality-based.

On a personal note, I spent some time once at my brother and sister-in-law’s home in Big Bone Kentucky. This was a patently gun society. You could hear people on all sides target practicing in their large backyards on weekends. But Big Bone is a place where everyone waves to everyone, even an unknown outsider like myself, a place where doors are left unlocked when families leave the house. This sense of safety, a crucial element of a civilized and human community, was once the norm in America. Such places are rare now but it is quite possible that most of those which still exist are heavily armed.

Switzerland is certainly not known as a haven of crime and danger. In fact, it is one of the safest countries in the world. But almost every household is required by law to keep modern assault weapons and ammunition in the house. Angelo Codevilla in his book Between The Alps and a Hard Place describes some common Swiss scenes.



Any weekend of the year, the railroad stations are full of civilians-turned-soldiers for training. They leave their automatic weapons piled up on the platform. Nobody but foreigners pays attention. Or you can see policemen nodding politely to men walking out of banks with machine guns - reservists must keep their personal weapons at home, and they often take them to work on the way to training.... People of all ages can be seen bicycling through the streets with guns slung on their backs, heading for shooting sport.




Well, the reader might be thinking, they are Swiss. They do not cause trouble. They do not have America’s problems. The Swiss themselves might answer that one important reason they do not cause trouble or have America’s problems is because of the militia. Participation in the militia leads to social cohesion, civilized behavior, and the consciousness that each of them is an important and valued part of a larger group. A member of such a group does not want to harm other members (and membership includes the entire nation) through crime. The sense of self-worth that accrues to membership in such a group leads people towards legal and moral rather than criminal and destructive forms of self-support.



America’s founders knew that a country cannot be free and democratic, and also imperialistic. That would put the country in contradiction with itself. It must give up freedom for imperialism, or imperialism for freedom. Athens and Rome sacrificed their freedom to imperialist fantasies. For England it was close but it finally sacrificed imperialism to keep freedom (though it may now be following America’s lead back into mercantilist neo-imperialism). Switzerland has maintained its freedom for 700 years by never embracing imperialism.

And America? Because it has forgotten what it once learned from Switzerland, it has let the needs of mercantilism and empire determine American foreign policy. This reduces freedoms, increases the size and cost of government, and insures the aggressive international militarism that makes America a natural and logical target of terrorists. America is destroying itself in a misguided attempt to save itself.

America was intended to have a small nucleus of a regular army and a potentially huge militia that could be mustered in times of crisis. The main debate while formulating the Constitution was not over the primacy of the militia. That was a given. It was over whether America even needed that small nucleus of a regular army. The founders finally decided, reluctantly, yes. A regular army might be necessary to hold off the first attack until the militia could be mobilized. If they had known that their small concession to practicality would lead to a one million-man, 600 billion dollar-a-year standing army (that’s $600,000 per soldier, $900,000 per if you include all costs) with bases around the world, they most certainly would have taken their chances with no standing army at all.

Instead, America is taking its chances on a well-trod road, a road that starts with democracy defended by citizen militias and ends with empire defended by professional armies. I ask all Americans to think deeply about whether this is what you really want for America. That is the question that moved me to start this book. I respectfully and humbly turn once more to John McAuley Palmer to end it. John McAuley encapsulates this entire book in a mere eighteen words.



...by the invention of the modern army of the people, Switzerland shows us how to make democracy immortal.




SOURCES: Filling In the Gaps



I am a rank amateur, just a person concerned about my country. Following a great American and democratic tradition, though, I have decided I know something that the professionals who are running our foreign policy do not, that they are running in the dark. So I’ve written this book.

I am not a scholar or an expert but I have been helped immensely by scholars and experts. I read a great many books and more than a few Internet sites for this project. I did not footnote any of it. I wanted to keep the feel and tone of a serious but non-academic work. I also wanted to finish it. This project was a great deal of fun for me, both the research and the writing. If I had had to turn it into something with the appearance of a scholarly work, well, I doubt I would have brought it to fruition.

In compensation for the lack of footnotes I hope I can give you something better - some book reviews. If you are interested in pursuing further the issues I bring up, take a look at these books. I recommend all of them highly. They are all well researched, well-written, and well thought out. (Warning: Do not expect them to all espouse a line similar to mine. Some do, some most emphatically do not.)



While America Sleeps: Self-Delusion, Military Weakness, and the Threat to Peace Today. Donald and Frederick W. Kagan, St. Martin’s Griffin, 2000.

If you want the other side of the picture, the counter argument to Globocop, this is the book for you. There are two parts, and though the first builds a base for the second, each part can be read by itself to great benefit.

Part One is a diplomatic and political history of the 1920s and ‘30s, of the Treaty of Versailles and its aftermath. Great Britain takes center stage. It was still the most important imperial power in the world, and the Kagans show us how its flawed (if your goal is to maintain empire) policies set it up for the loss of empire and another war with Germany.

Part Two is a diplomatic and political history of the 1980s and ‘90s, the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet Union. These two decades are already fading into the mists of time past. The Kagans bring them back to active memory, especially the Balkans and Gulf War I, with the acute observations of clear-minded and broadly educated military historians. The historical replay of the ‘20s and ‘30s in the ‘90s and ‘00s, with America playing the part of the British Empire and Iraq the part of Nazi Germany is interesting.



A Republic, Not an Empire: Reclaiming America’s Destiny. Patrick J. Buchanan, Regnery, 1999.

If you were to read just one book on the history of American foreign policy and diplomacy, this should be it. You do not have to agree with Pat Buchanan on the dangers of free trade (I don’t) to find that A Republic, Not an Empire satisfies on many levels - history, policy, style, breadth of vision, conciseness of explanation, power of argument, fearlessness to take on mainstream authorities, loyalty to and understanding of the meaning of America.

Addendum. Patrick Buchanan has a new book out which is likely worth reading. It is: Churchill, Hitler, and the “Unnecessary War” (2008). Newsweek Magazine featured a counterargument to Unnecessary War called A War Worth Fighting by Christopher Hitchens. The author, I deduce from a yahoo search, is a well-known writer and intellectual from England, an atheist, a former Trotskyite, a sometimes neo-conservative who once played briefly with the idea of libertarianism, and an American immigrant who really doesn’t like Islamic ideology. In fact, he puts it right up there with Nazism and approves of America making war on both.

Hitchens justifies his pro-war sensibilities by finding Buchanan just a bit too sympathetic to Hitler. Though I haven’t read Buchanan’s latest book, that seems unlikely. Besides, Buchanan’s feelings are irrelevant to the question of whether America should have entered the Second World War. Focusing on Buchanan’s feelings is simply a convenient way to avoid the deeper issue: America making war in foreign countries.

The crux of Hitchens’s counter-argument is that Hitler was a really bad guy. Well, duh. Like his fellow-traveling neo-conservatives, though, Hitchens doesn’t go beyond that. He brings up the powerful image of Munich and rests his case, letting the immense weight of that image stand in for argument. It’s a case, though, that is surprisingly weak once we look objectively not at mere image but at the facts. As I said earlier, certain proof for the antiwar position concerning such a huge event as World War II is nearly impossible. The surprising point is that proof for the pro-war position is also far from solid. I hope Chapter Six of this book has shown that in a small way. Buchanan’s two books certainly show that in a much more substantial way.

Hitchens likes wars on really bad guys as long as they are fascist or Islamic. I wonder if he feels we should have fought wars against other really bad guys like, say, Lenin, Stalin, or Mao? Those three were much more dangerous and deadly than underdeveloped pre-Enlightenment Islamics could ever hope to be. Is it reckless to guess that Hitchens did not propose war on them? Be careful of the clever side-tracking and wholesale blindness to recent history found in image-laden but fact-poor arguments of Islam-obsessed communists and neo-conservatives.



The Minuteman: Restoring an Army of the People. Gary Hart, The Free Press, 1998.

You do not have to agree with Gary Hart that the savings America gains from a citizen-army should be recycled into government programs (I don’t) to find The Minuteman invaluable. Of course, America’s founders were leery of standing armies but that was a long time ago. Times have changed. Well, read this book. Times have not changed as much as you think or for the reasons you think. America does not police because times have changed; times have changed because America polices. Also what has changed is that modern Americans are not as educated as early Americans were in the basic principles behind a free state. On the back cover Major General Edward J. Philbin, USAF (RET.), Executive Director, National Guard Association of the United States has this to say,



Gary Hart asks the most important and contentious military-political question facing the nation since the outbreak of World War II: will the nation continue to support an anomalous Cold War military structure indefinitely into the twenty-first century - well after its mission has ended - or will it return to its historic reliance on trained, organized, and equipped citizen-soldiers? The Minuteman is must reading, not only for decision makers and opinion molders but for every citizen.




The New Dealer’s War: FDR and the War Within World War II. Thomas Fleming, Basic Books, 2001.

An excellent, fearless, and painstakingly researched account of FDR’s conduct of World War II by a historian and novelist. This is political history centered in the White House in which the war serves as the most important backdrop. Here is where you will find the full story of Rainbow Five and “unconditional surrender.” You will also learn about Roosevelt’s astounding non-grasp of basic principles of economics (like his proposal to solve China’s economic woes by pumping in tons of newly printed money and then decreeing that prices cannot be raised) and non-grasp of basic facts of history (like his shaky hold on when, why, and where General Grant issued the declaration of unconditional surrender that FDR thought he was imitating). If you admire Franklin Delano Roosevelt and want to maintain that happy state, you had better not read this book. 



The Illusion of Victory: America in World
War
I. Thomas Fleming, Basic Books, 2003.

Fleming again, this time on our Great Leader taking us into the First World War. Historians like to confirm history for each other and then add their own little twist. Skeptic Fleming, certainly an outcast to that community, builds less than most on their secondhand work. Rather, he goes directly to the media, the letters, the broadcasts, the books of the time to discover what Americans once knew but have forgotten in their rush to create comfortable myth-confirming myths. Read here how modern histories of Wilson include apocryphal accounts created after the fact out of whole cloth illustrating Wilson’s deep agony over sending American boys to die. The courage and true agonies from the antiwar faction, on the other hand, are seldom to be found among modern histories. Read about them here, like those of Senator La Follette, and the moving story of the first woman in Congress, Jeanette Rankin, having to cast her very first congressional vote on the question of declaring war on Germany. (Yes, she’s the one who 25 years later cast the only no vote for war on Japan. She felt that Roosevelt had intentionally provoked Japan to attack so he could get America into the war.) If you admire Woodrow Wilson and want to maintain that happy state, you had better not read this book.



Wilson’s War: How Woodrow Wilson’s Great Blunder Led to Hitler, Lenin, Stalin and World War II. Jim Powell, Crown Forum, 2005

I missed this book. Too bad. I could have used some of Powell’s insights and information. From the title, you already know that Powell does not engage in the common mistake of forgiving politicians for their disastrous results if their words and sentiments are wonderful. Powell shows us how Wilson’s fine words, wedded to a crusader’s personality, engendered incredible levels of destruction in Europe over a half century.

Powell gives us the pre-history, the often overlooked wars and events, leading up to the Great War. Recognizing, however, that history is not only driven by the momentum of the times but by the personalities and motives of people with power, he also gives us excellent mini-biographies of the key players in England, France, Prussia, Germany, Russia, and America.

One of Powell’s key informants on the personalities is John Maynard Keynes. Keynes was at the Paris Peace Conference, dealt intimately with its participants, and wrote incisive characterizations of each. Keynes was not kind to Wilson, calling him a “blind and deaf Don Quixote.” Wilson was, according to Keynes,



…in many respects, perhaps inevitably, ill-informed – but his mind was slow and unadaptable. The president’s slowness among the Europeans was noteworthy. He could not, all in a minute, take in what the rest were saying, size up the situation with a glance, frame a reply, and meet the case by a slight change of ground; and he was prone, therefore, to defeat by the mere swiftness, apprehension, and agility of a Lloyd George. There can seldom have been a statesman of the first rank more incompetent than the president in the agilities of the council chamber. A moment often arrives when a substantial victory is yours if by some slight appearance of a concession you can save the face of the opposition or conciliate them by a restatement of your proposal helpful to them and not injurious to anything essential to yourself. The president was not equipped with this simple and usual artfulness.




Wilson was unsuited to the role of diplomat and negotiator. He was much better at addressing and inspiring large audiences. As diplomat and negotiator, he went into meetings with grand ideas but virtually nothing in the way of detailed, realistic, or concrete proposals. Wilson’s incompetence was clear to his own secretary of state, Robert Lansing, and to his most trusted advisor, Colonel House. They could have handled the details and the negotiating, except for one thing. Wilson himself wanted to be at the center of all big events. That is why he had fought the war. That is why he had come to Paris. At Paris, though, outmaneuvered at every turn, he sacrificed all the rest of his Fourteen Points in order to save one: the League of Nations.

The League of Nations, though, was a league of winners. It excluded Germany, German allies, and the new Soviet Union. The winners committed themselves through the League to mutual defense. In other words, the League was simply a grandiose remake of the treaties that had caused the Great War in the first place. Wilson sacrificed all his principles to get an international organization dedicated only to preserving the pre-war imperial power structure that his Fourteen Points (and America’s sacrifice) were intended to end.

Powell proposes, as a possibility, an alternative explanation for Wilson’s apparent incompetence. Wilson, Powell argues, had a history of vindictiveness. And, despite his fine words when speaking generalities, his anti-German feelings are documented. Powell speculates that,



Wilson, who had proclaimed the noble goal of “peace without victory,” demanded victory. He expressed contempt for compromise and supported a policy of “disciplining Germany.” He relished his role at Versailles, “sitting with judges… [and the] great task to establish justice and right.” So an alternative interpretation of events might be that Wilson wasn’t such a terrible negotiator at Versailles; he continued posing as a generous peacemaker while letting Clemenceau do the dirty work for revenge they both wanted.




Target Switzerland: Swiss Armed Neutrality in World War II. Stephen P. Halbrook, Sarpedon, 1998.

This book has a good basic history of Switzerland’s militia tradition, followed by a long, excellent, and very detailed history of Switzerland’s confrontation with Nazi Germany in the 1930s and ‘40s. It is the product of many years of research by Halbrook and his students, and is probably the only in-depth study in English.



Between the Alps and a Hard Place: Switzerland in World War II and Moral Blackmail Today. Angelo M. Codevilla, Regnery, 2000.

Codevilla is the author of a number of books on foreign policy. He is a professor of international relations at Boston University, a former naval officer, a former senior staff member of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, a former senior research fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford, and the translator of all the Swiss-German, Swiss-French, and Swiss-Italian documents he quotes. He has the intelligence, training, experience, and insider knowledge necessary to make this book as good as his qualifications. He goes over the same territory as Halbrook but in much less detail as he has another ax or two to grind. He exposes the blackmail done to Switzerland in the 1990s and reveals the inner workings of a superpower whose foreign policy is sold to the highest bidder.



They Didn’t Attack Switzerland. Bill Walker, LewRockwell.com, 2008.

If you don’t want to read a book, here’s an excellent short article that can be found at: lewrockwell.com/walker/walker32.html. This was written long after the original Globocop but has some information I could have used. For example, the following on how different ideologies lead not only to differences in military defense but differences in civil defense.



IN AMERICA: “But we have no civil defenses for our children, no shelters, no thought-out plan for recovery from attack. In fact, when we suffered a few thousand dead on 9/11, we panicked and did ten times more economic damage to ourselves than the terrorists had. We also let ourselves be suckered into a Middle Eastern tribal war without end…”




IN SWITZERLAND: “Switzerland has also provided for the defense of the lives of its civilian population against nuclear terrorism. Realizing during the cold war that nuclear weapons in the hands of power-mad politicians posed a potential public health threat, the Swiss started a nationwide shelter-building program in 1960. By 1991, there were enough shelter spaces in Switzerland to protect everyone in their home or apartment, and also at their workplaces and schools. A Swiss citizen is never more than a few minutes from a fallout shelter with an air filter… The entire Swiss shelter program was accomplished for somewhere on the order of 35 dollars (1990 dollars) per year per capita.”




First Great Triumph: How five Americans Made Their Country a World Power. Warren Zimmermann, Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2002.

The story of the men and times that transformed America into an empire by a career diplomat and author who has taught at Columbia and Johns
Hopkins
Universities. The book makes fascinating reading and includes excellent mini-biographies of Theodore Roosevelt, Henry Cabot Lodge, Alfred Mahan, John Hay, and Elihu Root.



Paris, 1919: Six Months That Changed the World. Margaret Macmillan, Random House, 2001.

Written by an author and university professor who just happens to be the great granddaughter of David Lloyd George, the British Prime Minister who, along with President Wilson and Prime Minister Clemenceau of France, redrew the map of the world and set the stage for the Second World War. You will find incisive discussions of the principal players, the process of the creation of the Treaty of Versailles, the aftermath of the treaty, lots of good maps, excellent mini-histories of the principal countries affected by the treaty, and some very funny and understated anecdotes of the social frenzy surrounding the peace conference.



America First! It’s History, Culture, and Politics. Bill Kauffman, Prometheus Books, 1995.

This book is much more than a history of the one and a half year existence of the America First Committee. It is an overview of the “history, culture, and politics” of the once mainstream, now ignored flow of American anti-imperialism throughout the 20th century. There are some excellent mini-biographies of the great men and women who once epitomized small government, pro-freedom, anti-imperialist, Main Street Americanism. Once strong enough to challenge the northeastern anglophile elite, they have been virtually erased from history since the total takeover of the mainstream intellectual agenda by Wilson-Rooseveltians. Their consistent set of values may look like a hodgepodge in the light of modern hodgepodge philosophy but they, not we, were the consistent ones. One of them was Murray N. Rothbard, the “happy warrior of the libertarian movement.” At the height of the Vietnam war, he wrote for Ramparts magazine, the radical leftist rag that brought the Vietnam War home to America, that,



Twenty years ago I was an extreme right-wing Republican, a young and lone “Neanderthal” (as the liberals used to call us) who believed, as one friend pungently put it, that “Senator Taft had sold out to the socialists.” Today, I am most likely to be called an extreme leftist, since I favor immediate withdrawal from Vietnam, denounce U.S. imperialism, advocate Black Power and have just joined the new Peace and Freedom party. And yet my basic political views have not changed by a single iota in these two decades! 




Another was war hero Marine General Smedly Butler. After retirement in 1931, he explained what the new America was doing to his profession.



I helped make Mexico and especially Tampico safe for American oil interests in 1914. I helped make Haiti and Cuba a decent place for the National City Bank boys to collect revenues in. I helped in the raping of a half dozen Central American republics for the benefit of Wall Street.... Looking back on it, I feel I might have given Al Capone a few hints. The best he could do was to operate his racket in three city districts. We marines operated on three continents.




In 1939, afraid that the new imperialism was going to take America to war, General Butler made a radio speech comparable to Mark Twain’s War Prayer in its poignancy.



Now - you mothers, particularly! The only way you can resist all this war hysteria and beating of tom-toms is by asserting the love you bear your boys. When you listen to some well-worded, some well-delivered war speech, just remember it’s nothing but sound. No amount of sound can make up to you for the loss of your boy.... Look at him. Put your hand on that spot on the back of his neck. The place you used to love to kiss when he was a baby. Just rub it a little. You won’t wake him up, he knows it’s you.... Look at this splendid young creature who’s part of yourself, then close your eyes for a moment and I’ll tell you what can happen.


Somewhere - five thousand miles from home. Night. Darkness. Cold. A drizzling rain. The noise is terrific. All hell has broken loose. A star shell bursts in the air. Its unearthly flare lights up the muddy field. There’s a lot of tangled rusty barbed wires out there and a boy hanging over them - his stomach ripped out, and he’s feebly calling for help and water. His lips are white and drawn. He’s in agony. There’s your boy.




General Butler died peacefully in 1940. After the war he had worked so hard to prevent, this anti-imperialist American had an imperialist outpost, a marine base in Okinawa, named after him.



Perpetual War for Perpetual Peace: How We Got To Be So Hated. Gore Vidal, Thunder’s Mouth Press, 2002.

A short book of essays on how mega-government, imperialist adventuring, and suppression of individual rights all go hand in hand. Vidal includes a list of post-WW II U.S. military actions compiled by the American Federation of Scientists. For reference, I have extracted and alphabetized just those actions from the ‘90s. These give a compelling record of global policing. I count, from that one short decade, 119 instances in 7 regions plus 44 countries where the America felt a need to exert military power in foreign lands:

Adriatic Sea 5; Africa 1; Albania 2; Bangladesh 1; Bolivia 3; Bosnia 1; Bosnia-Herzegovina 9; Bosnian Serbs 1; Cambodia 1; Central African Republic 1; Central America 2; Central/South America 2; Columbia 1; Congo (Zaire) 2; DR Congo 1; Eritrea (Asmara) 1; Former Soviet Union 5; Guinea-Bissau 1; Haiti 2; Honduras1; Hungary (Taszar) 1; Iraq 10; Israel 1; Kenya 1; Korea 1; Kosovo 9; Kosovo/Albania 1; Kurdistan 3; Kuwait 4; Liberia 3; Mexico 1; Mozambique 1, S Africa 1; North Korea 1; Peru/Ecuador 1; Philippines 2; Rwanda 2; Serbia-Macedonia 1; Saudi Arabia 2; Sierra Leone 4; Somalia 5; South America 4; Sudan/Afghanistan 1; SW Asia 8; SW Asia/Iraq 1; Taiwan Straights 1; Timor 1; Turkey 1; Venezuela 1; Zaire/Rwanda/Uganda 2.



Paul Revere’s Ride. David Hackett Fischer, Oxford
University Press, 1994.

There are too many good accounts of 1775 to list here, but this one deserves special mention. It reads like a novel but it is a first rate history of the buildup to and the battle of April 19 1775. Paul Revere, like Pheidippides from Chapter Two, is one of those rare cases where the reality is greater than the legend. It was not just a single night ride and powerful lungs. It was extensive preparation and several adventures along the way by a man who had the knack for always being at the center of things. 



Thermopylae: The Battle For the West. Ernle Bradford, Da Capo Press, 1980.

The Greco-Persian Wars. Peter Green, University of California Press, 1996.

Two excellent histories of the Greco-Persian conflict. Also the Greek histories of Donald Kagan are good. Read him with caution when he is writing about the 20th and 21st centuries. He only wants to turn your children into cannon fodder and your bank account into the source of funds for the glory of empire. But when he tells us about what happened two and a half millenniums ago, he tells us about people who will not suffer from his views. So you are free to enjoy his excellent research, deep insights, and inspiring depictions. Or even better, you can learn about those Greek wars through novels, like these two by the author of The Legend of Bagger Vance.



Gates of Fire: An Epic Novel of the Battle of Thermopylae. Steven Pressfield, Bantam Books, 1999.

Tides of War: A Novel of Alcibiades and the Peloponnesian War. Steven Pressfield, Bantam Books, 2001.

You will feel like you have been there, that you have relived the life, the violence, and the philosophy.




GARET GARRETT and THE RISE OF EMPIRE



The People’s Pottage. Garet Garrett. Truth Seeker Books, 1992.

Both presidential races after 9-11 were contests between two big-government, high-tax globocops quibbling over the details. The debate, especially in ’04, was often framed in terms of who would make the better commander-in-chief and leader of the world. In other words, Americans are now electing not a president but an emperor. It was predicted half a century ago by Garet Garrett, one of the best of the old-time conservatives, the small-government, low-tax anti-imperialists buried under the post-war avalanche of Rooseveltian history.

That history was adopted by the modern day neo-conservative movement which, non-coincidentally, had its birth in the aggressive anti-communism of former leftists betrayed by their god and out for revenge. They would find an organ for their views in the National Review and import communist and leftist militancy into the conservative movement, leaving the impression that conservatives have always been militaristic.

In 1952, Garrett published his last essay, The Rise of Empire (one of three in The People’s Pottage), lamenting the decline of the Republic. As Garrett explains it, Roosevelt had laid the foundation. Then Truman, in a political sneak attack, took the country to war in Korea without the constitutionally mandated declaration of war. Rather than oppose the king or admit its own weakness, the 82nd Congress finally responded with the admonition: well, ok, you can ignore us and the Constitution this time but never again! The only thing America would never again see, though, was a constitutional war.

Garrett had recognized, 50 years before most, that the new age was upon us, an imperial age, a non-republican age. Here are parts of the conclusion to this long essay, sublime in its understanding of the road America would proceed to take, sublime in its analysis of each of the six ignored signs of Empire. I give you Garet Garrett.



As we have set them down so far, the things that signify Empire are these, namely:

1. Rise of the executive principle of government to a position of dominant power,

2. Accommodation of domestic policy to foreign policy,

3. Ascendancy of the military mind,

4. A system of satellite nations for a purpose called collective security, and,

5. An emotional complex of vaunting and fear.

There is yet another sign that defines itself gradually. When it is clearly defined it may be already too late to do anything about it. That is to say, a time comes when Empire finds itself – A prisoner of history.

The history of a Republic is its own history. Its past does not contain its future, like a seed.

A Republic may change its course, or reverse it, and that will be its own business. But the history of Empire is world history and belongs to many people. A Republic is not obliged to act upon the world, either to change or instruct it. Empire, on the other hand, must put forth its power.

What is it that now obliges the American people to act upon the world?

As you ask that question the fear theme plays itself down and the one that takes its place is magnifical. It is not only our security we are thinking of – our security in a frame of collective security. Beyond that lies a greater thought.

It is our turn.

Our turn to do what?

Our turn to assume the responsibilities of moral leadership in the world.

Our turn to maintain a balance of power against the forces of evil everywhere – in Europe and Asia and Africa, in the Atlantic and in the Pacific, by air and by sea – evil in this case being the Russian barbarian.

Our turn to keep the peace of the world.

Our turn to save civilization.

Our turn to serve mankind.

But this is the language of Empire.

The Roman Empire never doubted that it was the defender of civilization. Its good intentions were peace, law and order. The Spanish Empire added salvation. The British Empire added the noble myth of the white man’s burden. We have added freedom and democracy. Yet the more that may be added to it the more it is the same language still. A language of power.

Always the banners of Empire proclaim that the ends in view sanctify the means. The ironies, sublime and pathetic, are two. The first one is that Empire believes what it says on its banner; the second is that the word for the ultimate end is invariably Peace. Peace by grace of force.

One must see that on the road to Empire there is soon a point from which there is no turning back…

…As the Eighty-second Congress blindly voted the Pentagon its billions, the specter of a garrison state was the principal witness. Moving like a mist through the entire debate was the premonition that these steps were irreversible. Nobody could imagine how expenditures of such magnitude could continue for an indeterminate time. Nobody could seriously hope they were going to be less the next year, or the year after that, or for that matter ever. For suppose the great war machine were finished in five years. What could we do but to begin and build it all over again, with more and more terrible weapons, at greater and greater cost? Nobody could hope that the demands of our allies and friends were going to be less. Yet no one could imagine how to stop. No one could even suggest a way to go back…

…Between government in the republican meaning, that is, Constitutional, representative, limited government, on the one hand, and Empire on the other hand, there is mortal enmity. Either one must forbid the other or one will destroy the other. That we know. Yet never has the choice been put to a vote of the people.

The country has been committed to the course of Empire by Executive Government, one step at a time, with slogans, concealments, equivocations, a propaganda of fear, and in every crisis an appeal for unity, lest we present to the world the aspect of a divided nation, until at last it may be proclaimed that events have made the decision and it is irrevocable. Thus, now to alter the course is impossible.

Who says it is impossible? The President says it; the State Department says it; all globalists and one-worlders are saying it.

Do not ask whether or not it is possible. Ask yourself this: If it were possible, what would it take? How could the people restore the Republic if they would? Or, before that, how could they recover their Constitutional sovereign right to choose for themselves? 



From The Rise of Empire by Garet Garrett



POSTSCRIPT



Our “Constitutional sovereign right to choose” must be sacrificed to the dominance of “the executive principle” once global leadership has made America “a prisoner of history, a garrison state.”

Such an America, it occurs to me, has lost faith in itself and in the light to the world we once were. We do not believe anymore in the power of the light, only the sword. There is not only lack of faith, here, but arrogance. We believe that only we can know the light well enough to choose it. For others the light can only follow the sword – our sword.

It is no surprise that this lesson was taught us by big government and its apologists. For government, unlike other human institutions, has nothing to convince or compel but a sword. Government is, simply, raw power. That is why, as America’s founders understood so clearly, the size and reach of government must be severely limited. Those who would expand the limits of government often speak the words of light but government acts – every single one, without exception – are based on the sword, must be based on the sword, because government has nothing else. That is why even words of light from government bring down the sword. They bring the blood and heartbreak born of war, the timidity and aggression born of fear, the stagnation born of authoritarianism.

In 1481 a Swiss monk called Brother Klaus found a way to let light shine on international affairs by making practical the principle that no nation has the right to make war on another, that only defensive war is justified. Brother Klaus was fighting in a very real sense (as opposed to Woodrow Wilson’s very unreal sense) for peace. It was an idea America understood once long ago when it placed faith in itself and its ideals rather than its government and its leaders.



Disclaimer



This book’s advocacy of militia defense of the nation has absolutely nothing to do with the so-called “modern militia movement,” which has moved into the vacuum left when the mainstream abandoned traditional civilian defense. Non-governmental “militias” have expropriated the patriotic images and heroic history of true American militia and used them for their own purposes. They organize potentially murderous groups of angry people, many of whom are attracted to violence and infected with hyper-racial consciousness. True militia, on the other hand, are legal bodies associated with state and local government. They have at their core love of peace and the spirit of inclusiveness.
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