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Chapter 1

A Horizon Made of Canvas

Are you an open-minded progressive? Maybe not, but you probably have
friends who are. This is for them. Perhaps it can serve as a sort of introduction
to this strange blog, Unqualified Reservations.

If you are an open-minded progressive, you are probably not a Catholic. (If
you are, you probably don’t take the Pope too seriously.) Imagine writing an
open letter to Catholics, suggesting ways for them to free their minds from the
insidious grip of Rome. That sort of thing is quite out of style these days—and
in any case, how would you start? But here at UR, we are never afraid of being
out of style. And as for starting, we already have.

Is being a progressive like being a Catholic? Why shouldn’t it be? Each is
a way of understanding the world through a set of beliefs. These beliefs may
be true, they may be false, they may be nonsense which does not even make
enough sense to be false. As an open-minded progressive (or an open-minded
Catholic), you would like to think all the beliefs you hold are true, but you are
willing to reevaluate them—perhaps with a little gentle assistance.

There is one big difference between Catholicism and progressivism: Cath-
olicism is what we call a “religion.” Its core beliefs are claims about the spirit
world, which no Catholic (except of course the Pope) has experienced firsthand.
Whereas progressive beliefs tend to be claims about the real world—about gov-
ernment and history and economics and society. These are phenomena which,
unlike the Holy Trinity, we all experience firsthand.

Or do we? Most of us have never worked for a government, and those who

1
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have have seen only some tiny corner of one. History is something out of a book.
It isn’t the Bible, but it might as well be. What is our personal experience of
economics? Gasoline prices? And so on. Unless your life has been both long
and quite unusual, I suspect your memories shed very little light on the great
questions of government, history, etc. Mine certainly don’t.

Of course, much of progressive thought claims to be a product of pure rea-
son. Is it? Thomas Aquinas derived Catholicism from pure reason. John Rawls
derived progressivism from pure reason. At least one of them must have made a
mistake. Maybe they both did. Have you checked their work? One bad variable
will bust your whole proof.

And is this really how it happened? Are you a progressive because you
started by believing in nothing at all (“We are nihilists! We believe in noth-
ing!”), thought it through, and wound up a progressive? Of course I can’t speak
for your own experience, but I suspect that either you are a progressive because
your parents were progressives, or you were converted by some book, teacher,
or other intellectual experience. Note that this is exactly how one becomes a
Catholic.

There 1s one difference, though. To be a Catholic, you have to have faith,
because no one has ever seen the Holy Ghost. To be a progressive, you have to
have trust, because you believe that your worldview accurately reflects the real
world—as experienced not just by your own small eyes, but by humanity as a
whole.

But you have not shared humanity’s experience. You have only read, heard
and seen a corpus of text, audio and video compiled from it. And compiled by
whom? Which is where the trust comes in. More on this in a little bit.

I am not a progressive, but I was raised as one. I live in San Francisco, |
grew up as a Foreign Service brat, [ went to Brown, I’ve been brushing my teeth
with Tom’s of Maine since the mid-80s. What happened to me is that I lost my
trust.

David Mamet lost his trust, too. His Village Voice essay is worth reading,
if just for the shock value of the world’s most famous playwright declaring that
he’s no longer a “brain-dead liberal.” There are about five hundred comments
on the article. Perhaps I missed one, but I didn’t notice any in which the com-
menter claimed that Mamet had opened his eyes.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y5J_kao6mwA
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tom%27s_of_Maine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Mamet
https://archive.md/NuiyQ

Of course, Mamet is Mamet. He’s out to shock, not convert. Even the word
“liberal,” at least as it refers to a present-day political persuasion, borders on
hate speech. It’s like an ex-Catholic explaining “why I am no longer a brain-
dead Papist.” John Stuart Mill was a liberal. Barack Obama is a progressive,
and so are you. Basic rule of politeness: don’t call people names they don’t call
themselves.

Worse, Mamet doesn’t just reject progressivism. He endorses conservatism.
Dear God! Talk about making your problem harder. Imagine you live in a
country in which everyone is one of two things: a Catholic or a Hindu. Isn’t it
hard enough to free a man’s mind from the insidious grip of Rome? Must he
accept Kali, Krishna and Ganesha at the same time?

For example, Mamet endorses the conservative writer Thomas Sowell, who
he claims is “our greatest contemporary philosopher.” Well. I like Thomas
Sowell, his work is certainly not without value, but really. And if you Google
him, you will see that his columns frequently appear on a conservative website
called townhall.com.

Click that link. Observe the atrocious graphic design. (Have you noticed
how far above the rest Obama’s graphic design is? Some font designers have.)
Observe the general horribleness, so reminiscent of Fox News. Then hit “back.”
Or, I don’t know, read an Ann Coulter column, or something. Dear Lord.

[ am not a progressive, but ’'m not a conservative either. (If you must know,
I’m a Jacobite.) Over time, I have acquired the ability to process American con-
servative thought—if generally somewhat upmarket from Fox News or town-
hall.com. This is an extremely acquired taste, if “taste” is even the word. It
1s probably very similar to the way Barack Obama handled the Rev. Wright’s
more colorful sermons. When David Mamet points his readers in the general
direction of townhall.com, it’s sort of like explaining to your uncle who’s a little
bit phobic that he can understand the value of gay rights by watching this great
movie—it’s called /20 Days of Sodom. It’s not actual communication. It’s a
fuck-you. It’s Mamet.

But many people will think exactly this: if you stop being a progressive, you
have to become a conservative. I suspect that the primary emotional motivation
for most progressives is that they’re progressives because they think something
needs to be done about conservatives. Game over. Gutterball. Right back to


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Sowell
http://townhall.com/
https://archive.is/KSPs8
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jacobitism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jeremiah_Wright
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jeremiah_Wright_controversy#Controversial_sermon_excerpts
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0073650/
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the insidious grip.

Where does this idea that, if NPR is wrong, Fox News must be right, come
from? They can’t both be right, because they contradict each other. But
couldn’t they both be wrong? I don’t mean slightly wrong, I don’t mean each is
half right and each is half wrong, I don’t mean the truth is somewhere between
them, I mean neither of them has any consistent relationship to reality.

Let’s think about this for a second. As a progressive, you believe—you must
believe—that conservatism is a mass delusion. What an extraordinary thing! A
hundred-plus million people, many quite dull but some remarkably intelligent,
all acting under a kind of mass hypnosis. We take this for granted. We are used
to it. But we have to admit that it’s really, really weird.

What you have to believe is that conservatives have been systematically
misinformed. They are not stupid—at least not all of them. Nor are they evil.
You can spend all the time you want on townhall.com, and you will not find any-
one cackling like Gollum over their evil plan to enslave and destroy the world.
They all think, just like you, that by being conservatives they are standing up
for what’s sweet and good and true.

Conservatism is a theory of government held by a large number of people
who have no personal experience of government. They hold this theory because
their chosen information sources, such as Fox News, townhall.com, and their
local megachurch, feed them a steady diet of facts (and possibly a few non-facts)
which tend to support, reinforce, and confirm the theory.

And why does this strange pattern exist? Because conservatism is not just
an ordinary opinion. Suppose instead of a theory of government, conservatism
was a theory of basketball. “Conservatism” would be a system of views about
the pick-and-roll, the outside game, the triangle defense and other issues of great
importance to basketball players and coaches.

The obvious difference is that, unless you are a basketball coach, your opin-
ions on basketball matter not at all—because basketball is not a democracy. The
players don’t even get a vote, let alone the fans. But conservatism can main-
tain a systematic pattern of delusion, because its fans are not just fans: they are
supporters of a political machine. This machine will disappear if it cannot keep
its believers, so it has an incentive to keep them. And it does. Funny how that
works.



So, as a progressive, here is how you see American democracy: as a contest
in which truth and reason are pitted against a quasicriminal political machine
built on propaganda, ignorance and misinformation. Perhaps a cynical view of
the world, but if you believe that progressivism is right, you must believe that
conservatism is wrong, and you have no other option.

But there is an even more pessimistic view. Suppose American democracy
is not a contest between truth and reason and a quasicriminal political machine,
but a contest between two quasicriminal political machines? Suppose progres-
stvism is just like conservatism? If it was, who would tell you?

Think of conservatism as a sort of mental disease. Virus X, transmitted by
Fox News much as mosquitoes transmit malaria, has infected the brains of half
the American population—causing them to believe that George W. Bush is a
“regular guy,” global warming isn’t happening, and the US Army can bring
democracy to Sadr City. Fortunately, the other half of America is protected by
its progressive antibodies, which it imbibes every day in the healthy mother’s
milk of the Times and NPR, allowing it to bask securely in the sweet light of
truth.

Or 1s 1it? Note that we’ve just postulated two classes of entity: viruses and
antibodies, mosquitoes and mother’s milk. William of Ockham wouldn’t be
happy. Isn’t it simpler to imagine that we’re dealing with a virus Y? Rather
than one set of people being infected and the other being immune, everyone is
infected—just with different strains.

What makes virus X a virus is that, like the shark in Jaws, its only goals in
life are to eat, swim around, and make baby viruses. In other words, its features
are best explained adaptively. If it can succeed by accurately representing re-
ality, it will do so. For example, you and I and virus X agree on the subject of
the international Jewish conspiracy: there is no such thing. We disagree with
the evil virus N, which fortunately is scarce these days. This can be explained
in many ways, but one of the simplest is that if Fox News stuck a swastika in its
logo and told Bill O’Reilly to start raving about the Elders of Zion, its ratings
would probably go down.

This is what [ mean by “no consistent relationship to reality.” If, for what-
ever reason, an error is better at replicating within the conservative mind than
the truth, conservatives will come to believe the error. If the truth is more adap-


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Occam%27s_Razor
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tive, they will come to believe the truth. It’s fairly easy to see how an error
could make a better story than the truth on Fox News, which is why one would
be ill-advised to get one’s truth from that source.

So our first small step toward doubt is easy: we simply allow ourselves to
suspect that the institutions which progressives trust are fallible in the same way.
If NPR can replicate errors just as Fox News does, we are indeed looking at a
virus Y. Virus Y may be right when virus X is wrong, wrong when virus X is
right, right when virus X is right, or wrong when virus X is wrong. Since the two
have no consistent relationship to reality, they have no consistent relationship
to each other.

There’s a seductive symmetry to this theory: it solves the problem of how
one half of a society, which (by global and historical standards) doesn’t seem
that different from the other, can be systematically deluded while the other half
is quite sane. The answer: it isn’t.

Moreover, it explains a bizarre contradiction which emerges beautifully in
Mamet’s piece. At one point he writes, in his new conservative persona:

What about the role of government? Well, in the abstract, coming
from my time and background, I thought it was a rather good thing,
but tallying up the ledger in those things which affect me and in
those things I observe, I am hard-pressed to see an instance where
the intervention of the government led to much beyond sorrow.

But earlier, he told us:

As a child of the *60s, I accepted as an article of faith that govern-
ment is corrupt, that business is exploitative, and that people are
generally good at heart.

Okay, Dave. As a child of the ’60s, you accepted as an article of faith that
government is bad, but now you believe that... government is bad? Who’s
doin’ donuts on the road to Damascus?

One of the fascinating facts of American politics today is that both pro-
gressives and conservatives hate their government. They just hate different


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Doughnut_(driving)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conversion_of_Paul_the_Apostle

parts of it, and they love and cherish the others. In foreign policy, for exam-
ple, progressives hate the Pentagon, and love and cherish the State Department.
Conservatives hate the State Department, and love and cherish the Pentagon.

Look at how nicely this fits in with our virus X-Y theory. Washington
contains many mansions, some of which are part of the virus X machine, others
of which are perma-infected with virus Y. Outside the Beltway is our herd of
drooling, virus-ridden zombie voters. The X zombies hate the Y agencies, the
Y zombies hate the X agencies.

But none of them hates Washington as a whole. So they can never unite
to destroy it, and the whole machine is stable. See how beautiful this is? By
separating voters into two competing but cooperating parties, neither of which
can destroy the other, the two-party system creates a government which will
survive indefinitely, no matter how much happier its citizens might be without
it.

This is the prize at the end of our mystery. If you can find a way to stop
being a progressive without becoming a conservative, you might even find a
way to actually oppose the government. At the very least, you can decide that
none of these politicians, movements or institutions is even remotely worthy of
your support. Trust me—it’s a very liberating feeling.

But we are nowhere near there yet. We have not actually found a genuine
reason to doubt progressivism. Minor errors—some little fact-checking mis-
take at the Times or whatever—don’t count, because they don’t do anything
about your conviction that progressivism is basically right and conservatism is
basically wrong. Even with a few small eccentricities, progressivism as a cure
for conservatism is worth keeping. It may not be an antibody, but perhaps virus
Y is at least a vaccine.

Moreover, we’ve overlooked some major asymmetries between the progres-
sive and conservative movements. They are not each others’ evil twins. They
are very different things. It is quite plausible that one would be credible and the
other wouldn’t, and the advantages all seem to be on the progressive side.

First of all, let’s look at the people who are progressives. As the expressions
“blue-state” and “red-state” indicate, progressives and conservatives in Amer-
ica today are different tribes. They are not randomly distributed opinions. They
follow clear patterns.



8 CHAPTER 1. A HORIZON MADE OF CANVAS

My wife and I had a daughter a few weeks ago, and right before she was
due to be discharged the doctors found a minor (and probably harmless) heart
problem which required a brief visit from UCSF’s head of pediatric cardiol-
ogy. A very pleasant person. And one of the first things he said, part of his
bedside manner, a way of putting us at ease, was a remark about George W.
Bush. Somehow I suspect that if he had diagnosed us as hicks from Stockton,
he would not have emitted this noise.

Rather, the good doctor had identified us as members of the Stuff White
People Like tribe.! This little satirical site has attracted roughly 100 times UR’s
traffic in a tenth the time, which is a pretty sure sign that it’s on to something.
The author, Chris Lander, really only has one joke: he’s describing a group that
doesn’t like to be described, and he’s assigned them the last name they’d choose
for themselves.

Lander’s “white people” are indeed overwhelmingly white, as anyone who
has been to Burning Man can testify. But there are plenty of ““white people” who
are Asian, or even black or Latino. In fact, as Lander points out, “white people”
are the opposite of racist—they are desperate to have minorities around. Thus
the humor of calling them “white.” In fact, as anyone who went to an integrated
high school can testify, Lander’s use of the word “white” is almost exactly the
black American usage—as in, “that’s so white.” Add the word “bread” and you
have it down.

Who are these strange people? Briefly, they are America’s ruling class.
Here at UR we call them Brahmins. The Brahmin tribe is adoptive rather than
hereditary. Anyone can be a Brahmin, and in fact the less “white” your back-
ground the better, because it means your achievements are all your own. As
with the Hindu original, your status as a Brahmin is not a function of money,
but of your success as a scholar, scientist, artist, or public servant. Brahmins
are people who work with their minds.

Brahmins are the ruling class because they are literally the people who gov-
ern. Public policies in the modern democratic system are generally formulated
by Brahmins, typically at the NGOs where these “white people” like to congre-
gate. And while not every progressive is a Brahmin and not every Brahmin is

't has become common to use the initialism “SWPL” (pronounced “swipple”) to refer to the Stuff White
People Like tribe.


http://stuffwhitepeoplelike.wordpress.com/
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stuff_White_People_Like

a progressive, the equation generally follows.

Most important, the Brahmin identity is inextricably bound up with the
American university system. If you are a Brahmin, your status is either con-
ferred by academic success, or by some quasi-academic achievement, like writ-
ing a book, saving the Earth, etc. Thus it’s unsurprising that most Brahmins are
quite intelligent and sophisticated. They have to be. If they can’t at least fake
it, they’re not Brahmins.

The natural enemy of the Brahmin is, of course, the red-state American.
I used to use another Hindu caste name for this tribe—Vaisyas—but 1 think
it’s more evocative to call them Townies.> As a progressive you are probably
a Brahmin, you know these people, and you don’t like them. They are fat,
they are exclusively white, they live in the suburbs or worse, they are into oak
and crochet and minivans, and of course they tend to be Republicans. If they
went to college at all, they gritted their teeth through the freshman diversity
requirement. And their work may be white-collar, but it has no real intellectual
content.

(It’s interesting how much simpler American politics becomes once you
look at it through this tribal lens. You often see this in Third World countries—
there will be, say, the Angolan People’s Movement and the Democratic Angolan
Front. Each will swear up and down that they work for the future of the entire
Angolan people. But you notice that everyone in the APM is an Ovambo, and
everyone in the DAF is a Bakongo.)

The status relationship between Brahmins and Townies is clear: Brahmins
are higher, Townies are lower. When Brahmins hate Townies, the attitude is
contempt. When Townies hate Brahmins, the attitude is resentment. The two
are impossible to confuse. If Brahmins and Townies shared a stratified dialect,
the Brahmins would speak acrolect and the Townies mesolect.

In other words, Brahmins are more fashionable than Townies. Brahmin
tastes, which are basically better tastes, flow downward toward Townies.
Twenty years ago, “health food” was a niche ultra-Brahmin quirk. Now it’s

ZMoldbug later coined an even better term for this group: Amerikaners, in analogy with the Afrikaners of South
Africa. As he writes in “How to occupy and govern a foreign territory”:

Like their lexical analogues, the Amerikaners are a cultural group of European stock, but their
present-day traditions cannot be easily connected with any group in modern Europe.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Post-creole_speech_continuum
https://www.unqualified-reservations.org/2008/09/how-to-occupy-and-govern-foreign/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Afrikaner
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everywhere. Suburbanites drink espresso, shop at Whole Foods, listen to alter-
native rock, you name it.

Thus we see why progressivism is more fashionable than conservatism.
Progressive celebrities, for example, are everywhere. Conservative ones are
exceptions. Although many progressive celebrities appear to be quite sincere
in their beliefs, cold calculation would suffice: Bono’s PR people are happy
that he’s speaking out against AIDS. Mel Gibson’s PR people are not happy
that he’s speaking out against the Jews.

So when we question conservatism, we are thinking in a way that is natural
and sensible for people of our tribe: we are attacking the enemy. And the enemy
is, indeed, a pushover. In fact the enemy is suspiciously easy to push over.

Look at the entire lifecycle of conservatism. The whole thing stinks. Virus
X replicates in the minds of uneducated, generally less intelligent people.
Townies are, in fact, the same basic tribe that gave us Hitler and Mussolini.
Its intellectual institutions, such as they are, are subsidized fringe newspapers,
TV channels, and weirdo think-tanks supported by eccentric tycoons. In gov-
ernment, the bastions of conservatism are the military, whose purpose is to kill
people, and any agency in which corporate lobbyists can make a buck, e.g., by
raping the environment.

Whereas virus Y, if “virus” is indeed the name for it, replicates in the most
distinguished circles in America, indeed the world: the top universities, the
great newspapers, the old foundations such as Rockefeller and Carnegie and
Ford. Its drooling zombies are the smartest and most successful people in the
country, indeed the world. In government it builds world peace, protects the
environment, looks after the poor, and educates children.

The truth of the matter is that progressivism is the mainstream American
tradition. This is not to say it hasn’t changed in the last 200 years, or even
the last 50: it has. However, if we look at the ideas and ideals taught and
studied at Harvard during the life of the country, we see a smooth progression
up to now, we do not see any violent reversals or even inflection points, and
we end up with good old modern-day progressivism. Of course, by “American
tradition” we mean the New England tradition—if the Civil War had turned
out differently, things might have gone otherwise. But when you realize that
Nathaniel Hawthorne wrote a novel about a hippie commune 150 years ago,


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bono
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bono#Philanthropic_work
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mel_Gibson
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mel_Gibson#Alcohol_abuse_and_legal_issues
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Blithedale_Romance
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you realize that nothing is new under the sun.

As Machiavelli put it: if you strike at a king, strike to kill.> Conservatism,
which is barely 50 years old, and which has numerous shabby roots, can be
mocked and belittled and scorned. The difference between criticizing conser-
vatism and criticizing progressivism is the difference between criticizing Mor-
monism and criticizing Christianity. You can’t doubt progressivism just a little.
You have to doubt it on a grand scale.

To say that conservatism is a corrupt and delusional tradition, no more than
some “virus X,” is to say that it’s a tick on the side of America, an aberration,
an abortion, an error to be corrected. A failure of education, of leadership, of
progress. A small thing, really.

To doubt progressivism is to doubt the American idea itself—because pro-
gressivism is where that idea has ended up. If progressivism is “virus Y,” Amer-
ica itself is infected. What is the cure for that? It is a strange and terrible
thought, a promise of apocalypse.

And yet it makes an awful kind of sense. For one thing, if you were a
mental virus, which tradition would you choose to infect? The central current
of American thought, or some benighted backwater? The Brahmins, or the
Townies? The fashionable people, or the unfashionable ones?

Copy your DNA into the New York Times, and it will trickle down to Fox
News in twenty or thirty years. Copy yourself into Fox News, and you might
influence the next election. Or two. But how lasting is that? How many people
are intellectually moved by George W. Bush? (Repulsion doesn’t count.)

As a Brahmin (I’1l assume you’re a Brahmin), you live inside virus Y. You
are one of the zombies. Your entire worldview has been formed by Harvard, the
Times, and the rest of what, back in David Mamet’s day, they used to call the
Establishment. Everything you know about government and history and science
and society has been filtered by these institutions. Obviously, this narrative does
not contradict itself. But is it true?

3This formulation is attributed to Ralph Waldo Emerson and was popularized by Oliver Wendell Holmes. The
quote that inspired it appears in Machiavelli’s The Prince:

Upon this, one has to remark that men ought either to be well treated or crushed, because they
can avenge themselves of lighter injuries, of more serious ones they cannot; therefore the injury
that is to be done to a man ought to be of such a kind that one does not stand in fear of revenge.


http://www.barrypopik.com/index.php/new_york_city/entry/if_youre_going_to_shoot_the_king_dont_miss
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ralph_Waldo_Emerson
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oliver_Wendell_Holmes_Jr.
https://simple.wikiquote.org/wiki/Niccol%C3%B2_Machiavelli#Sourced_quotes
http://www.gutenberg.org/files/1232/1232-h/1232-h.htm
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Well, it mostly doesn’t contradict itself. It’s very well put together. In some
places, though, if you look really closely, I think you can see a stitch or two.
You don’t need to sail to the edge of the world, like Jim Carrey in The Truman
Show. All you need, for starters, just to tickle your doubt muscle and get it
twitching a little, is a few details that don’t quite fit.

Let’s start off with three questions. We’ll play a little game: you try coming
up with a progressive answer, I’ll try coming up with a non-progressive answer.
We’ll see which one makes more sense.

I don’t mean these questions don’t have progressive answers, because they
do. Everything has a progressive answer, just as it has a conservative answer.
There is no shortage of progressives to compose answers. But I don’t think
these questions have satisfying progressive answers. Of course, you will have
to judge this yourself with your own good taste.

One: what’s up with the Third World?

Here, for example, is a Times story on the fight against malaria. Often, as
with politicians, journalists speak the truth in a fit of absent-mindedness, when
their real concern is something else. If you read the story, you might notice the
same astounding graf that I did:

And the world changed. Before the 1960s, colonial governments
and companies fought malaria because their officials often lived in
remote outposts like Nigeria’s hill stations and Vietnam’s Marble
Mountains. Independence movements led to freedom, but also of-
ten to civil war, poverty, corrupt government and the collapse of
medical care.

Let’s focus on that last sentence. Independence movements led to freedom, but
also often to civil war, poverty, corrupt government and the collapse of medical
care.

I often find it useful to imagine that I’m an alien from the planet Jupiter. If I
read this sentence, I would ask: what is this word freedom? What, exactly, does
this writer mean by freedom? Especially in the context of civil war, poverty,
and corrupt government?

What we see here is that independence movements—which the writer clear-
ly believes are a good thing—Ied to some very concrete and very, very awful
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results, in addition to this curious abstraction—freedom. Clearly, whatever free-
dom means 1n this particular context, it’s such a great positive that even when
you add it to civil war, poverty, corrupt government and the collapse of medical
care, the result still exceeds zero.

Isn’t that strange? Might we not be tempted to revisit this particular piece
of arithmetic? But we can’t—because if we postulate that colonial govern-
ments and companies (Whatever these were), with their absence of freedom,
were somehow preferable to independence movements, which created this same
freedom (the words freedom and independence appear to be synonyms in this
context), we are off the progressive reservation.

In fact, not only are we off the progressive reservation, we’re off the con-
servative reservation. No one believes this. You will not find anyone on Fox
News or townhall.com or any but the fringiest of fringe publications claiming
that colonialism, with its intrinsic absence of freedom and its strangely effective
malaria control (note how the writer implies, without actually saying, that this
was only delivered for the selfish purposes of the evil colonial overlords), was
in any way superior to postcolonialism, with its freedom, its malaria, its civil
war, etc.

And what, exactly, is this word independence? It seems to mean the same
thing as freedom, and yet, it is strange. For example, consider this Post op-ed,
by Michelle Gavin of the CFR, which starts with the following intriguing lines:

When Zimbabwe became an independent country in 1980, it was a
focal point for international optimism about Africa’s future. Today,
Zimbabwe is a basket case of a country.

Let’s put our alien-from-Jupiter hat back on, and consider the phrase: When
Zimbabwe became an independent country in 1980...

In English as she is normally spoke, the word independent is composed of
the prefix in, meaning “not,” and the suffix dependent, meaning “dependent.”
So, for example, when the United States became independent, it meant that no
external party was funding or controlling her government. If my daughter were
to become independent, it would mean that she was making her own decisions
in the world, and I didn’t need to give her a bottle every three hours.


https://archive.is/ipDSI
https://www.cfr.org/

14 CHAPTER 1. A HORIZON MADE OF CANVAS

In the case of Zimbabwe, however, this word seems to have changed
strangely and taken on an almost opposite meaning. From La Wik:

The Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) of Rhodesia
from the United Kingdom was signed on November 11, 1965 by the
administration of Ian Smith, whose Rhodesian Front party opposed
black majority rule in the then British colony. Although it declared
independence from the United Kingdom it maintained allegiance to
Queen Elizabeth II. The British government, the Commonwealth,
and the United Nations condemned the move as illegal. Rhode-
sia reverted to de facto and de jure British control as “the British
Dependency of Southern Rhodesia” for a brief period in 1979 to
1980, before regaining its independence as Zimbabwe in 1980.

So, strangely enough, the country now known as Zimbabwe declared indepen-
dence in 1965, much as the US declared independence in 1776. The former,
however, was not genuine independence, but rather illegal independence. In or-
der to gain genuine, /egal independence, the country now known as Zimbabwe
had to first revert to British control, i.e., surrender its illegal independence. Are
you feeling confused yet? It gets better:

When Zimbabwe became an independent country in 1980, it was a
focal point for international optimism about Africa’s future. Today,
Zimbabwe is a basket case of a country. Over the past decade, the
refusal of President Robert Mugabe and his ruling party to tolerate
challenges to their power has led them to systematically dismantle
the most effective workings of Zimbabwe’s economic and politi-
cal systems, replacing these with structures of corruption, blatant
patronage and repression.

So: the independent rulers of the new, free Zimbabwe have refused to tol-
erate challenges to their power. Thus, the international optimism held by Ms.
Gavin (who perhaps needed a bottle or two herself in 1980) and her ilk, has
given way to pessimism, and the place is now a basket case. And who might
have been challenging good President Mugabe’s power? Presumably someone
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who did not intend to dismantle the most effective workings of Zimbabwe's eco-
nomic and political systems—thus earning the friendship of Ms. Gavin and her
not-uninfluential ilk. This independence, as you can see, is a very curious thing.

In the sense of doing its own thing and never, ever needing a bottle, there
is actually one remarkably independent country in the world. It’s called Soma-
liland, and it is not recognized by anyone in the international community. The
Wikipedia page for Somaliland’s capital, Hargeisa, achieves a glorious level of
unintentional high comedy:

Aid from foreign governments was non-existent, making it unusual
in Africa for its low level of dependence in foreign aid. While
Somaliland is de-facto as an independent country it is not de-jure
(legally) recognized internationally. Hence, the government of So-
maliland can not access IMF and World Bank assistance.

Isn’t all of this quite curious? Doesn’t it remind you even a little bit of the scene
in which Jim Carrey rams his yacht into the matte painting at the edge of the
world?

Two: what is nationalism? And is it good, or bad?

This question is rather similar to question one. I thought of it when a pro-
gressive blogger for whom I have great respect made the ofthand comment that
“Ho Chi Minh was a nationalist.” “Sure,” I found myself thinking. “And so
1s Pat Buchanan.” It wasn’t the time, but I saved this little mot d’escalier and
can’t resist bringing it back up now, like bad fish.

Unlike independence, 1 think everyone pretty much agrees on the defini-
tion of nationalism. Nationalism (from the Latin natus, birth) is when people
of a common linguistic, ethnic, or racial heritage feel the need to act collec-
tively as a single political entity. German nationalism is when Germans do it,
Vietnamese nationalism is when Vietnamese do it, black nationalism is when
African-Americans do it, American nationalism is when Pat Buchanan does it.

And this is where the agreement ends. La Wik’s opening paragraph is a
masterpiece of obfuscation:

Nationalism is a term referring to a doctrine or political movement
that holds that a nation, usually defined in terms of ethnicity or
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culture, has the right to constitute an independent or autonomous
political community based on a shared history and common des-
tiny. Most nationalists believe the borders of the state should be
congruent with the borders of the nation. However, recently na-
tionalists have rejected the concept of “congruency” for sake of
its reciprocal value. Contemporary nationalists would argue that
the nation should be administered by a single state, not that a state
should be governed by a single nation. Occasionally, nationalist
efforts can be plagued by chauvinism or imperialism. These ex-
nationalist efforts such as those propagated by fascist movements
in the twentieth century, still hold the nationalist concept that na-
tionality is the most important aspect of one’s identity, while some
of them have attempted to define the nation, inaccurately, in terms
of race or genetics. Fortunately, contemporary nationalists reject
the racist chauvinism of these groups, and remain confident that na-
tional identity supersedes biological attachment to an ethnic group.

Everything between them 1s pure nonsense as far as I can tell, but note the direct
contradiction of the first and the last sentences. How can you be a nationalist,
even a contemporary nationalist, if you believe that national identity super-
sedes biological attachment to an ethnic group? If nationalism isn’t plagued
by racist chauvinism, in what sense is it nationalism at all?

And so: if I’'m a Czech and I live in Austria-Hungary, do I have a right to
my own country? Should I make violence and terror and bomb until I get it?
What if I'm a German and I live in Czechoslovakia? Should I make violence
and terror and bomb?

A number of Germans noticed this very odd thing in the *20s and ’30s.
They noticed that America and her friends were very much committed to na-
tional self-determination, that is, unless you happened to be German. Czech
nationalism was good—yvery good. German nationalism was bad—very bad.

Once you start looking for this little stitch in the canvas, you find it every-
where. It is good, very good, to be a black nationalist. In [’affaire Wright we
have seen the intimacy between progressivism and black nationalism—so well
illustrated by Tom Wolfe. Indeed, every reputable university in America has a
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department in which students can essentially major in black nationalism.

On the other hand, it is bad, very bad, to be a Southern nationalist. Any
connection to Southern nationalism instantly renders one a pariah. Of course,
Southern nationalists have sinned. But then again, so have black nationalists.
Are Americans, black or white, really better off for the activities of the Black
Panthers, the Nation of Islam, or even the good Rev. Wright?

Similarly, it is good to be a Vietnamese nationalist. It is still bad to be a Ger-
man nationalist, or a British nationalist, or even a French nationalist. Germans,
Brits, and Frenchmen are supposed to believe in the common destiny of all hu-
manity. Vietnamese, Mexicans, or Czechs are free to believe in the common
destiny of Vietnamese, Mexicans, or Czechs. (Actually, I’'m not sure about the
Czechs. This one may have changed.)

Does this make sense? Does it make any freakin’ sense at all?

Since this subject is so touchy, I will let my feelings on it slip: I don’t believe
in any kind of nationalism. Of course, being a Jacobite and all, I also believe in
Strafford’s Thorough, so you might not want to be getting your constitutional
tips from me.

Three: what’s so bad about the Nazis?

Okay, they murdered ten million people or so. That’s bad. There’s really
no defending the unprovoked massacre of millions of civilians.

On the other hand, I really really recommend Human Smoke by Nicholson
Baker, which (according to the book blurb) gives “a wide-ranging, astonish-
ingly fresh perspective on the political and social landscape that gave rise to
World War I1.” Baker is a progressive and pacifist of immaculate credentials
(his previous achievement was a novel which fantasized about assassinating
President Bush), and what Human Smoke drums into you is not a specific mes-
sage, but the same thing I keep saying: the pieces of the picture do not fit to-
gether. They almost fit, but they don’t quite fit. The genius of Baker’s book is
that he simply shows you the picture not fitting, and leaves the analysis up to
you.

For example: we are taught that the Nazis were bad because they committed
mass murder, to wit, the Holocaust. On the other hand... (a): none of the parties
fighting against the Nazis, including us, seems to have given much of a damn
about the Jews or the Holocaust; (b): one of the parties on our side was the


https://aaas.fas.harvard.edu/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trent_Lott
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ku_klux_klan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zebra_murders
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thorough
https://www.amazon.com/Human-Smoke-Beginnings-World-Civilization-ebook/dp/B0013TPVVU/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nicholson_Baker
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nicholson_Baker

18 CHAPTER 1. A HORIZON MADE OF CANVAS

Soviet Union, whose record of mass murder was known at the time and was at
least as awful as the Nazis’.

And, of course, (c): the Allies positively reveled in the aerial mass inciner-
ation of German and Japanese civilians. They didn’t kill six million, but they
killed one or two. There was a military excuse for this, but it was quite strained.
It was better than the Nazis’ excuse for murdering the Jews (who they saw, of
course, as enemy civilians), but the death toll was still appalling.

And as Baker does not mention, our heroes, the Allies, also had no qualms
about deporting a million Russian refugees to the gulag after the war, or about
lending hundreds of thousands of German prisoners as slave laborers to the So-
viets. The idea of World War II as a war for human rights is simply ahistorical.
It doesn’t fit. If Nazi human-rights violations were not the motivation for the
war that created the world we live in now—what was?

Furthermore, Baker, who is of course a critic of American foreign policy
today, sees nothing but confusion when he tries to apply the same standards to
Iraq and to Germany. If Abu Ghraib is an unbridgeable obstacle to imposing
democracy by force on Iraq, what about Dresden or Hamburg and Germany?
Surely it’s worse to burn tens of thousands of people alive, than to make one
stand on a box wearing fake wires and a funny hat? Or is Iraq just different
from Germany? But that would be racism, wouldn’t it?

Beyond this is the peculiar asymmetry in the treatment of fascist mass mur-
der, versus Marxist mass murder. Both ideologies clearly have a history of mass
murder. If numbers count—and why wouldn’t they?—Marxism is ahead by an
order of magnitude. Yet somehow, today, fascism or anything reminiscent of
it 1s pure poison and untouchable, whereas Marxism is at best a kind of pecca-
dillo. John Zmirak pulls off a lovely parody of this here, and while I have yet
to read Roberto Bolafio the reviews are quite glowing.

Neither the Soviet Union nor the Third Reich is with us today, but the
most recent historical examples are North Korea and South Africa. North Ko-
rea is clearly somewhat Stalinist, while apartheid South Africa had looser but
still discernible links to Nazism. I welcome anyone who wants to claim that
South Africa, whose border fences were designed to keep immigrants out, was
a worse violator of human rights than North Korea, an entire country turned
into a prison. And yet we see the same asymmetry—*“engagement” with North
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Korea, pure hostility against South Africa. If you can imagine the New York
Philharmonic visiting Pretoria in an attempt to build trust between the two coun-
tries, you are firmly in Bolafioworld.

Again: this is just weird. As with nationalism, each individual case can be
explained on its own terms. Put all the cases together, and double standards are
everywhere. And yet the inconsistencies do not seem random. There seems
to be a mysterious X factor which the Nazis have and the Soviets don’t, or the
South Africans have and the North Koreans don’t. The treatment may not just
be based on X, it may be X + human rights, but it is definitely not just human
rights. And yet X does not appear in the explanation.

X seems to be related to the fact that the Nazis are “right-wing” and the
Soviets “left-wing.” As the French put it: pas d’ennemis a gauche, pas d’amis
a droite.* But why? What do “right-wing” and “left-wing” even mean? Weren’t
the Soviet and Nazi systems both totalitarian dictatorships? If Communism is
“too hot,” fascism is “too cold,” and liberal democracy is “just right,” why not
oppose Communism and fascism equally? In fact, the former is much more
successful, at least since 1945, so you’d think people would be more worried
about it.

Again, we are left with pure confusion. It is simply not possible that the
horizon is made of canvas. And yet our boat has crashed into it, and left a big

rip.

#Usually rendered in English as “No enemies to the left, no friends to the right.”
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Chapter 2

More Historical Anomalies

In Chapter 1, we looked at three anomalies in progressive political thought:
a surprising definition of the word independence, an oscillatory ambivalence
around the concept of nationalism, and a chiral gradient in sensitivity to human
rights violations.

These particular anomalies are not just progressive. They are in fact mod-
ern. They are generally shared across the conservative—progressive spectrum.
They are even shared by most libertarians—except maybe the Randians, who
have epistemic troubles of their own. They are simply as close to universal as
it comes.

Unless, of course, the past is allowed to dissent. Because when we look
backward a little, we see that these ideas come along quite recently. They are
fresh. Very fresh. To a progressive, of course, this is mere progress. But if
you are also an evolutionary geneticist, you might also call it a selective sweep.
Obviously, our anomalies have some competitive advantage. But what might
that advantage be?

Well, perhaps the anomalies have prevailed because—in some way that we
maybe don’t quite understand completely yet—they are good and sweet and
true. After all, people would rather think thoughts that are good and sweet and
true. They would also prefer to share such with their friends. Because it is so
obvious, so elegant, and so widely believed, we’ll label this the null hypothesis.

I’'m going to interrupt the discussion for a moment and digress. Since this
is after all the 21st century, perhaps we can enliven our proceedings with a little
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mixed media.

Here’s a YouTube clip of a protester in the recent violence in Kenya. As
far as I can tell, no one is harmed in this 80-second clip, but otherwise it’s as
dramatic as it gets: it has a talky start, a shocking climax, and a happy ending.

Well, it’s sort of a happy ending. At least, the blue car gets away. BTW, I
lied: the “protester” is hard to follow, but his corner seems to be here.! “Metro”
is this.? If you were fooled (sorry), try watching it again with this perspective.

I think this clip is a good litmus test for whether you’ve sneaked into the
auditorium without a permission slip, or whether you really are a progressive.

If youreally are a progressive, when you try to connect the clip above (which
might well have been staged) with the broad sweep of human history, you will
think of Hitler or Mussolini or maybe even George W. Bush.

Why? Because our protagonist is behaving exactly like them. His actions
are tribal, territorial, and predatory. As one of our great Vulcan thinkers once
put it: “every ten years or so, the United States needs to pick up some small
crappy little country and throw it against the wall, just to show the world we
mean business.” I’'m sure the people who decided to invade Iraq had many
goals, all of which they imagined in entirely benevolent terms. But I really
have trouble believing that this wasn’t at least one of them.

If you sneaked in—who knows what you think? Something awful, I suspect.
Kids, this presentation is not for you. Can’t you just slink back to your slimy
holes for once? (Note to all: in case you ever find your nice, clean, progressive
discussion forums overrun with Nazis, you can drive them away by making the
Jew-noise: “Joo! Joo!” It’s better than the Mosquito.)

In any case, thanks for participating in our first experimental test of URTV.
More videos are not coming soon. Let’s get back to these anomalies.

We will continue by assuming two things about the null hypothesis. One is
that it’s basically true. Two is that any small ways in which it may be imperfect
are (a) minor, (b) accidental, and (¢) either self-correcting or at least correctable.
Since this is basically what progressives (and most non-progressives) believe,
it 1s only fair to start with it.

It’s a pity, though, that it leaves us with these odd asymmetries. It is easy to

The clip actually depicts an American vagrant who violently defends a street corner in Las Vegas, Nevada.
2“Metro” is a slang term for the Las Vegas Police Department.
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note that progressives, as well as most non-progressives, express these mental
adaptations. It is hard to understand why. This is especially true since progres-
sive thought seems to lack any sort of theology, which can explain just about
anything. (Why are people with red hair and blue eyes evil? Because that’s
how Baal made them.)

So our three anomalies have three things in common. One: progressives
have explanations for all of them, but these explanations seem less than usually
compelling. Two: these strained explanations are generally shared not just by
progressives, but also by their enemies, the “conservatives.”

And three: there is a single anti-progressive hypothesis, which is obviously
on its face wrong or at least incomplete, but can at least be explained in terms
that do not require a gentleman to hurl his Sartor Resartus at his dinner com-
panions, and seems to explain them all quite nicely with plenty of headroom
left over.

The hypothesis is that the “international community”—a phrase we see used
on a pretty regular basis, although perhaps we are not quite as clear as we might
be as to what exactly it might mean—is, and always has been, a fundamentally
predatory force.

The fact that falsifies the hypothesis—at least for me—is that my father
was a US diplomat, and if the “international community” means anything it
must mean Foggy Bottom. And I can tell you that it is simply impossible to
mistake a transnational bureaucrat (or tranzi) for an SS officer, or vice versa. If
the Third Reich is your image of an international predator—and why shouldn’t
it be? Can’t we make Hitler work for us?—the adjective is clearly misapplied.

As anyone who has ever known any number of progressives knows, pro-
gressives are generally decent, intelligent and well-meaning people. Moreover,
this fact does not stop at the edges of government. By definition, decent, in-
telligent and well-meaning people are not predatory. Since the “international
community” is clearly progressive, the hypothesis is falsified. Whew!

But, not endorsing this false hypothesis, but simply using it as a tool of argu-
ment, it sure is interesting to look at how nicely it explains our little anomalies.
It may or may not be productive to replace three poorly explained phenomena
by one incorrect assumption. But at least it reduces the number of problems.
Let’s work through them one by one.
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First: what happened to the Third World?

Well, that’s pretty easy. It was conquered and devastated by the “interna-
tional community.” Admittedly, the “devastated” part kind of sucks. But when
you’re a predator, it’s better to conquer and devastate than not to conquer at all,
n’est-ce pas?

Let’s take a look at this independence thing. What exactly is a multilateral
declaration of independence? Since it’s not this?

Well, on the sweet and good and true side, a multilateral declaration of in-
dependence seems to involve a change in the ethnicity of government officials.
Foreign officials are replaced by native-born officials. Clearly, for example,
it would be an outrage for true-born Americans to be governed by a dirty no-
good Mex—oh, wait. We’re progressives. We’re not racists. Ethnicity means
nothing to us.

Well, the postcolonial regimes are no longer controlled from overseas. They
can do whatever they want. They’re free!

Sure they are. They’re so free that they’ve received $2.6 trillion in aid since
1960. Does the phrase “who pays the piper calls the tune” ring any bells? Again,
in English at least, the word “independence” is a compound of the prefix in-,
meaning not, and dependent, meaning dependent.

And what does it mean for a government to be “free,” anyway? Is the gov-
ernment of North Korea “free?” What about ExxonMobil? Or the Democratic
Party? I have a fairly good understanding of what it means for a human being
to be “free.” When it comes to an organization, especially one which claims to
be a “government,” I’'m quite without a clue.

One test we can apply for independence, which should be pretty conclu-
sive, is that the structures of government in a genuinely independent country
should tend to resemble the structures that existed before it was subjugated—
rather than the structures of some other country on which it may happen to
be, um, dependent. These structures should be especially unlikely to resemble
structures in other newly independent countries, with which it presumably has
nothing in common.

In other words: after 1960, did the Third World become more Westernized
or less Westernized? Did it revert to its pre-Western political systems, rejecting
the foreign tissue like a bad transplant? Or did it become a more and more
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slavish imitation of the West?

There is exactly one region in which the former happened: the Persian Gulf.
Not that the Gulf states are utterly un-Westernized, but their political systems
are clearly the least Western in the world. Oddly enough, the Gulf states also
happen to be “independent” in the good old financial sense of the word. There
are also two exceptions in Africa: Somaliland, which fell through the cracks,
and Botswana, which has diamonds.

(You will sometimes hear Botswana described as a model of African de-
mocracy. How fortunate that the Botswanan people should be so wise as to
elect, as their first President, none other than their hereditary monarch. In prac-
tice the place is more or less run by De Beers, on the good old United Fruit
model.)

Across most of the Third World, however, we see a very simple transition:
from the traditional forms of government and tribal leaders whom the British,
French, Rhodesians, etc., supported at a local or even regional level in the pol-
icy of indirect rule, to a new elite selected and educated in Western missions,
schools and universities. In Africa these men are called the wa-Benzi—*“wa” is
the Swahili prefix for “tribe,” and I think “Benzi” speaks for itself.

Moreover, the rhetoric of tiers-mondisme is and was almost the same every-
where. If Algeria and Vietnam were truly growing up and following their own
destinies, you might think the former would be ruled by a Dey and the latter
by emperors and mandarins. You’d certainly be surprised to find that they both
had an organization called the “National Liberation Front.”

And finally, perhaps the subtlest aspect of dependency is power dependency.
To whom did this rash of fresh presidents, congresses and liberation fronts owe
its existence? Where, exactly, did Macmillan’s Wind of Change blow from?
For that matter, who cares about all these people now? Why does a vast river
of cash still flow from European and American taxpayers to these weird, camo-
bedecked, mirrorshaded thugs?

Well, one theory is that the brave liberation fronts seized power through
their own military prowess. Or the unquenchable anger of the people at foreign
domination, which could no longer be repressed. Or the fiery will of the work-
ers, which blazed out once too often. Or the shining light of education, which
brought the dream of democracy to our little brown brothers. Or... I’m afraid
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Professor Frankfurt has taught us much on this subject.

In fact you’ll see that in pretty much every case, including some that may
surprise you (here’s a great primary source) the liberation fronts achieved pow-
er because they had powerful friends. Sometimes the friends were in Paris,
sometimes they were in London, sometimes they were even in Moscow. But for
the most part they were in New York and Washington. (There’s an excellent new
film on this subject—from Barbet Schroeder, the man who gave us General Idi
Amin Dada, reality’s answer to Forest Whitaker. It’s called Terror’s Advocate,
and you gotta see it.)

Once again: if this is “independence,” I’m a three-eyed donkey. Note that
the English language has a perfectly good word for a regime which appears
to be independent, but in reality is dependent. It starts with “p” and rhymes
with “muppet.” In fact, perhaps “muppet” is a good term for the post-1945
postcolonial regimes.

A muppet state is not quite a puppet state. It delivers a far more lifelike
impression of individual identity. It has not just an invisible hand supporting it
from below, but invisible strings pulling it from above. In fact, muppet states
often appear quite hostile to their masters. There are a variety of reasons for
this—one is internal conflict within the master state, which we’ll get to in a
bit—but the simplest is just camouflage.

The classic story is de Gaulle’s legendary obstreperousness during World
War II. De Gaulle had to cause problems for the British and Americans, because
his whole story was that he represented the true spirit of oppressed France—
rather than being just some guy that Churchill set up in an office, which is of
course exactly what he was. Furthermore, because a blatant display of puppetry
would have been no use to the Allies, they had to tolerate his acting out.

The phenomenon of dependent rebellion is quite familiar to anyone who
has ever been a teenager, an analogy that’s a good guide to the sort of “inde-
pendence” we see in the likes of a Mugabe, a Castro or even a Khomeini—each
a member of the “I got my job through the New York Times” club.

It’s easy to see what a network of postcolonial muppet states harnessed to the
hegemonic will of an imperial alien overlord looks like. We have the perfect
example: the Warsaw Pact, and its assorted flunkeys in Africa and Asia. (In
fact, we have two evil muppet empires to look at, because the Maoists spun
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off their own.) The Marxist-Leninist muppet states all insisted fervently that
they were liberated, independent, etc., and that their alliances were brotherly
partnerships of equals, with their own Politburos and everything. And of course
the whole enterprise was run by Comrade Brezhnev, from the white phone in
his petit salon. Even Hitler’s quislings in New Order Europe did not exhibit
quite this level of gall—there was no pretence that Vichy France, for example,
was an equal of the Third Reich.

And since the Soviet and Western blocs often competed for the same set of
muppets—ifor example, Nasser, Tito, and even Ho Chi Minh, who never lost
his popularity out in Langley—I’m afraid the pattern is really quite clear.

So from our counterfactual perspective, the story of the Third World is quite
clear. In the second half of the 20th century, the Third World passed from its
old colonial masters, the British, French and Portuguese, who were certainly
no angels but who were perhaps at least a little less brazen, to a new set of
ruthless and cynical overlords, the Cold War powers, whose propaganda skills
were matched only by the devastation that their trained thugs unleashed. Under
the mendacious pretext of “liberation” and “independence,” most remnants of
non-European governing traditions were destroyed. Major continents such as
Africa were reduced to desolate slums ruled by corrupt, well-connected fat cats,
much of whose loot went straight from Western taxpayers to Swiss banks.

What’s especially interesting is that when we step back and consider the
history of the non-Western world since 1500, we see a broad trend that does not
reverse course at all the 20th century. If anything, the 20th century is more of
the same, only more so.

We see four basic structures of government: native rule with private Western
trade, native rule under the protection of chartered companies or other monopo-
lies (like the East India Company, the British South Africa Company, Anaconda
Copper, etc., etc.), classic nationalized colonialism with indirect rule, and the
postcolonial muppet states.

Across all these stages, as time increases, we see the following trends. One,
the non-European world becomes culturally and politically Westernized. Two,
more and more Westerners are employed in the actual task of governing them.
(I don’t know the ratio of aid workers today to colonial administrators 50 years
ago, but I’'m sure it’s tremendous.) And three, the profits accruing to the West
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from all of this activity dwindle away and are replaced by massive losses.
(“Aid” is essentially a subsidy to the muppet states, which are to the old char-
tered companies as a Lada factory is to a Honda factory.)

Who benefits from these trends? The “international community,” i.e., the
vast army of international administrators who labor diligently and ineffectively
at healing the great wounds they have torn in the side of the world. Who
loses? Everyone else—Western taxpayers in the usual slow, relentless dribble,
Africans and Asians in the gigantic revolutionary hemorrhage of “civil war,
poverty, corrupt government and the collapse of medical care.”

If you read travel narratives of what is now the Third World from before
World War II (I’ve just been enjoying Erna Fergusson’s Guatemala, for exam-
ple), you simply don’t see anything like the misery, squalor and barbarism that
is everywhere today. (Fergusson describes Guatemala City as “clean.” I kid
you not.) What you do see is social and political structures, whether native or
colonial, that are clearly not American in origin, and that are unacceptable not
only by modern American standards but even by 1930s American standards.

So, again, we have two theories of the “international community.” One, its
own, depicts it as the savior and liberator of the planet, and essentially global
and universal in nature. Two, the one I’ve just developed, shows it as a ravenous
predator, the dominant player in a second Scramble for Africa with Asia and
South America added to the plate—essentially, a new version of the Delian
League, with Washington in the part of Athens.

And neither quite makes sense. The first hypothesis is very hopeful and
reassuring, and most people believe it, but it has these odd, Orwellian tics in
the way it uses English. And the second is, once again, quite counterfactual.
I know these people. They are not at all predatory. There is no denying that
transnational bureaucrats have the world’s best interests at heart, and they are
certainly not in any way American nationalists. They simply do not remind me,
in any way, shape or form, of Corner Man.?

So let’s put this conundrum aside and move on to the second anomaly: na-
tionalism. I hope it’s not too much of a surprise that this turns out to be a special
case of the first.

3That is, the violent vagrant from the video referenced above.
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Nationalist regimes and movements are good when they’re doing God’s
work, 1.e., their goal is to become nice, multilateral members of the “interna-
tional community.” Nationalist regimes and movements are bad when they
“defy international opinion” and turn against said community, which wants
nothing other than to be able to love them as its beloved children. In other
words: the enemy of my enemy is my friend. Typical Machiavellian predatory
behavior.

It is always pleasant to depart from the bleak, mendacious twentieth cen-
tury and return to its predecessor, whose leaders could be just as unscrupulous
but who dressed much better. There was an “international community” in the
nineteenth century as well, and at least in the Old World, it operated out of one
place: London.

Quick association test! The unification of Italy—good or bad? I’ll bet you
said “good.” Well, here’s a little story.

A couple of years ago Mrs. Moldbug and I spent three weeks in Italy. For
the first week we split a villa in Cilento with some friends, which was lovely if
a little buggy, and involved inhaling enormous quantities of limoncello. Next
we thought we’d take our backpacks and bop around on the train a little. Our
first stop: Naples.

I’'m afraid it’s not for nothing that northern Italians say “Garibaldi didn’t
unite Italy, he divided Africa.” Obviously, this is a racist statement and I can’t
condone it. But even the Lonely Planet warns travellers that “you might think
you’re in Cairo or Tangier.” I have never been to Cairo or Tangier, but if they
are anything like Naples, God help them.

The 3000-year-old city of Naples is a reeking, garbage-ridden sewer. This
year there was an actual garbage strike, but the problem is perennial—there was
a giant, seemingly permanent mound of it right across the street from our LP-
recommended albergo. At all times, almost everyone on the street appears to be
a criminal, especially at night. The streets are ruinous, unlit, and patrolled by
thieves on mopeds. We saw one pull up in front of an old lady carrying a bag
of groceries, openly inspect her goods for anything worth stealing, then scoot
away. Apparently they have a reputation for ripping earrings out of womens’
ears.

From Naples you can take the Trans-Vesuviano to Pompeii. This train has
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a wonderful name, but its main purpose appears to be to transport criminals
from the Stalinist banlieues in which they live, to the city in which they steal.
Signs in every language known to humanity warn the tourist that pickpockets
are everywhere. The trains are stripped to the metal and covered with graffiti,
which is not in Latin. As the train stopped at one station, we saw a couple of
carabinieri carrying a body-bag away from the platform.

The night after this we wandered the historic district of Naples, simply look-
ing for one open-air cafe in which to sit and chat. Eventually we found one. We
were pretty much the only people there. It was Saturday night. We moved on
and discovered one clean thing in Naples—the new, EU-funded subway. Tried
a couple of stops. Everything was the same.

Finally, I remembered a snarky little use of the word “bourgeois” in the
Planet and marched Mrs. Moldbug over to the funicula, which goes up the hill to
the Vomero, a sort of internal suburb. Quelle différence! You go three hundred
feet up a cliff, and you have gone from Cairo to Milan. We immediately found a
wine-bar with an English-speaking hostess and enjoyed several lovely glasses.

Suddenly we realized that it was late, and we didn’t know when the subway
stopped running, to get us back to our albergo, near the Stazione Centrale. So
we asked. And no one knew. Not the waitress, not anyone in the bar. These hip
young people had no idea of the subway hours in their own city. I believe the
waitress actually said something like, “why do you want to go there?”

We hurried, and I think we got the last train. The next day, Mrs. Moldbug,
who is far more tasteful than [ and who would never repeat that nasty line about
Garibaldi, expressed the desire to “just hop on the Eurostar and stay on it until
we get to Stockholm.” In fact we ended up in Perugia, which is, of course,
lovely.

So: Naples. Obviously, Naples being this way, I assumed that Naples had
always been this way. There was that old line, “see Naples and die,” but presum-
ably it referred to a knife in the ribs. That poor bastard on the Trans-Vesuviano
had seen Naples, and died. Was it worth it?

So I was surprised to discover a different version of reality, from British
historian Desmond Seward’s Naples: A Travellers’ Companion:

‘In size and number of inhabitants she ranks as the third city of Eu-
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rope, and from her situation and superb show may justly be con-
sidered the Queen of the Mediterranean,” wrote John Chetwode
Eustace in 1813. Until 1860 Naples was the political and adminis-
trative centre of the Kingdom of The Two Sicilies, the most beauti-
ful kingdom in the world. Consisting of Southern Italy and Sicily,
it had a land mass equal to that of Portugal and was the richest
state in Europe... For five generations—from 1734 till 1860—it
was ruled by a branch of the French and Spanish royal family of
Bourbon who filled the city with monuments to their reign...

The ‘Borboni’ as their subjects called them, were complete Nea-
politans, wholly assimilated, who spoke and thought in Neapolitan
dialect (indeed the entire court spoke Neapolitan)... Until 1860,
glittering Court balls and regal gala nights at the San Carlo which
staggered foreigners by their opulence and splendour were a fea-
ture of Neapolitan life... In 1839 that ferocious Whig Lord Macaul-
ay was staying in the city and wrote, ‘I must say that the accounts
I which I have heard of Naples are very incorrect. There is far less
beggary than in Rome, and far more industry... At present, my im-
pressions are very favourable to Naples. It is the only place in Italy
that has seemed to me to have the same sort of vitality which you
find 1n all the great English ports and cities. Rome and Pisa are
dead and gone; Florence is not dead, but sleepeth; while Naples
overflows with life.’

The Borboni’s memory have been systematically blackened by
partisans of the regime which supplanted them, and by admirers
of the Risorgimento. They have had a particularly bad press in the
Anglo-Saxon world. Nineteenth-century English liberals loathed
them for their absolutism, their clericalism and loyalty to the Pa-
pacy, and their opposition to the fashionable cause of Italian unity.
Politicians from Lord William Bentinck to Lord Palmerston and
Gladstone, writers such as Browning and George Eliot, united in
detesting the ‘tyrants’; Gladstone convinced himself that their
regime was ‘the negation of God.” Such critics, as prejudiced as
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they were ill informed, ignored the dynasty’s economic achieve-
ment, the kingdom’s remarkable prosperity compared with other
Italian states, the inhabitants’ relative contentment, and the fact
that only a mere handful of Southern Italians were opposed to their
government. Till the end, The Two Sicilies was remarkable for the
majority of its subjects’ respect for, and knowledge of, its laws—so
deep that even today probably most Italian judges, and especially
successful advocates, still come from the south. Yet even now there
1s a mass of blind prejudice among historians. All too many guide-
books dismiss the Borboni as corrupt despots who misruled and
neglected their capital. An entire curtain of slander conceals the
old, pre-1860 Naples; with the passage of time calumny has been
supplemented by ignorance, and it is easy to forget that history is
always written by the victors. However Sir Harold Acton in his
two splendid studies of the Borboni has to some extent redressed
the balance, and his interpretation of past events is winning over
increasing support—especially in Naples itself.

Undoubtedly the old monarchy had serious failings. Though eco-
nomically and industrially creative, it was also absolutist and iso-
lationist, disastrously out of touch with pan-Italian aspirations...
Beyond question there was political repression under the Bour-
bons—the dynasty was fighting for its survival—but it has been
magnified out of all proportion. On the whole prison conditions
were probably no worse than in contemporary England, which still
had its hulks; what really upset Gladstone was seeing his social
equals being treated in the same way as working-class convicts,
since opposition to the regime was restricted to a few liberal ro-
mantics among the aristocracy and bourgeoisie...

The Risorgimento was a disaster for Naples and for the south in
general. Before 1860 the Mezzogiorno was the richest part of Italy
outside the Austrian Empire; after it quickly became the poorest.
The facts speak for themselves. In 1859 money circulating in The
Two Sicilies amounted to more than that circulating in all other in-
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dependent Italian states, while the Bank of Naples’s gold reserve
was 443 million gold lire, twice the combined reserves of the rest
of Italy. This gold was immediately confiscated by Piedmont—
whose own reserve had been a mere 27 million—and transferred
to Turin. Neapolitan excise duties, levied to keep out the north’s
inferior goods and providing four-fifths of the city’s revenue, were
abolished. And then the northerners imposed crushing new taxes.
Far from being liberators, the Piedmontese administrators who
came in the wake of the Risorgimento behaved like Yankees in the
post-bellum Southern States; they ruled The Two Sicilies as an oc-
cupied country, systematically demolishing its institutions and in-
dustries. Ferdinand’s new dockyard was dismantled to stop Naples
competing with Genoa (it is now being restored by industrial arche-
ologists). Vilification of the Borboni became part of the school cur-
riculum. Shortly after the Two Sicilies’ enforced incorporation into
the new Kingdom of Italy, the Duke of Maddaloni protested in the
‘national’ Parliament: ‘This is invasion, not annexation, not union.
We are being plundered like an occupied territory.” For years after
the ‘liberation,” Neapolitans were governed by northern padroni
and carpet-baggers. And today the Italians of the north can be
as stupidly prejudiced about Naples as any Anglo-Saxon, affect-
ing a superiority which verges on racism—°Africa begins South
of Rome’—and lamenting the presence in the North of so many
workers from the Mezzogiorno. (The ill-feeling is reciprocated,
the Neapolitan translation of SPQR being Sono porci, questi Ro-
mani.) Throughout the 1860s 150,000 troops were needed to hold
down the south.

Note the pattern. What made Italian unification happen? Why did Ferdinand
of Naples, with his 443 million gold lire, just roll over for Charles Albert of
Piedmont, with his mere 27? Two reasons: Lord Palmerston and Napoleon
II1. Where did exiles such as Mazzini and Garibaldi find their backers? Not in
Pompeii, that’s for sure.

The unification of Italy was an event in the 19th century’s great struggle
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between liberalism and reaction. The international liberal movement of the
20th century, in which a figure such as Carl Schurz could go from German
revolutionary in 1848 to Civil War general in 1861, was the clear precursor
of today’s “international community.” And once again, we see it playing the
same predatory role: conquering and destroying in the name of liberation and
independence.

Unless you count the American Revolution, perhaps the first and clearest
case of this strange phenomenon—multilateral independence—was the Greek
War of Independence. As La Wik, without a trace of irony, puts it: “After a
long and bloody struggle, and with the aid of the Great Powers, independence
was finally granted by the Treaty of Constantinople in July 1832.” Indeed.

And if we look at the citizens of said Great Powers—principally, of course,
Great Britain—who gave us Greek “independence,” we see the same type of
people who were behind Mazzini, Schurz, and all the way down to today’s
“international community”: liberals, radicals, thinkers, artists. Progressives.
(Lord Byron is of course the archetype.) Again, these are the best and nicest
people in the world, now or then. So why in the world do they always seem to
turn up in the same breath as phrases like “long and bloody struggle?”

So we have not solved the anomaly of nationalism. But at least we have
reduced it to the same problem as our first anomaly, which has to be something.
What happened to the Third World? It was devoured by predatory, cynical,
bogus nationalism. Why would educated, cosmopolitan, and civilized thinkers
support predatory, cynical, bogus nationalism? Again we hit the wall.

Let’s move on to our third problem: Hitler.

Of course I hold no brief for Hitler. “Joo! Joo!” The anomaly, to reprise, is
that Hitler today is detested for his human-rights violations, i.e., the Holocaust.
And the Allies are therefore revered for defeating Hitler, wrapping the whole
problem up in a neat little bow. The only problem with this human-rights theory
of World War II is that it has no resemblance to reality.

First, the Allies included a fellow whose human-rights record was at least
as bad as Hitler’s. Second, Roosevelt and Churchill not only didn’t seem to
much mind the extermination of the Jews (whom they had many opportunities
to save)—if anything, they covered it up. (Which makes neo-Nazi claims that
the Holocaust was Allied war propaganda grimly comical, to say the least.) And
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third, the Allies didn’t at all mind barbecuing as many enemy civilians as they
could fit on the grill.

Put these facts together, and the human-rights theory of World War II makes
about as much sense as the suggestion that Caesar invaded Britain because he
wanted to see Manchester United play Chelsea. So why did it happen? The
nominal cause of the European war was that Britain wanted to preserve a free
Poland. You’d think that if this was their key goal, they would have found a
way to come out of the war with a free Poland—especially having won, and all.
Much the same can be said with respect to the US and China.

Note that what we are interested in, here, is not the motives of Hitler and
Mussolini and Tojo. These men are dead and so are their movements. The
movements that defeated them, however, live on—I think it’s pretty clear that
the “international community” and the Allies are one and the same. Our ques-
tion is why said community had such a harsh reaction to Nazi Germany. Espe-
cially since its response to Soviet Russia, which was just as aggressive and just
as murderous, was so different.

One simple answer, continuing our counterfactual, was that the fascist
movement was a competing predator. Perhaps the Allies destroyed the Nazis
for the same reason that a lion will kill a leopard, if it gets the chance: not
because leopards are all that good to eat, but because there are only so many
antelope in the world.

Unfortunately, the waters here are freshly muddied by Jonah Goldberg’s
half-educated bestseller which argues that fascism was really a left-wing move-
ment. Erik von Kuehnelt-Leddihn, a far better writer, made the case far earlier
and far more eruditely. He was still wrong.

As areactionary Jacobite myself, I feel it’s especially important to face up to
the basically reactionary nature of the fascist movement. Fascism (and Nazism)
were certainly creatures of the democratic era—nothing like them could have
been imagined in the 19th century. They certainly borrowed many techniques
of government from both liberals and Bolsheviks. And the experience of living
in a totalitarian state does not much depend on whether that state is Communist,
Fascist, Buddhist or Scientologist. Nonetheless, Goldberg is wrong: there is a
fundamental difference.

In the 1930s, there was no confusion at all as to whether the fascist move-
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ments were parties of the extreme Right or of the extreme Left. Everyone
agreed. They were parties of the Right. Populist right-wingers to be sure, but
right-wingers nonetheless. For once, the conventional wisdom is perfectly ac-
curate.

For example, in 1930 Francesco Nitti (nephew of a liberal Prime Minister by
the same name) published a book called Escape, about his escape from internal
exile on an Italian island. (Let’s just say that it wasn’t exactly the Gulag.) In the
preface, his uncle the PM explains Mussolini for the English-speaking reader:

Mussolini represents a mediaeval adventure in Italy. Until some
fifteen years ago, Communist and Anarchist, he defended regi-
cide, anarchist crime, political assassination. He has written and
predicted individual revolt. He has always considered all religions
(these are his very words) like opium, to lull people to sleep. He
has written and repeated for twenty years in his discourses that the
abyss between Capitalism and the Proletariat should be filled with
the heads of Capitalists. Again in the year 1920 he incited work-
men to occupy factories and to pilfer. In 1914 he laughed at the
Belgian occupation and urged the Italians to rebel against those
who wanted to drag them into the war.

Which all sounds very well for Goldberg’s thesis. But wait:

Not having succeeded in making a red revolution, he attempted a
white reaction, taking advantage of the discontent after the war. He
succeeded with the help of a few generals and part of the army who
wanted reaction... Becoming Dictator, Mussolini has not only for-
swore all his past, but has introduced the most terrible reaction. All
form of liberty has been suppressed; press liberty, association lib-
erty, reunion liberty. Members of Parliament are practically nomi-
nated by the government. All political associations have been dis-
solved...

For those not versed in the color symbolism of 19th-century Europe, white is
the color of reaction, just as red is the color of revolution. Thus, Nitti is telling
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us, unlike the old socialist Mussolini, the new fascist Mussolini is a reactionary.
Just like the Borboni.

As we’ve seen, if the “international community” is a predator, reactionaries
are its prey. So, while the Soviets might be seen as a competing predator, fas-
cism is something quite different. Fascism is a species of prey that (unlike the
Borboni) decided to fight back. And it was not exactly averse to fighting dirty.

Here is my perception of fascism: it was a reactionary movement that com-
bined the worst ideas of the ancien régime, the worst politics of the democrats,
and the worst tyrannies of the Bolsheviks. And what was the result? It is every
bit as vanished as the Borboni. For a reactionary, fascism is more or less a short
course in what not to do.

Even a lifetime later, our emotional responses to fascism and Nazism make
these concepts very difficult to handle. (Full disclosure: my grandfather, a
Jewish communist, enlisted in the US Army to kill Nazis. And I’m pretty sure
he bagged a few.) One way to step away from these associations is to look not
at the Third Reich but at the Second—the strange regime of Kaiser Bill, and the
war he made.

A less loaded name for fascism might be neomilitarism. The ideology of
Wilhelmine Germany was generally described as militarism, a perfectly accu-
rate description. It was certainly reactionary, and also quite populist—for a
monarchy. (World War I was extremely popular in Germany, as in all coun-
tries.) Under the Kaiser, the highest social status available was conferred by
military rank. You might be a distinguished professor of physics, but if your
reserve rank as a military officer was low or (worse) nonexistent, no one would
talk to you at parties. Even for Americans who know something of the military,
it’s almost impossible to imagine living in a true militaristic society.

Why did the last survivors of the ancien régime become so aggressive and
militaristic? Why, for example, did the German military jump at the opportu-
nity to start a war in 1914? Because they believed our counterfactual—that the
“international community” was a killer with fangs.

The German theory in 1914 was that the British alliance with France and
Russia was designed to “encircle” Germany—not exactly implausible, if one
glances at a map. And we have already seen how the British dealt with reac-
tionaries when they got the chance. The theory of the German General Staff in
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1914 was that Germany, surrounded and besieged, had to attack or it would be
gradually choked to death.

This bit of Nazi propaganda from 1939 explains the German militarist the-
ory of modern history quite well:

The deepest roots of this war are in England’s old claim to rule
the world, and Europe in particular. Although its homeland is rela-
tively small, England has understood how to cleverly exploit others
to expand its possessions. It controls the seas, the important points
along major sea routes, and the richest parts of our planet. The
contrast between England itself and its overseas territories is so
grotesque that England has always has a certain inferiority com-
plex with respect to the European continent. Whenever a conti-
nental power reached a certain strength, England believed itself
and its empire to be threatened. Every continental flowering made
England nervous, every attempt at growth by nations wanting their
place in the sun led England to take on the policeman’s role.

One must understand this to make sense of England’s German pol-
icy from Bismarck to our own day. England was not happy with
the results of the war of 1870-1871. British sympathies were al-
ready on France’s side, since for the previous one hundred years
it had never had the same fear of France as it had of Germany.
France had secured its own colonial empire, and its shrinking bio-
logical strength left enough room for expansion within its own nat-
ural boundaries. Things were different in Germany. England knew
that the German people were strong when they had good leader-
ship, and that nature had given them limited, resource-poor terri-
tory with a limited coast. Great Britain kept an eye on Germany,
all the more whenever Germany expressed its strength, even in the
most natural ways. The Second Reich experienced England’s “bal-
ance of power” policy. We know that England did not want a true
balance of power. It wants a situation in which England is always
in a position with the help of its allies to have its way with a mi-
nority of confident, forward-moving nations.
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Obviously, this is propaganda. But one bit of real history that I can recommend
to anyone is the viewpoint of the fellow on the other side of this “encirclement”
business: Lord Grey of Fallodon. If you’ve ever wondered who said “the lights
are going out all over Europe; we shall not see them lit again in our lifetime,”
Lord Grey is your man. His memoirs are extremely readable—indeed, reading
them one sees just why we have not seen the lamps lit again. There is simply no
individual of Grey’s caliber, politician or civil servant, in the whole government
racket these days.

Needless to say, to Lord Grey (writing after the war), no one would ever
dream of trying to encircle Germany. Rather, the German militarists are para-
noid and jingoistic, constantly trying to enhance their domestic political po-
sition by triggering European crises. And indeed the pot that boiled over at
Sarajevo was by no means the first such crisis—Agadir is a fine example. The
British, on the other hand, are simply doing their best to keep the peace. In the
end they failed, Germany attacked Belgium without provocation, and British
honor bound her to respond.

I find Grey completely credible. I have no reservations about his sincerity.
He certainly strikes me as a far more trustworthy character than the slippery
Palmerston, who really was a bit of a snake. And his summary of the causes of
the war 1s peerless:

After 1870 Germany had no reason to be afraid, but she fortified
herself with armaments and the Triple Alliance in order that she
might never have reason to be afraid in future. France naturally
was afraid after 1870, and she made her military preparations and
the Dual Alliance (with Russia). Britain, with a very small Army
and a very large Empire, became first uncomfortable and then (par-
ticularly when Germany began a big-fleet program) afraid of isola-
tion. She made the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, made up her quarrels
with France and Russia, and entered into the Entente. Finally Ger-
many became afraid that she would presently be afraid, and struck
the blow, while she believed her power to be invincible. Heaven
alone knows the whole truth about human affairs, but I believe the
above sketch to be as near to a true statement of the causes of war
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as an ordinary intelligence can get in a few sentences.

And yet—did Germany, or more precisely the Hohenzollern monarchy,
have no reason to be afraid? The Borboni were certainly caught napping. And
note that, while Germany was challenging British naval hegemony, the overdog
remained Britain and the underdog Germany. Who, exactly, had more reason
to be afraid of whom? Grey is not exactly shy in waxing Palmerstonian about
the contest between democracy and reaction:

We had no thought ourselves of going to war in 1914 because we
supposed that sooner or later we should have to fight. We just
strove to prevent war happening at all. But when, in spite of our
efforts, war came, it is well that we took our place in it and at the
outset. The latent forces at work became apparent as the war pro-
ceeded, and the incidents in which the war originated were forgot-
ten as these forces were revealed. It was a great struggle between
the Kultur that stood for militarism and the free unmilitarist demo-
cratic ideal. It was the perception of this, whether consciously or
unconsciously, that brought the United States into the war—the
United States, which as a whole had cared little about the incidents
that caused the war at the outset, and which did not as a whole then
perceive it. But it was the perception of it, revealed to us as the
war developed, that made us know that we were fighting for the
very life of what Britain and the self-governing Dominions cared
for. We could not have escaped that struggle between militarism
and democracy by turning our backs on the war in August 1914.
The thing would have pursued us until we had to turn our backs
and face it, and that would have been when it was even stronger
and when we had become weak and isolated.

Who sounds a little paranoid here? The British Empire covered the globe. The
forces of democracy and liberalism were clearly on the advance. Reactionary
militarism was beleaguered. Did it absolutely have to be utterly crushed, right
then and there, bang?

Note that for most of World War 1, it was Germany who wanted peace on the
basis of the status quo, and the Allies who insisted that Germany be defeated and
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militarism eradicated. Perhaps Hitler considered his war a crusade to stamp out
democracy forever, but the Kaiser did not. His opponents, however, felt no such
compunctions. Grey reproduces a memo from his ambassador in Washington
that states the basic German perspective, as of September 1914:

German Ambassador has stated in Press that Germany is anxious
for peace on basis of status quo, and desires no new territory, but
that England has declared intention of fighting to finish for her self-
i1sh purposes, and is consequently responsible for further blood-
shed.

Grey responds:

Germany has planned this war and chosen the time for forcing it
upon Europe. No one but Germany was in the same state of prepa-
ration.

We want in future to live free from the menace of this happening
again.

Treitschke and other writers of repute and popularity in Germany
have openly declared that to crush Great Britain and destroy the
British Empire must be the objective for Germany.

We want to be sure that this idea is abandoned. A cruel wrong
has been done to Belgium—an unprovoked attack aggravated by
the wanton destruction of Louvain and other wholesale vandalism.
What reparation is Germany to make to Belgium for this?

Is Grey’s real concern reparations to Belgium (more or less a British client
state)? Clearly, it is not. His concern is setting a condition that the German
militarists cannot accept without losing face, because his objective is to crush
Germany and destroy the German Empire. As he wrote in early 1916:

Nothing but the defeat of Germany can make a satisfactory end to
this war and secure future peace...

We must, however, be careful in stating our determination to con-
tinue the war to make it clear that our object is not to force, but
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to support our Allies. Increasing mischief is being made between
us and our Allies by German propaganda. This propaganda repre-
sents the war as one of rivalry between Great Britain and Germany;
it insinuates that France, Russia and Belgium could have satisfac-
tory terms of peace now, and that they are continuing the war in
the interest of Great Britain to effect the ruin of Germany, which
1s not necessary for the safety of the Allies, but which alone will
satisfy Great Britain.

It is just possible that this insidious misrepresentation, false though
it be, may create in France, Russia, Italy and Belgium a dangerous
peace movement—a movement positively unfriendly to us.

It would be well if we could all, Ministers and Press alike, strike
one note, that of determination to help the Allies who have suffered
the most grievous wrong, to secure the liberation of their territory,
reparation for wrong done, and the advantages necessary for their
future security. We should emphasize the impossibility and dis-
grace of thinking of peace till the Allies are secure, but should let
it be understood that it 1s for them whose territory is occupied by
the enemy, whose population has been, and is being, so grossly ill-
treated, rather than for us, to say when it is opportune to speak of
peace. Till that time comes, we use all our efforts and make every
sacrifice to defeat the enemy in the common cause, and have no
other thought but this.

Can you make this stuff up?

We’re fighting for the sake of the Allies. If they would prefer peace, it
is their place to speak of peace, not ours. But let’s make sure we don’t let
them think it’s okay to think of peace, because Germany must be defeated. It’s
especially important to counter the insidious German peace propaganda, which
may lead our Allies to think we can only be satisfied by the defeat of Germany.
Which is nonsense—we’re only fighting to redress the wrongs to our Allies.

Again, [ am not sure these excerpts really convey the flavor of Lord Grey’s
thinking. Obviously I am not presenting it at its best. I really do find Grey a
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congenial character, as I’'m sure [ would not find, say, Ludendorff. It is simply
impossible to think of him as a predator.

And yet once again, it is difficult not to see the fangs. In any war, each
side presents itself as the injured party, and the other side as the aggressor. Is
Germany trying to crush Britain? Or is Britain trying to crush Germany? Or
are they both aggressors?

Again, we are at an impasse. We have a very tempting theory that seems to
explain all of these anomalies quite neatly, but the theory is obviously not true.
Reject it, however, and the anomalies are back—and they seem to have friends.
What to do?
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Chapter 3

The Jacobite History of the
World

Okay, open-minded progressives. You’ve read Chapter 1 and Chapter 2. Quite
a bushel of prose. And has any of it changed your mind? Are you ready to stop
being a progressive, and start being a reactionary?

Almost certainly not. We haven’t really learned anything here. All we’ve
done is plant a couple of little, tiny seeds of doubt. Now we’re going to throw
a little water on those seeds, and see if we can maybe get a leaf or two to poke
its head out. Don’t expect a full-grown redwood to fly up and hit you in the
face. Even when they work, which isn’t often, conversions don’t work that
way. Doubt is a slow flower. You have to give it time.

What we’ve seen is that the story of the world that you and I grew up with—
a story that is the common heritage of progressives and conservatives alike,
although progressives are certainly truer to it—is oddly complicated in spots.
The great caravan of the past comes with quite a baggage wagon of paradoxes,
each of which needs its own explanation.

So, for example, by one set of standards which seem essential to the progres-
sive mind, the end of colonialism was a great victory for humanity. By another
set of standards which it is equally difficult to imagine rejecting, it was a vast
human tragedy. Could it be both? A tragic victory, perhaps? Clio was always
both poet and historian, and the idea of a tragic victory has definite Empsonian

45


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clio
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seven_Types_of_Ambiguity

46 CHAPTER 3. THE JACOBITE HISTORY OF THE WORLD

potential. On the other hand, however...

History is big. We shouldn’t expect it to be simple. But we’d like it to be as
simple as possible. When we study the errors of others, we see that nonsense
often conceals the obvious. And what is nonsense, to those who believe in it?
To a Catholic, what is the Trinity? A mystery. Some things are truly mysterious.
But others have simple explanations. The Trinity is a compromise designed by
a standards committee. History 1, mystery O.

I hate to beat this colonialism thing to death, but there is an odd little op-ed
this morning by former Times foreign correspondent John Darnton. It’s about
Robert Mugabe and T. S. Eliot. It’s short and worth a read.

I’ve seen a few similar reminiscences in the fishwrap recently—we’ll let
this one serve as an example:

I first heard mention of Mr. Mugabe in May 1976 in the Quill Club
of the Ambassador Hotel, a watering hole where Prime Minister
[an Smith’s police, guerrilla sympathizers, reporters and agents
from various factions suspended normal antipathies for the sake of
gossip. We foreign correspondents used to toss around names of
the ultimate leader of the emergent new country like miners testing
gold nuggets: Would it be Joshua Nkomo? Ndabaningi Sithole?
Jason Moyo?

What’s fascinating about these pieces is how close they come to being apolo-
gies. And yet how far away they are.

Because why should John Darnton apologize? What could he possibly be
sorry for? You apologize when you’re responsible for something bad that has
happened. President Mugabe is clearly a bad egg. But how could Mr. Darnton
and his Quill Club friends be responsible for him? They are reporters, that’s
all. They report. You decide. And yet there is that phrase—"responsible jour-
nalism.”

While we’re on the fishwrap beat, another puzzle was inflicted on Ameri-
cans this week by a man of the cloth. As one might expect, the smart people of
the world have smart explanations, whereas the dumb ones scratch their heads
and say “duh”:
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Chris Matthews said it best when he said if anything like the 9/11
remarks had been said in his church the weekend after he would
certainly have know [sic]. I know that’s true. In 20 years you have
never heard anything inflamatory [sic]? It just isn’t believable. He
initally [sic] lied the when ABC first aired the tapes. The next
night he was asked by three different news medias [sic] and he
said he did not hear nor did he know of any of these remarks. Then
the following Tuesday, he acknowledged he had heard about them
before he announced his candidacy and that’s why he asked him
not to come out. Too wierd [sic]!

“Too weird.” Indeed, weirdness is the mother of doubt. Is it not slightly weird
that a twenty-year member of the Church of Hate Whitey could become not only
the leading candidate for the Presidency, but the candidate who stands for racial
harmony? Is it more weird, or less weird, than the fact that Robert Mugabe had
no interest in T. S. Eliot?

The thing is: these things don t seem weird to me. In the progressive story
of the world, they are mysteries. They can be explained, but they need to be
explained. In the reactionary story of the world, however, they are firmly in
dog-bites-man territory.

I have yet to justify this assertion. But as a progressive, you can swallow
it without fear. It is not the red pill that will turn you to an instant Jacobite,
forcing you to abandon your life, your beliefs, your friends and lovers, and
replace them with an ascetic and fanatical devotion to the doomed old cause of
the Royal Stuarts. (Though at least you’d still “oppose Republicanism.”)

Because even if we admit that the progressive story has these little lacunae,
the reactionary story has giant, gaping holes. In fact, it’s hard to even say there
is a reactionary story. If there was, how would you know it? What would
Archbishop Laud make of the iPhone? Of jazz? Of Harley-Davidson? The
mind, she boggles.

Hopefully she will boggle slightly less after you read the following. Which
will still not turn you into a Jacobite—but might at least help you understand
the temptation.

Before we can tell the reactionary story, we have to define these weird


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trinity_United_Church_of_Christ
http://www.royalstuartsociety.com/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Laud

48 CHAPTER 3. THE JACOBITE HISTORY OF THE WORLD

words, progressive and reactionary. Vast tomes have been devoted to this pur-
pose. But let’s make it as simple: to be progressive is to be left-wing. To be
reactionary is to be right-wing.

What is this weird political axis? As you may know, the terms /left and right
come from the seating arrangements in the French Legislative Assembly. A
body no longer in existence. Yet somehow, the dimension remains relevant. It
is easy to say that if Barack, Hillary and McCain were seated in the Legislative
Assembly, Hillary would be sitting to the right of Barack, and McCain would
be to the right of Hillary.

Moreover, we can apply the axis to events even before 1791. For example,
we can say that in the Reformation, Catholicism was right-wing and Protes-
tantism left-wing. This gets a little confusing in the post-1945 era—most pre-
20C Catholics would find the present-day Church quite, um, Protestant. (If you
are unconvinced of this, you may enjoy Novus Ordo Watch.) But there is really
no Catholic equivalent of the Miinster Republic, the Levellers, etc., etc.

Of course, politics is not a quantitative science (or a science at all), and
sometimes it can be a little tricky to decide who is to the left or right of whom.
But it’s really quite amazing that this linear criterion can be applied so effec-
tively across five centuries of human history. (It even works pretty well on the
Greeks and Romans.)

Imagine, for instance, that we wanted to classify music along a linear axis.
Is Bach to the right of the Beatles? Okay, probably. Are the Stones to the left
of the Beatles? Where does the Cure fit in? And John Coltrane? And the Dead
Kennedys? What about Einstiirzende Neubauten? Are they to the right of Tom
Petty, or the left? Is Varg Vikernes between them? And how does he stack up
next to 50 Cent?

Each of these musicians represents a way of thinking about music. None
of them invented music, nor are any of them unique. They are members of
movements. If we have trouble classifying the individual artists, we should at
least be able to classify the movements. So is punk to the left of goth? Is baroque
to the right of death metal, gangsta rap, ragtime, etc.? We remain completely
lost. I’m sure you could arrange all these musical forms on a line, if you had
to. And so could I. But I doubt our answers would be the same.

Yet strangely, in the political sphere, this works. Indeed we take it for
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granted. Why should philosophies of music be all over the map, but philoso-
phies of government arrange themselves along one consistent dimension?

Feel free to come up with your own answer. Here is mine.

Let’s start with the obvious. A reactionary—i.e., a right-winger—is some-
one who believes in order, stability, and security. All of which he treats as
synonymes.

Think, as a progressive, about the simplicity of this proposition. It is so
stupid as to be almost mindless. What is the purpose of government? Why do
we have government, rather than nothing? Because the alternative is Corner
Man.

Note that Corner Man has his own philosophy of government. He exercises
sovereignty. That’s his corner. (“Metro [the Las Vegas PD] can’t even get
me off this ---- corner.”) Indeed, he has much the same relationship to the
government that you and I know and love, that Henry VIII had to the Pope.
And how did he acquire his corner? “I’ve been on this ---- corner for ten ----
years.” In legal theory this is called adverse possession, which is more or less
how the Tudors acquired their little island.

Of course, we reactionaries are not fans of Corner Man, largely because his
claim to the corner is contested by a superior authority which will prevail in any
serious conflict. Why does he attack the blue PT Cruiser? Is it because he’s on
crack? Perhaps, but perhaps it’s also because the driver owes allegiance to the
other side of the conflict—"“Metro”—and neither has nor would acknowledge
Corner Man’s authority. For example, she has not paid him any taxes, fees, or
rents for the privilege of positioning her vehicle on his (so-called) territory.

One synonym for reactionary is legitimist. When the legitimist asks wheth-
er Corner Man really owns his corner, he is not asking whether Corner Man
should own his corner. He asks whether Corner Man does own his corner. And
his answer is “no.” He prefers the claim of “Metro,” not (or not just) because
“Metro” is not in the habit of getting loaded and bashing the holy heck out of
random peoples’ cars, but because “Metro” and Corner Man have conflicting
claims, and in the end, the former is almost certain to win.

And when he asks whether the Bourbons are the legitimate rulers of France
or the Stuarts of England, he is not asking whether (a) the Bourbon or Stuart
family has some hereditary biological property that makes their scions ideal
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for the job (midichlorians, perhaps), or (b) the Bourbon or Stuart will suffer
intolerably as a result of being deprived of the throne, or even (c) the Bourbon
or Stuart families obtained their original claims fairly and squarely. At least,
not if he has any sense. None of these arguments is even close to viable.

Thus, the order that the rational reactionary seeks to preserve and/or restore
is arbitrary. Perhaps it can be justified on some moral basis. But probably not.
It i1s good simply because it is order, and the alternative to order is violence at
worst and politics at best. If the Bourbons do not rule France, someone will—
Robespierre, or Napoleon, or Corner Man.

One of the difficulties in resurrecting classical reactionary thought is that
when this idea was expressed in the 17th century, it came out in the form of
theology. Who put the Stuarts in charge of England? God did. Obviously. And
you don’t want to argue with God. For a believer in Divine Providence, this is
pretty much unanswerable. For a 21st-century reactionary, it won’t do at all.

Perhaps the best and most succinct statement of the reactionary philosophy
of government—especially considering the context—was this one:

Truly I desire their liberty and freedom as much as anybody whom-
soever; but I must tell you that their liberty and freedom consists
of having of government, those laws by which their life and their
goods may be most their own. It is not for having a share in gov-
ernment, sir, that is nothing pertaining to them. A subject and
sovereign are clean different things.

While I’'m not prepared to endorse the author on all matters whatsoever (and
[ feel that chartered companies are more likely to produce effective neoreac-
tionary government than royal families, Stuart or otherwise), I agree with every
word of the above. At least for me, it makes a fine endpoint to the axis: it is
impossible to be more reactionary than Charles I.

So we know what a reactionary is: a believer in order. What is a progres-
sive?

Here is the problem. We only have one dimension to work with. We know
that a progressive is the polar opposite of a reactionary. So if a reactionary
is a believer in order, a progressive is—a believer in disorder? A believer in
mayhem? A believer in chaos?
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Well, of course, this is exactly what a reactionary would say. (In fact, Dr.
Johnson did say it.) The only problem is that it’s obviously not true. When
you, dear progressive, watch the clip of Corner Man, do you revel in the crunch
of smashing glass, the screams of the victims, the thrill of wanton destruction?
Um, no. You’re horrified, just like me.

Let’s put aside this question of order for the moment. We know that reac-
tionaries believe in order. We know that progressives do not believe in chaos.
But we know that reactionaries are the opposite of progressives. Is this a para-
dox? It is, and we will resolve it. But not quite yet.

We can say quite easily that a progressive is someone who believes in progress.
That is, he or she believes the world is moving toward—or at least should be
moving toward—some state which is an improvement on the present condition
of affairs.

This is what Barack Obama means when he talks about change. Why do he
and his listeners assume so automatically that this change will be for the better?
Isn’t this word neutral? Change means a transition to something different. Dif-
ferent could be better. Or it could be worse. Surely the matter deserves some
clarification.

The obvious explanation is that since Obama and his followers will be doing
the changing, they will make sure that the result is desirable—at least, to them.

I find this answer inadequate. It implies that progressives are egocentric,
humorless, and incapable of self-criticism. I’m sure this is true of some. I’'m
sure it is also true of some reactionaries—although these days you need a pretty
solid sense of humor to even consider being a reactionary. But it is rude to
apply a pejorative derivation to an entire belief system, and nor is it particularly
accurate in my experience.

A better answer is that today’s progressives see themselves as the modern
heirs of a tradition of change, stretching back to the Enlightenment. They see
change as inherently good because they see this history as a history of progress,
1.e., improvement. In other words, they believe in Whig history.

Whether you are a progressive, a reactionary, or anything in between, I
highly recommend the recent documentary Your Mommy Kills Animals, about
the animal-rights movement. In it there is a clip of Ingrid Newkirk in which she
makes the following proposition: animal rights is a social-justice movement.
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All social-justice movements in the past have been successful. Therefore, the
animal-rights movement will inevitably succeed.

This is pure Whig history. It postulates a mysterious force that animates the
course of history, and operates inevitably in the progressive direction. Note the
circular reasoning: social justice succeeds because social justice is good. How
do we know that social justice i1s good? Because it succeeds, and good tends
to triumph over evil. How do we know that good tends to triumph over evil?
Well, just look at the record of social-justice movements.

Which is impressive indeed. Ifthere is any constant phenomenon in the last
few hundred years of Western history, it’s that—with occasional reversals—
reactionaries tend to lose and progressives tend to win. Whether you call them
progressives, liberals, Radicals, Jacobins, republicans, or even revolutionaries,
socialists or communists, the left is your winning team.

What’s interesting about this effect is the number of theories that have been
proposed to explain it. Richard Dawkins attributes it to a mysterious force
which he calls the Zeitgeist. Dawkins, to his great credit, allows as how he has
no understanding of the effect. It is just a variable without which his equations
won’t balance, like Einstein’s cosmological constant.

Others of a more theological bent have attributed the effect to Divine Provi-
dence. (Note that the success of progressivism quite conclusively disproves the
Providential theory of divine-right monarchy.) And then of course there is our
old friend, dialectical materialism. Since all these theories are mutually incon-
sistent, let’s reserve our judgment by calling this mysterious left-favoring force
the W-force—W, for Whig.

What explains the W-force? One easy explanation is that it’s just the interac-
tion of hindsight and a random walk. Everything changes over time—including
opinions. Since by definition we consider ourselves enlightened, history ap-
pears as a progress from darkness to light.

For example, Professor Dawkins, since he is a progressive, sees the modern
tolerance of gays and lesbians as genuine progress (I happen to agree). And for
the same reason, he sees the modern intolerance of slavery in just the same way.

However, if these changes are indeed arbitrary, a random walk could reverse
them. Professor Dawkins’ great-great-grandchildren could then explain to us,
just as sincerely, the great moral advance of society, which early in the 21st
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century still turned a blind eye to rampant sodomy and had no conception of
the proper relationship between man and servant.

While this theory is amusing, it is pretty clearly wrong. It depends on the
fact that we don’t yet have a good definition of what it means to be “progres-
sive.” But it clearly does mean something. We don’t see these kinds of rever-
sals. We see consistent movement in a single direction. Furthermore, we know
that progress is the opposite of reaction, and we have a very good definition of
reaction. And we know that reaction tends to lose. That isn’t random.

Another phenomenon that people often invoke implicitly is the advance of
science and engineering, which indeed is very like the W-force. It is easy to
assume, for example, that Charles I could not possibly have anything to say to
us on the theory of government, because—to paraphrase Hilaire Belloc—we
have the 1Phone, and he did not.

Of course, all the forms of government we know today were known not only
to Charles I, but also to Aristotle. We know why science and engineering have
advanced monotonically: it is much easier to create knowledge than destroy it.
Since the American approach to government, which has now spread around the
world, not only considerably predates iPhones but was in fact based on ancient
Greek models, the analogy is quite spurious. It rests on little more than the
double meaning of the word “progress.”

Another way to evaluate this question is to imagine that the technology
of the present suddenly became available to the societies of the past. Stuart
1Phones simply break the brain, but we can imagine what the reactionary Eng-
land of 1808, in which approximately twelve people had the vote and small
children were hanged for inappropriate use of the word “God,” would make of
21st-century technology. I suspect they would do pretty much what they did
with 19th-century technology—use it to take over the world.

We should also seriously consider the possibility that the W-force 1s exactly
what it claims to be, and that good really does have a tendency to triumph over
evil. Unfortunately, when we examine political turmoil at the micro level, this
is not the tendency we see—the classic case being the French Revolution.

Why did the French Revolution, the vast majority of whose initiators meant
nothing but the best for their country, go so sour? A simple explanation is that
good people are scrupulous, and evil ones are not. Thus, the latter have more
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freedom of action than the former. Thus, those who are amoral and simply wish
to get ahead in life should choose the side of evil. Thus, good is outnumbered
and evil is reinforced, producing the Yeats effect:

The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.

Anyone who has not seen this in practice has no experience of human affairs.
I’m afraid I have no rational progressive explanation for the W-force. If
anyone else does, I’d be curious to hear it. (Professor Dawkins might be curious
to hear it as well.) I do, however, have a reactionary explanation.
First, let’s consider the famous first paragraph of Macaulay’s History of
England, which (as La Wik notes) has long served as the case study of Whig
history:

I purpose to write the history of England from the accession of King
James the Second down to a time which is within the memory of
men still living. I shall recount the errors which, in a few months,
alienated a loyal gentry and priesthood from the House of Stuart. I
shall trace the course of that revolution which terminated the long
struggle between our sovereigns and their parliaments, and bound
up together the rights of the people and the title of the reigning
dynasty. I shall relate how the new settlement was, during many
troubled years, successfully defended against foreign and domes-
tic enemies; how, under that settlement, the authority of law and
the security of property were found to be compatible with a liberty
of discussion and of individual action never before known; how,
from the auspicious union of order and freedom, sprang a prosper-
ity of which the annals of human affairs had furnished no example;
how our country, from a state of ignominious vassalage, rapidly
rose to the place of umpire among European powers; how her op-
ulence and her martial glory grew together; how, by wise and res-
olute good faith, was gradually established a public credit fruitful
of marvels which to the statesmen of any former age would have
seemed incredible; how a gigantic commerce gave birth to a mar-
itime power, compared with which every other maritime power,
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ancient or modern, sinks into insignificance; how Scotland, after
ages of enmity, was at length united to England, not merely by le-
gal bonds, but by indissoluble ties of interest and affection; how,
in America, the British colonies rapidly became far mightier and
wealthier than the realms which Cortes and Pizarro had added to
the dominions of Charles the Fifth; how in Asia, British adventur-
ers founded an empire not less splendid and more durable than that
of Alexander.

Okay. Imagine you are the leader of a daring, futuristic, secret science
project whose goal is to resurrect the mind of Macaulay, by digitizing scraps
of rotten tissue from his cranium, applying a holographic reconstruction algo-
rithm, and simulating the result in a giant supercomputer. After great effort,
you succeed. Macaulay lives. You connect the computer to the Internet. Run-
ning at superhuman speed, it downloads gigabytes of information from La Wik
and other reliable sources. It says nothing. It is merely processing. Macaulay
is revising his great history of England. You wait, breathless, as he reacts to the
last 150 years. Finally the screen flashes to life and produces a single sentence:

And then it all went to shit.

The trouble is that the people who run England now, while they are progressive
to a T and consider themselves very much the heirs of the British liberal tra-
dition, have different objective standards of success than Macaulay. By Tony
Blair’s standards, Great Britain is doing better than ever. By Macaulay’s stan-
dards, it is a disaster area.

What happened? The W-force itself. With its customary glacial irresistibil-
ity, it has been driving the center of British politics steadily to the left for the
last 150 years. Meanwhile, poor Macaulay has been stuck in his own cranium,
just rotting. He has had no chance to adapt. So he still has the same opinions
he held in 1859, which in the world of 2008 put him somewhere to the right
of John Tyndall. If I think of Gordon Brown’s Labour as the left edge of my
screen and David Cameron’s Tories as the right, Macaulay is somewhere out
on the fire escape.
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Of course, if you are a progressive with a soft spot for Macaulay—despite
some of his rather, um, Eurocentric opinions—you might assume that by read-
ing the last 150 years of history, he would realize that New Labour is exactly
where it’s at. I suppose this is a matter of opinion. Perhaps Gordon Brown
really is that convincing.

However, we also need to consider the possibility that Macaulay would be
convinced in the opposite direction. Given the fact that the state of England
today would horrify him, he might well be open to moving further out on the
fire escape—a reaction not dissimilar to the response that 18th-century Whigs,
such as Burke (yes, Burke was a Whig) had to the Reign of Terror.

The absolute shibboleth of the 18th-century and 19th-century British liberal
movement, for example, was the proposition that a fundamentally aristocratic
government could resist democratic pressures by conceding a mixed constitu-
tion. Contemporary commenters on the Reform Acts of 1832 and 1867 are
constantly explaining that Tory or Adullamite right-wing resistance to these
measures was not only futile, but actually dangerous—it could spark an actual,
French-style revolution.

Indeed the entire constitution of post-1688 Britain was based on this propo-
sition, because it was based on the concept of constitutional monarchy—as op-
posed to that dreaded Jacobite abomination, “absolute” monarchy. And how
exactly did that one work out? As La Wik puts it:

As originally conceived, a constitutional monarch was quite a
powerful figure, head of the executive branch even though his or
her power was limited by the constitution and the elected
parliament... An evolution in political thinking would, however,
eventually spawn such phenomena as universal suffrage and polit-
ical parties. By the mid 20th century, the political culture in Europe
had shifted to the point where most constitutional monarchs had
been reduced to the status of figureheads, with no effective power
at all. Instead, it was the democratically elected parliaments, and
their leader, the prime minister who had become those who exer-
cised power.

If, in 1688, you had insisted that the concept of a “constitutional monarchy” was
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a contradiction in terms, that “constitutional” simply meant “symbolic” and the
upshot of the whole scheme would simply be a return to the rule of Parliament,
you were a Jacobite. Plain and simple.

And you were also dead wrong—for about two centuries. Most of the royal
powers died with George III, but even Queen Victoria exercised a surprising
amount of authority over the operations of “her” government. No longer. If
the W-force has made anything clear, it’s that constitutional monarchy is not
a stable form of government. Nor is restricted suffrage. There is simply no
compromise with democracy—good or bad.

Moreover, 19th-century classical liberals promised over and over again that
democracy, despite the obvious mathematics of the situation, need not lead to
what we now call “socialism.” Supposedly the English people, with their stern
moral fibre, would never tolerate it. Etc.

The lesson of history is quite clear. Whether you love the W-force or hate
it, surrendering to it is not an effective way to resist it. There is no stable point
along the left-right axis at which the W-force, having exacted all the conces-
sions to which justice entitles it, simply disappears. Oh, no. It always wants
more. “I can has cheezburger?”

The persistence of this delusion in Anglo-American thought is quite remark-
able. For example, I was reading Harold Temperley’s life of George Canning,
from 1905, when I came across this amazing passage on the Holy Alliance:

Despite the great revolution the despots of Europe had learnt noth-
ing and forgotten nothing, except their one saving grace of benevo-
lence. The paternal system of government has not succeeded where
strong local institutions or feelings exist, and for this reason Aus-
tria has never conciliated or subdued Hungary. But the Holy Al-
liance proposed a sort of patriarchal system of government for all
Europe, which could not really have applied to those nations where
free constitutions or strong patriotic feeling still remained. These
proved indeed to be to Metternich and Alexander what Kossuth
and Deak have been to Francis Joseph. Metternich did not under-
stand the changes created by the French Revolution in the ideas
and hearts of men. He thought he could tear a page from the Book
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of History, and destroy both the memory and the hope of liberty.
He believed that re-action could be permanent, that new ideals and
opinions could be crushed, and the world again beguiled into the
dreary inaction which characterized the home politics of all nations
before 1789.

“Dreary inaction!” “Their one saving grace of benevolence!”

Friends, the world today is not such an awful place. Corner Man aside. But
compared to what it would be if “dreary inaction” had prevailed in the world
since 19035, it is a sewer and a slum and a dungheap.

Think of all the beautiful people who would have lived, all the beautiful
cities that would not have been bombed, all the hideous ones that would not
have been built. The Napoleonic Wars were a garden-party compared to the
First and Second World Wars. The French Revolution was a garden-party com-
pared to the Russian. And, as we’ve seen, the Whig foreign policy of exporting
democracy as a universal remedy for all ills, as practiced by both Canning and
Temperley, does not appear entirely unconnected with these tragedies.

Temperley is even wrong about the small stuff. The hot-blooded Hungari-
ans? Snoring soundly in the arms of Brussels. And before that, Moscow. Which
had far less trouble with Nagy than Franz Josef had with Kossuth. No consti-
tutions conceded there! So much for the “Book of History.”

Moreover, Temperley didn’t even need the future to prove him wrong about
Metternich—who, as Deogolwulf points out, if anything exaggerated the even-
tual futility of his efforts. Europe’s era of pure reaction was short, but the years
between 1815 and 1848 were great ones. (Don’t miss the Wulf’s rare sally into
long form, wherein he devastates the Enlightenment in the shape of the distin-
guished Professor Grayling—who turns up in the comment barrel, and receives
the brisk filleting his name suggests.)

This brings us to the failed project of conservatism, which puts its money
in a slightly different place—the proposition that all the concessions made to
the W-force in the past are good and necessary, but any further concessions are
bad and unnecessary. The Confederate theologian R. L. Dabney dispensed with
this quite eloquently:

It may be inferred again that the present movement for women’s
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rights will certainly prevail from the history of its only opponent,
Northern conservatism. This is a party which never conserves any-
thing. Its history has been that it demurs to each aggression of
the progressive party, and aims to save its credit by a respectable
amount of growling, but always acquiesces at last in the innovation.
What was the resisted novelty of yesterday is today one of the ac-
cepted principles of conservatism; it is now conservative only in af-
fecting to resist the next innovation, which will tomorrow be forced
upon its timidity and will be succeeded by some third revolution, to
be denounced and then adopted in its turn. American conservatism
is merely the shadow that follows Radicalism as it moves forward
towards perdition. It remains behind it, but never retards it, and al-
ways advances near its leader. This pretended salt bath utterly lost
its savor: wherewith shall it be salted? Its impotency is not hard,
indeed, to explain. It is worthless because it is the conservatism
of expediency only, and not of sturdy principle. It intends to risk
nothing serious for the sake of the truth, and has no idea of being
guilty of the folly of martyrdom. It always when about to enter a
protest very blandly informs the wild beast whose path it essays to
stop, that its “bark is worse than its bite,” and that it only means to
save its manners by enacting its decent role of resistance. The only
practical purpose which it now subserves in American politics is
to give enough exercise to Radicalism to keep it “in wind,” and to
prevent its becoming pursy and lazy, from having nothing to whip.
No doubt, after a few years, when women’s suffrage shall have be-
come an accomplished fact, conservatism will tacitly admit it into
its creed, and thenceforward plume itself upon its wise firmness
in opposing with similar weapons the extreme of baby suffrage;
and when that too shall have been won, it will be heard declaring
that the integrity of the American Constitution requires at least the
refusal of suffrage to donkeys. There it will assume, with great
dignity, its final position.

I’m sure Rev. Dabney would have regarded the era of Ingrid Newkirk with great
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amusement.

However, note how thoroughly hoist by his own petard he 1s. The propo-
sition that suffrage is a bad idea, period, may not be one you regard as defen-
sible—but it 1s surely more defensible than the proposition that all men should
be able to vote, but not all women. (Or white men and not black men, another
proposition of which the Rev. Dabney was convinced. Note that this bastion
also proved impractical to defend.)

So: we still do not understand the W-force. Nor do we understand why
reaction is the polar opposite of progressivism. Nor do we have any theory
which explains in which cases the latter is good, and in which cases it is bad.

But Dabney and Metternich suggest a very different way of dealing with it.
Perhaps if you actually oppose the W-force, the most effective way to oppose
it is simply to... oppose it.

After all, as a progressive, you oppose racism. Is the most effective way to
oppose racism to give it a little air, to let it blow off steam—to be just a little
bit racist, but not too much? It strikes me that the most effective way to oppose
racism is simply to not tolerate it at all.

As aprogressive, you support democracy. But if you set this aside, wouldn’t
your advice to a government that opposed democracy simply be the same? If
you, with full hindsight, were advising Charles I, would you really advise him
to let the Parliament execute Strafford, on the grounds that it might sate their
lust for necks?

What I’'m suggesting is that the W-force actually behaves as an inverted
pendulum, perhaps with a bit of a delay loop. As an “absolute” monarch, the
best strategy for maintaining your rule is to preserve your sovereignty entirely
intact. Ripping off chunks of it and throwing them to the wolves only seems to
encourage the critters.

Why was this not obvious to the kings and princes of old Europe? Perhaps
it was obvious. The trouble was that absolute monarchy was always an ideal,
never a reality. Every sovereign in history has been a creature of politics—not
democratic politics, perhaps, but politics still. At the very least, a king who
loses the support of the army is finished. So the pendulum is not quite vertical,
and it’s all too easy to let it do what it obviously wants to do.

The inverted-pendulum model suggests that, for a stable and coherent non-
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democratic state, eliminating politics requires very little repressive energy. Sin-
gapore, Dubai and China, for example, all have their secret police—as did the
19th-century Hapsburgs. Each of these governments is very different from the
others, but they are all terrified of the W-force. Yet they manage to restrain it,
without either falling prey to democracy or opening death camps.

Residents of these countries can think whatever they like. They can even
say whatever they like. It is only when they actually organize that they get in
trouble. If you don’t want the Ministry of Public Security to bother you, don’t
start or join an antigovernment movement. Certainly this is not ideal—I don’t
think this blog would be tolerated in China, and my image of the ideal state is
one in which you can start all the antigovernment movements you want, as long
as they don’t involve guns or bombs. However, when we compare this level of
infringement of personal freedom to the experience of daily life under Stalin or
Hitler, we are comparing peanuts to pumpkins.

Why does China not tolerate peaceful antigovernment politics? Because
“people power” can defeat the People’s Liberation Army? No. Because China
is not a perfectly stable state, and it knows that quite well. Within the Chinese
Communist Party, there is politics galore. One move that is off-limits for con-
tending figures within the Chinese regime, however, is imposing one’s will on
one’s adversaries by means of mob politics. Almost everyone in any position
of responsibility in the PRC today was personally scarred by the Cultural Rev-
olution, in which China felt all the vices of democracy and none of its virtues.
Only by outlawing politics can the Party hold itself together.

Note that in 1989 the Chinese government broke the cardinal rule of Whig
government: never fire on a mob. As John F. Kennedy put it, “Those who
make peaceful revolution impossible will make violent revolution inevitable.”
Not only did the Chinese government make peaceful revolution impossible—
they made peaceful revolution violent. And the result? Violent revolution?
No—twenty years of peace, unparalleled prosperity, and personal if not political
freedom. As philosophers say, one white raven refutes the assertion that all
ravens are black.

The inverted-pendulum model of the W-force gives us a great way to un-
derstand Hitler. Yes: Hitler was a reactionary. I am a reactionary. Yikes! If I
ever feel the need to grow a mustache, which I won’t, I’ll have to make sure it
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extends well past the nose on both sides. Perhaps waxing and curling the tips
is just the only way.

Nazism, and fascism in general, was a reactionary movement. It was also
the product of a very unusual set of circumstances in history. The fascisms
emerged in countries in which the top level of the political system had been
turned over to liberals, but many remnants of the ancien régime still existed—
notably in the security forces and judiciary system—and retained considerable
popular support among the petit-bourgeois or Townie caste.

So the pendulum was a long, long way from top dead center. But the system
still had a crude mechanism by which it could be brutally yanked back: street
violence. Hitler and Mussolini came to power partly by good old democratic
politics, and partly by using their thugs to intimidate their political opponents.
This would not have been possible without a security system which tolerated
this sort of behavior. When the SA had street fights with the Communists, the
SA men tended to get off and the Communists get long jail sentences.

Note how much effort post-1945 governments invest in making sure this
particular horse does not escape from this particular barn. There is zero official
tolerance for right-wing political violence in any Western country today. (There
is a good bit of tolerance for left-wing violence, notably the European antifas,
who are the real heirs of Ernst Rohm.) Classical fascism simply does not work
without a hefty supply of judges who are willing to “let boys be boys.”

The Western judicial systems today cannot be described as reactionary in
any way, shape or form. Thus, if you are a progressive, you can cross fascism—
at least, good old 1930s-style fascism—off your list of worries. And if you are a
reactionary, you can cross it off your list of tricks to try. Considering the results
of the 1930s, I have to regard this as a good thing.

Okay. Enough suspense. Enough digressions. Let’s explain the W-force.
Let’s also explain why progressivism is the opposite of reaction. In fact, let’s
explain them both with the same theory.

Progressives do not, in general, believe in chaos. (Imagine breaking into
the Obama website and replacing all uses of the word “change” with “chaos.”
Happy, chanting crowds, holding placards that just say “CHAOS...” Frankly,
the whole thing is creepy enough as it i1s.) Nor do they believe in disorder,
mayhem, destruction, or doing a massive pile of crack and smashing the crap
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out of some poor woman’s car.

Rather, when you look at what progressives, Whigs, republicans, and other
anti-reactionaries actually believe in—whether they are supporters of Obama,
Lafayette, Herzen, or any other paladin of the people’s cause—it is rarely (al-
though not never) the simple, nihilistic liquidation of the present order. It is
always the construction of some new order, which is at least intended as an
improvement on the present one.

However, in order to construct this new order, two things need to happen.
One: the builders of the new order need to gain power. Two: they need to
destroy the old order, which by its insistence on continuing to exist obstructs
the birth of the new.

In the progressive mind, these indispensable tasks are not objectives. They
are methods. They may even be conceived as unpleasant, if necessary, duties.

One fascinating fact about the presidential campaign of 2008 is that both
Democratic candidates are, or at least at one point were, disciples of Saul Alin-
sky. Clinton actually studied and corresponded with Alinsky. Obama was an
Alinskyist “community organizer.” Next year, we may well have our first Alin-
skyist president.

Last year, the New Republic—not a reactionary publication—published an
excellent article on Obama’s Alinskyist roots. I’m afraid this piece is required
reading for all progressives. If you are still a progressive after reading it, at least
you know what you’re involved with. Here’s the bit that jumped out for me:

Alinsky’s contribution to community organizing was to create a set
of rules, a clear-eyed and systemic approach that ordinary citizens
can use to gain public power. The first and most fundamental les-
son Obama learned was to reassess his understanding of power.
Horwitt says that, when Alinsky would ask new students why they
wanted to organize, they would invariably respond with selfless
bromides about wanting to help others. Alinsky would then scream
back at them that there was a one-word answer: “You want to or-
ganize for power!”

Galluzzo shared with me the manual he uses to train new orga-
nizers, which is little different from the version he used to train
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Obama in the ’80s. It is filled with workshops and chapter head-
ings on understanding power: “power analysis,” “elements of a
power organization,” “the path to power.” Galluzzo told me that
many new trainees have an aversion to Alinsky’s gritty approach
because they come to organizing as idealists rather than realists.
But Galluzzo’s manual instructs them to get over these hang-ups.
“We are not virtuous by not wanting power,” it says. “We are re-
ally cowards for not wanting power,” because “power is good” and
“powerlessness is evil.”

The other fundamental lesson Obama was taught is Alinsky’s max-
im that self-interest is the only principle around which to organize
people. (Galluzzo’s manual goes so far as to advise trainees in
block letters: “get rid of do-gooders in your church and your or-
ganization.”) Obama was a fan of Alinsky’s realistic streak. “The
key to creating successful organizations was making sure people’s
self-interest was met,” he told me, “and not just basing it on pie-
in-the-sky idealism. So there were some basic principles that re-
mained powerful then, and in fact I still believe in.”

[..]

Obama so mastered the workshops on power that he later taught
them himself. On his campaign website, one can find a photo of
Obama in a classroom teaching students Alinskian methods. He
stands in front of a blackboard on which he has written, “Power
Analysis” and “Relationships Built on Self Interest,” an idea illus-
trated by a diagram of the flow of money from corporations to the
mayor.

(I haven’t looked for this picture. I suspect the site has probably been updated.)’

Here is my theory about progressivism: it is a “Relationship Built on Self
Interest.” It is exactly what Alinsky says it is: a way for people who want power
to organize. It brings them together around the oldest human pleasure other
than sex: ganging up on your enemies. It lets them rationalize this ruthless,

! An archival copy of the picture in question is available at www.unqualified-reservations.org/images/obama-
teaching-alinsky.jpg.
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carnivorous activity as a philanthropic cause. But the real attraction is the thrill
of power and victory—sometimes with a little money thrown in.

This is why the likes of a Temperley cannot imagine a world of “dreary in-
action,” with no politics at all for anyone. “That is nothing pertaining to them.”
Obama once tried to take a regular job at an ordinary company. He felt dead in
it. It was like feeding a dog on turnips. Carnivores need meat.

What made Alinsky so effective was that he dispensed with the romantic
euphemisms. He just described the thing as what it is. You have to admire
him for that, I feel. A Lafayette, a Herzen, or almost any 19th-century repub-
lican outside the Marxist department, would have been absolutely appalled by
Alinsky. But the fact is that they were basically in the same business.

So the progressive is, indeed, the polar opposite of the reactionary. Just as
order and stability are essential to reaction, disorder and destruction are essential
to progressivism.

The progressive never sees it this way. His goal is never to produce disor-
der and destruction. Unless he is Alinsky himself, he is very unlikely to think
directly in terms of seizing power and smashing his enemies. Usually there is
some end which is unequivocally desirable—often even from the reactionary
perspective.

But if you could somehow design a progressive movement that could a-
chieve its goal without seizing power or smashing its enemies, it would have
little energy and find few supporters. What makes these movements so popular
is the opportunity for action and the prospect of victory. To defeat them, ensure
that they have no chance of success. No one loves a loser.

This theory also explains why progressive movements can produce results
which are good. One: their goals have to be good, at least from their followers’
perspective. Since these are not evil people we’re talking about, their definition
of good is often the same as yours or mine. And two: if progressivism is an
essentially destructive force, some things still do need destroying.

Let’s take homophobia, for example, because this is one area on which (de-
spite my breeder tendencies) I am fully in agreement with the most advanced
progressive thinking. And yet, the destruction of homophobia is an act of vio-
lent cultural hegemony. Americans and Europeans have considered homosex-
uality sick, evil and wrong since Jesus was a little boy. If you have the power


http://www.analyzethis.net/blog/2005/07/09/barack-obama-embellishes-his-resume/

66 CHAPTER 3. THE JACOBITE HISTORY OF THE WORLD

to tell people they can’t believe this anymore, you have the power to tell them
just about anything. In this case, you are using your superpowers for good.? Is
this always so?

As for the W-force, while the inverted pendulum is a good physical analogy,
there 1s another: entropy.

Progressivism is obviously entropic. Obviously, its enemy is order. Pro-
gressives instinctively despise formality, authority, and hierarchy. Reactionary
political theorists such as Hobbes liked to conceive the state in terms of an or-
dered system, a sort of clockwork. Progressivism is sand in the gears of the
clock.

More subtly, however, the real entropic effect is in the progressive method
of capturing power not by seizing the entire state, but by biting off little chunks
of it wherever it sticks out. The effect is a steady increase in the complexity
of the state’s decision-making process. And complexity, of course, is the same
thing as entropy.

2For a neoreactionary analysis that disagrees strongly with this sanguine view of homosexuality, see “Gay needs
to be suppressed” by Jim. In brief: destroying homophobia imposes major societal costs, including a negative
impact on public health, a lowering of the relative status of heterosexual relationships (thereby depressing fertility),
and the introduction of a signaling hazard that undermines male group cohesion (which is especially critical for
the Mdnnerbund identified by Julius Evola in Men Among the Ruins).
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Chapter 4
Dr. Johnson’s Hypothesis

In the first three chapters, dear open-minded progressive, we’ve tried to build
up some tools that will help you evaluate the disturbing proposition we’re about
to present.

The proposition is neither new nor mysterious. We’ll call it Dr. Johnson’s
hypothesis—from this quip by the great Doctor:

And I have always said, the first Whig was the Devil.

Of course this is not a hypothesis in the scientific sense of the word—we cannot
prove it, nor will we try. It is just a phrase you can agree with, or not.

The great advantage of Dr. Johnson’s formulation is that it has a pleasant
boolean quality. You can agree or disagree. It is pretty hard to be indifferent.
Let’s take it for granted that, as a progressive, you disagree, and we’ll try to
figure out what might change your mind.'

What does it mean that “the first Whig was the Devil?” What do you think
of when you think of the Devil? I always think of Mick Jagger:

!One progressive who famously agreed with Dr. Johnson’s hypothesis is Saul Alinsky (Chapter 3). As Alinsky
put it in his book Rules for Radicals:

Lest we forget at least an over-the-shoulder acknowledgment to the very first radical: from
all our legends, mythology, and history (and who is to know where mythology leaves off and
history begins—or which is which), the first radical known to man who rebelled against the
establishment and did it so effectively that he at least won his own kingdom—Lucifer.
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Please allow me to introduce myself
I’m a man of wealth and taste

I’ve been around for a long, long year
Stole many a man’s soul to waste

And I was ’round when Jesus Christ
Had his moment of doubt and pain
Made damn sure that Pilate

Washed his hands and sealed his fate

Pleased to meet you
Hope you guess my name
But what’s puzzling you
Is the nature of my game

I stuck around St. Petersburg

When I saw it was a time for a change
Killed the czar and his ministers
Anastasia screamed in vain

I rode a tank

Held a general’s rank
When the Blitzkrieg raged
And the bodies stank

Surely we can agree that the Devil rode a tank, held a generals rank, when
the Blitzkrieg raged and the bodies stank. What Dr. Johnson is proposing is
that the Adversary clapped at the Putney Debates, that he smeared his face and
shook his tomahawk on the Dartmouth, that he leered and cackled as he swore
the Tennis Court Oath. Not that it’s a short song, but I don’t recall these bits.

Of course, there is that part about St. Petersburg, when it was time for a
change... 1 actually have been holding out on you guys here. I have a little
family secret to reveal.

I am not a progressive. But my father’s parents were. Great Neck Jews of
the Yiddish variety, progressive is the exact word they always used to describe
their views. And they meant exactly the same thing by it that Barack Obama
does. One of the last things my grandmother said to me, before she fell down the
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stairs and smashed her frontal lobe (kids, when your elderly relatives sign living
wills, they generally mean it—make sure the doctors are reminded, often), was
that Frank Rich is a really, really wonderful writer.

Only, you know what? For Gramps and Grandma, who were about the
nicest people you could imagine, who certainly had no interest in the Devil or
any of his works, not even Mick Jagger, progressive was a code word. A sort
of dog-whistle. What they really were was Communists.

I don’t mean just pinkos or fellow travelers of the “Alger—I mean, Adlai”
variety. | mean actual, dues-paying members of the CPUSA. From the ’30s
through at least the *70s. Did they have cards? Did they carry them? Did they
ever pull out their Party cards by mistake at Safeway? “I’m sorry, ma’am, this
may entitle you to free travel on the Moscow subway, but it does not provide
access to our low-priced specials.” I’m afraid these details are lost to history.

But my brother has wartime letters from my grandfather in which he closes
by asking his wife to “keep faith with the Party.” My parents recall dinner-table
conversations from the early ’70s in which the phrase “party line” was used in
a non-ironic context. And the story goes that the two of them actually met at
a Party meeting, at which Gramps stood on a chair in someone’s kitchen and
made some kind of a rabble-rousing speech.

I am relying on family hearsay here. Because my grandmother would never
admit any of'it, even to me. Not that I outed myself as a Jacobite, but it must have
been clear that [ hadn’t been reading quite enough Frank Rich. Once I screwed
up my courage and asked her if the story about owing my existence to a Party
cell was true. “Oh, no,” she said. “It was a meeting of the American League
for Peace and Democracy.” I’m afraid Grandma’s conspiratorial reflexes were
not made for a world with Wikipedia.

So, in 2008 terms, what we’re saying when we say that the first Whig was the
Devil 1s that this idea of “progress” might be kind of, well, creepy and weird.
As you see, my family background predisposes me to this suspicion. There
1S no use in trying to convince me that there was never any such thing as an
international Communist conspiracy.

As a modern progressive, of course, you are not a Communist but (like
Sartre) an anti-anti-Communist. You think of Communism as a mistake, which
of course is exactly what it was. The anti-Communism of a Joe McCarthy or a
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Robert Welch still shocks and appalls you. Its opposite does not. “McCarthyist”
is alive insult in your mind. So is “fascist.” “Communist,” or any of its variants,
is kind of dated and almost funny. “You Communist!”

At most you might say that Obama is a communist the same way Mitt Rom-
ney is a Mormon. Romney is not a Mormon because he, personally, read the
Book of Mormon and felt the awe and mystery of Joseph Smith’s golden plates.
He is a Mormon because his parents were Mormons. Just as Obama’s were com-
munists. (I use the small ‘c’ to mean sympathy, not membership.) Even if you
made Romney absolute king of the universe, I suspect that re-establishing the
State of Deseret would not be high on his agenda. I’m sure the same goes for
Obama and the Politburo.

The anti-anti-Communist theory of history has a special niche for Commu-
nism. It is not good, exactly, but it is also not good to attack it. So we won’t.
The truth is that Communism is only one small part of the progressive experi-
ence. The conclusion that progressivism must be bad because Stalin called him-
self “progressive” is just as facile and fallacious as the conclusion that reaction
must be bad because Hitler (though he did not use the word) was a reactionary.

At best Communism is an example of how “progress” could be creepy and
weird. But, because of these historical associations, it’s not an effective exam-
ple of “creepy and weird.” Here’s a better one: Scientology.

Did you watch the Tom Cruise Scientology video? I really think this is a
necessity. If you go straight from this to the Obama We Are The Ones video
(not, I hasten to point out, an official campaign production), what is your gut
response? Coincidence? Or, um, conspiracy?

What I’m suggesting is that progressivism, from Dr. Johnson’s Whigs (and
even well before) to “will.i.am,” 1s a little like Scientology. Let me empha-
size the word little. 1’d say progressivism resembles Scientology in the same
way that Scarlett Johansson resembles the Caenorhabditis nematode, a Porsche
Cayenne resembles a wheelbarrow, or LSD resembles green tea. On the sur-
face, they are totally different things. The similarities are all low-level.

Scientology is obviously creepy and weird. To make the case that progres-
sivism is creepy and weird, we have one overwhelming challenge: the fact that
progressives are not, in general, creepy and weird. Progressives are, in general,
pleasant, well-educated and well-grounded. This cannot be said of Scientolo-
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g1sts.

Then again, there’s another thing that Scientologists don’t have: friends
in high places. At least as far as I'm aware. I would like to think that the
penetration of Scientology in government and other prestigious institutions is
fairly minor. Perhaps I am mistaken about this. I hope not. Because I really
have no reason to think that if Scientologists take control of any institution—the
CIA, Cirque du Soleil, the New York Times, Starbucks, the NBA, Yale, Apple,
you name it—they will ever depart of their own free will. At least if you believe
Mr. Cruise, they seem quite sincere about their desire to take over the world.
For its own good, of course.

Again, does this ring a bell? Maybe. But there’s only so much we can learn
from this kind of innuendo. I’m afraid it’s time for some heavy political theory.

Our concern is the relationship, past and present, between progressivism
and American institutions. Clearly a tricky question. There is no plausible null
answer, as for Scientology. There is something going on. But what is it? What
is the big picture?

Let’s play a fun little game. We’ll separate civilized societies into three
types—1, 2, and 3—according to their relationship between opinion and author-
ity. To make the game fun, I’ll describe the classes abstractly, without giving
examples. Then we’ll try to figure out which class we live in.

Type 3 is what Karl Popper called the open society. In a type 3 society,
thoughts compete on the basis of their resemblance to reality. Institutions which
propagate thoughts compete on the basis of the quality of the thoughts they
propagate. Is this rocket science? It is not.

Good ideas outcompete bad ideas in a type 3 society, because most of us
would rather be clueful than deluded. While many individuals have cognitive
biases—such as a natural preference for optimistic over pessimistic predictions,
or the reverse—these average out and are dwarfed by the general ambition of
intellectuals to see reality as it actually is. Intellectuals are brutally competitive
by nature, and delight in exploding the delusions of others. Nonsense should
not last long around them.

Thus, in a type 3 society, we cannot say that everyone will agree and they
will all be right. But we can be quite confident that the best thoughts will be
readily available to those who care to think them. In a type 3 society there will
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always be superstitions, because there will always be superstitious people, who
may like everyone else think and speak as they please. There will always be
differences of opinion, because many questions cannot be answered by precise
and objective methods—whose performance is better, Humphrey Bogart’s in
Casablanca or Rutger Hauer’s in Split Second? But since reality is one thing,
and people are people, people who are smart and want to understand reality will
generally cluster around the truth.

So when you live in a type 3 society, while you can think for yourself,
you generally don’t have to think for yourself. Why buy a cow, when milk is
so cheap? The type 3 society makes an accurate perception of reality easily
available to anyone who wants it. If you want an accurate understanding of
history, just buy a history book. If you want a weird, creepy understanding of
history, you can probably find that as well, but first you will need to find a group
of historians who share your weird, creepy biases. The sane ones will almost
certainly be in the majority.

I think you and I can agree that a type 3 society is where we want to live.
The question is: do we live in one? Let’s take a rain check on this baby.

Type 1 is basically the opposite of type 3. Let’s call it the loyal society.
In a type 1 society, your thoughts are coordinated by the government. Public
opinion is a matter of state security.

Why is public opinion a matter of state security? Because people are freak-
in’ dangerous. Anyone who has ever raised a male child has seen its instinctive
affection for weapons. Heck, chimpanzees are freakin’ dangerous. And you’ll
notice that most of the earth’s surface is controlled by their hairless relatives,
which is clearly not how it would be if our brother apes had their druthers.

In a type 1 society, the State establishes two categories of thoughts: good
thoughts and bad thoughts. It penalizes people for expressing bad thoughts, or
rewards them for expressing good thoughts, or ideally, of course, both.

A bad thought is any thought that, if a sufficient number of people were to
think it, might be threatening to the safety of the State. A good thought is any
thought that is useful to the State, even if just because it fits in the spot where a
bad one might otherwise go.

To install its good thoughts in your brain, the State supports a set of official
information organs, institutions which churn out good thinking on a cradle-to-
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grave basis. The organs install good thoughts in the young, and maintain them
in the adult. Hominids are learning machines. They learn what’s put in front of
them. It’s really not that hard.

To keep bad thoughts from spreading, the State uses its powers to discour-
age, prohibit or destroy unofficial or otherwise uncoordinated information or-
gans. It constructs a legal environment in which direct, person-to-person trans-
mission of bad thoughts is socially and professionally imprudent at best, ac-
tionable at worst. It may exempt dissenters from the protection of the law, or
impose legal disabilities on them, or on those who tolerate them. Or, of course,
it can imprison, banish or execute them.

In a successful type 1 society—there have been many—the range of good
thoughts may be rich and broad. Many if not all of them can be quite sensi-
ble. It should be possible for an intelligent member of the governing classes to
live a normal and successful life without once being tempted to venture off the
reservation.

However, from the perspective of the security forces, it may be quite useful
to have one or two questions for which the bad answer is true, and the good
one is nonsense. Some people are just natural-born troublemakers. Others are
naturally loyal. Separating the sheep from the goats gives the authorities a great
way to focus on the latter.

Of course, not everyone in a type 1 society needs to be a believer. The
more the better, however, especially among the governing classes. An ideal
structure is one in which believers are concentrated among the most fashionable
and successful social circles, and dissenters (if there are any) tend to be poorly
educated, less intelligent, and nowhere near as wealthy. If this can be achieved,
the believers will feel a natural and healthy contempt for the dissenters, who
will be inclined to abandon any bad thoughts they may have been brought up
with if they have any desire to succeed in life.

The sine qua non of a type 1 society is central coordination of information.
Because the organs are the instruments which make state security a reality, they
cannot be allowed to contradict each other. In a state which is secured purely
by military force, can various units of the army and navy get into little catfights
with each other? Um, no. Likewise, in a state secured by thought control (as
well as probably some military force), any intellectual conflict is a menace of
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the first order. Even on trivial details, disagreement means instability.

In other words, the information organs of a type 1 society are synoptic. They
see the world through one eye, one set of doctrines, one official story. Call it
the synopsis.

How does a type 1 state maintain the coherence of its synopsis? One easy
way is to have a single leader, who exercises unified executive supervision.
Ideally the same leader manages both physical and intellectual security. If the
type 1 state doesn’t have a single leader, it should at least have a single authorita-
tive institution. Since security depends on synoptic coherence, any divergence
can quite literally lead to civil war.

There is no mystery around the historical identity of type 1 societies. This is
an unambiguously right-wing pattern. It is also the default structure of human
government: the god-king. The Greeks called it “oriental despotism.” In Chris-
tian history it is known as caesaropapism. In Anglo-American history, it is the
throne-and-altar state, as represented by the high-church Anglican or Catholic
tradition. When Americans express an affection for separation of Church and
State, they are expressing an antipathy to the type 1 design.

And, of course, in 20th-century history we see the type 1 state most clearly
in National Socialism and Italian Fascism. The fascisms discarded most of the
trappings of Christian theism, but reused the basic caesaropapist design. Un-
der Hitler’s supervision, of course, Goebbels was more or less the pope of Nazi
Germany. His executive authority over all intellectual content in the Third Re-
ich, from films to schools to universities, was easily the equal of any medieval
pontift’s. (I highly recommend watching The Goebbels Experiment.)

The Nazi term Gleichschaltung, generally translated as “coordination,” is
more or less the modern epitome of the type 1 design. The Nazis also used the
word Aufkldrung, meaning “enlightenment” or literally “clearing-up,” for the
inculcation of useful thoughts in the German people. I think of this term every
time I see a “public service message.”

We also see the type 1 pattern, if not quite as distinctly, in the Communist
states. It tends to be more institutional and less personal. It is easy to identify
Communist Hitlers, but there is no clear Communist equivalent of Goebbels.
Communist states over time experienced a decay of personal authority, which
passed instead to institutions. But the Party in a modern one-party state is more
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or less equivalent to the Church in the old Christian dispensation, and an estab-
lished church is an established church whether governed by pope or synod.

The type 1 state is certainly the most common form in history. It is not
the end of the world. China today is a type 1 society. It also has the world’s
most successful economy, and is not such a bad place to live at all. Elizabethan
England, which experienced perhaps the greatest artistic explosion in human
history, was a type 1 society, with secret police galore. On the other hand,
North Korea is a type 1 society, and it’s awful in almost every possible way. |
can say generally that I would rather live in a type