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The Right

Africa

IN A CONTINENT where conservative empires like
Germany, which originally held today’s Namibia and
Tanzania (except for Zanzibar), Belgium, England, and
France, it is interesting to note how two of the most im-
portant African countries clung to conservative ideolo-
gies after independence: Kenya and South Africa. Both
are effective case studies of how assuming power can
bring about extensive change in the tactics and ideology
of a national independence movement.

Although the Mau Mau of Kenya, led by Jomo
Kenyatta, committed many atrocities during the strug-
gle for independence, it was not motivated by any real
political ideology, like the communists who later fought
the Portuguese in Angola and Mozambique, or would
overthrow and kill Emperor Haile Selassie in Ethiopia.
Kenyatta’s struggle for independence was a purely prag-
matic one, and did not embrace communism or any
other leftist ideology. Though constitutionally a one-
party state, Kenya conservatively planned its post-inde-
pendence future under Kenyatta and his successor,
Daniel arap Moi. According to the Kenyan government,
“Kenya welcomed both private and government invest-
ment. Every farmer needed to be sure of his land rights,
land consolidation, and land registration for title deeds.
The government wanted to ensure that property was
used in the mutual interest of the society and its mem-

bers. Varying forms of ownership were introduced to
avoid concentration of economic power and a progres-
sive system of taxation introduced to ensure an equi-
table distribution of wealth and income.”

Politically, however, Kenya sided clearly with the
democracies against regional terrorism, which began
after the Arab defeat in the Middle East war of 1967.
As Gordon Thomas writes, it was the Israeli Mossad
that enlisted Kenya in the battle against the attempt by
the Chinese communists to subvert Africa. The Chi-
nese communists formed a direct threat to the moder-
ate Kenyan government, and the Mossad gave the
Kenyans vital information. It was in gratitude for this
that arap Moi let the Israelis use Nairobi, the capital of
Kenya, as a refueling stop in the epic Operation Thun-
derbolt in July 1976, the rescue of the Jewish hostages
held by Arab terrorists in Idi Amin’s anarchic Uganda.

After its declaration as the Union of South Africa
in 1961, the Boer government entered into a bloody
struggle against the left-leaning African National Con-
gress (ANC), in which its BOSS intelligence service
would become the most rightist and feared organization
on the continent. Anti-terrorism brought South Africa
and Israel into a natural alliance, fostered by Israel’s
Prime Minister Golda Meir. Both the ANC and the
Palestine Liberation Organization (Israel’s enemy) were
ideological kinsmen, and a further diplomatic de-
marche would occur between South Africa’s Prime
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Minister P.W. Botha and Ezer Weizman that, according
to Thomas, amounted to a mutual defense pact.

In September 1981, South Africa’s Minister of De-
fense Magnus Malan asserted that “the onslaught here
is communist-inspired, communist-planned, and com-
munist-supported.” Israel gave South Africa much aid
in return for uranium destined for the Israeli nuclear re-
search facility at Dimona in the Negev Desert. However,
once the ANC assumed power in 1994 under Nelson
Mandela, its political coloration significantly changed.

Executive Outcomes (EO) had been formed as a
highly sophisticated rightist military organization by
Eeben Barlow in 1989. This Outcomes group was re-
cruited from former members of the South African De-
fense Force, or army, which was committed to battling
the ANC. When Mandela became president in 1994, he
did not disband Executive Outcomes. Instead, he used
its soldiers to help bring stability to West Africa. With
the help of EO, the Angolan government was able to de-
feat Jonas Savimbi’s UNITA force in 1993. Only two
years later, EO seriously mauled the terrorist forces of
Foday Sankoh in Sierra Leone. However, due to diplo-
matic confusion, Sankoh would still remain in power
for years, to die in United Nations custody in 2003 after
his fall from power in 2000.

Mandela, rather than attempt to hold on to power
as with many other African heads of state, voluntarily
resigned from office in 1999 to be replaced as South
African president by Thabo Mbeki. When widespread
publicity focused on EQ, it disbanded in 1999, but in-
formed speculation holds that it has continued its mis-
sion under similar corporate entities like the Saracen or
Lifeguard firms, and still is attempting to restore stabil-
ity to post-independence Africa.

RIGHTIST REACTIONS

Much of the history of the right in Africa has to do
with rightist reactions to leftist movements, whether le-
gitimate (but Soviet-backed) independence movements
or terrorist organizations. Moreover, during the 1960s,
the newly emerging African states became increasingly
embroiled in the Cold War between the United States
and the Soviet Union. This was no more evident than in
the Belgian Congo, which emerged as a free nation in
June 1960. In October 1958, Patrice Lumumba had
founded the Congolese National Movement (MNC),
and became its first prime minister in June 1960. How-
ever, Lumumba began a flirtation with the Soviet
Union, which threatened to bring the influence of the
Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev directly into the

strategic heart of Africa. Lumumba was captured in a
coup led by Colonel Sese Seko Mobutu. Under circum-
stances still unclear, Lumumba was assassinated in Eliz-
abethville in January 1961. Although CIA complicity
has been alleged by leftists, no evidence has come to
light except through the prism of communist propa-
ganda. Lumumba’s death initiated a civil war that can
stand as a microcosm of Africa’s experience in the
1960s.

As a result of Lumumba’s Marxist flirtation,
Moishe Tshombe and the diamond-rich Katanga
province seceded from the Congo. Backed by the Bel-
gian Union Miniere company, Tshombe was able to
hire white mercenaries, whose fighting skills were supe-
rior to the Congolese Army, really an armed police
force. Forced into exile, Tshombe returned to serve as
prime minister in July 1964. General Mobutu staged an-
other military coup in November 1965. In July 1967
Tshombe was kidnapped and taken to Algeria, and died
in prison of a heart attack two years later. Mobutu
brought stability to a country ravaged by war and, ex-
cept for an insurrection in 1978, governed for nearly
three decades.

At the other end of the continent, another struggle
became aggravated in South Africa. While it was the
Union of South Africa, the dominant Afrikaans, or
Boer, population, descended from 17th-century Dutch
colonists, began to press for strict segregation of the
races. The racism of the Boers had been the factor that
set into motion one of the world’s great independence
movements. When Mahatma Gandhi lived in South
Africa during the early years of the 20th century, the ef-
fect so traumatized him that he went home to free his
India from the British rule that had tolerated such
racism in South Africa.

As a result of apartheid segregation, the ANC was
formed, with a strong communist coloration. Thus, the
intense racist feeling of the Boers had brought into
being a destabilizing communist movement in South
Africa. The extreme right-wing National Party won in
1948, making apartheid the official policy of the coun-
try. The Union of South Africa became the Republic of
South Africa on May 31, 1961, and left the British
Commonwealth in the face of condemnation of its
apartheid policies. For over 30 years, the struggle be-
tween the ANC and the apartheid regime would domi-
nate South African life. The conflict was resolved
relatively peacefully when apartheid was finally abol-
ished when the ANC came to power in 1994.

South Africa was not alone in its rightist apartheid
regimes. When Tanzania was formed in the 1960s,



Southern Rhodesia became the state of Rhodesia under
Ian Smith, who followed the precedent of South Africa
in creating a white-dominated African country. The His-
tory of Rhodesia recorded that Britain pushed for a con-
stitutional reform of its colony that would grant the
African population majority political representation.
Ian Smith and the Southern Rhodesian parliament were
unwilling to accept this and in 1965 unilaterally de-
clared independence, the state now being called Rhode-
sia. Britain opposed this measure and negotiations
continued; the Smith government drew support from
South Africa’s apartheid regime.

The negotiations with Britain failed in 1969, and the
British Commonwealth decided to boycott Rhodesia;
the country’s athletes could not participate in Olympic
Games, and many nations refused to trade with Rhode-
sia. In 1970, Rhodesia proclaimed the republic. The
ZANU (Shona, led by Robert Mugabe) and ZAPU
(Ndebele, led by Joshua Nkomo) organizations began to
hurt Rhodesia by guerrilla raids from bases in Mozam-
bique (which became independent in 1975, under a so-
cialist regime). The situation became more and more
difficult. In 1980, the Rhodesian administration agreed
to general elections with African participation; Robert
Mugabe’s Zanu emerged victorious. The country was
renamed Zimbabwe.

Yet the 1960s also saw the rupture of the most
promising country in West Africa, Nigeria. In May
1967, the secessionist Republic of Biafra was pro-
claimed, largely to protect the Igbos, many of whom
were Christians. By the time the war ended, according
to the U.S. Library of Congress, “Estimates in the for-
mer Eastern Region of the number of dead from hostil-
ities, disease, and starvation during the 30-month civil
war are estimated at between 1 million and 3 million.
The end of the fighting found more than 3 million Igbo
refugees crowded into a 2,500-square-kilometer enclave.
Prospects for the survival of many of them and for the
future of the region were dim.”

While the Cold War served to be the dominant fac-
tor affecting African nationalism in the 1970s, the con-
tinuing struggle in the Middle East reached out as well.
In 1971, President Milton Obote of Uganda was top-
pled by Idi Amin Dada, who had begun his military ca-
reer in the colonial British King’s African Rifles (KAR),
which had fought in the Mau Mau Emergency in Kenya.
As the U.S. Library of Congress states, “presidents
Julius Nyerere of Tanzania, Kenneth Kaunda of Zam-
bia, Jomo Kenyatta of Kenya, and the Organization of
African Unity (OAU) initially refused to accept the le-
gitimacy of the new military government. Nyerere, in
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particular, opposed Amin’s regime, and he offered hos-
pitality to the exiled Obote, facilitating his attempts to
raise a force and return to power.” The Amin regime, a
return to the days when Ugandan (then Bugandan)
kings persecuted Christians in the 19th century, would
lead a reign of terror with his State Research Bureau
(SRB) in which some 50,000 to 120,000 of his citizens
may have perished. At the same time, he allied himself
with the Palestinians, who had been fighting a war of
terror against [srael since it defeated the Arab states in
the Middle East war of June 1967. In this, he became al-
lied with Colonel Muammar Quaddafi, who had seized
power in Libya in 1962.

On June 24, 1976, the Palestinian and German ter-
rorists hijacked an Air France jet to Entebbe airport in
Upganda, with Israeli citizens aboard, apparently with
the help of Amin. Negotiations were begun, including
talks directly with Amin by Israeli Colonel Baruch Bar-
Lev, who once had been a military adviser in Uganda.
When the lives of the hostages seemed threatened, Is-
rael launched Operation Thunderbolt, a daring rescue
mission to save them. The success of the historic mis-
sion was helped by Kenya. Eventually, Amin’s rule be-
came a barbaric embarrassment for the neighboring
African countries, especially Tanzania. When Amin
used Libyan troops to attack Tanzania, Nyerere
launched a counterstrike in April 1979 which drove
Amin out of Uganda. Amin died in exile in Saudi Ara-
bia in August 2003.

The Cold War, never far from the surface in Africa,
became especially pointed in Somalia during the 1980s.
Mohammed Siad Barre, dictator of Somalia, had
launched in 1977 an invasion of the Ogaden Province in
neighboring Ethiopia. The invasion would exacerbate a
growing famine that plunged Somalia and Ethiopia into
turmoil. Both the Soviet Union and the United States
desired the Horn of Africa at Somalia because the na-
tion that controlled the narrow Red Sea there would
control the entire maritime traffic through the Red Sea
to the Arabian Sea and beyond.

Barre remained in power by carefully balancing So-
viet and American aid, but fell in a coup in 1991. The
coup led to an internecine war among the powerful
clans of Somalis, in which Mohammed Aidid eventu-
ally emerged as the paramount warlord.

DEMOCRACY OVER MARXISM

A major turn to democracy and the end of Marxist in-
fluence in East Africa came in October 1992 when
Mozambique celebrated its first democratic elections in
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its history. With political stability came the hope of a
free market economy to stimulate the hope of capitalist
investment not only in Mozambique, but in the entire
East African region.

As the millennium dawned in 2000, it brought
mixed hope for stability in the African continent. Trag-
ically, the Christian and Muslim strife in Nigeria only
grew worse. Yet, in the area of the worst slaughter,
Rwanda in the 1990s, there had already been signs of
the rule of law. In 1996, the United Nations Interna-
tional Criminal Tribunal in Rwanda began hearing from
conspirators in the massive bloodshed. At the same
time, intervention by the British Paratroop Regiment fi-
nally brought peace to Sierra Leone. Edward Harris re-
ported in The Philadelphia Inquirer that “prosecutors
opened the first UN-backed war-crimes trial yesterday
in Sierra Leone’s vicious civil war, calling for a just ac-
counting for the agony of 10 long years.”

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Africa; Egypt; Socialism; Uganda.
Volume 2 Right: Capitalism; Globalization.
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Agrarianism
AGRARIANISM IS THE belief that true freedom be-

longs to the independent farmer who owns his or her
own land. Only the yeoman farmer who can provide his
own food from his own land remains truly independent

and virtuous. Only the yeoman farmer truly has a stake
in the land to defend it against attack in times of danger.
Honest and incorruptible, independent farmers enjoy
true freedom according to the agrarian view.

Agrarianism also harkens back to a more stable, set-
tled social order of reciprocal social bonds that existed
before the rise of cities and machines. Sir Roger de Cov-
erley, a character from The Spectator by Joseph Addison
and Richard Steele, exemplifies the best kind of pater-
nalistic and rural values envisioned by many agrarians.
James Everett Kibler’s study of a South Carolina plan-
tation, Our Fathers’ Fields, offers a historical portrait of
a similar society and its devastating encounter with
modernity in the Civil War.

Thomas Jefferson is the foremost American expo-
nent of agrarian ideals. Although Jefferson himself re-
mained mired in debt for much of his adult life and
relied upon slave labor, he wrote eloquently of the life
of the yeoman farmer. In “Query XIX"” of Notes on the
State of Virginia, Jefferson wrote: “Those who labor in
the earth are the chosen people of God ... whose breasts
he has made his peculiar deposit for substantial and
genuine virtue. Corruption of morals in the mass of
cultivators is a phenomenon of which no age nor nation
has furnished an example ... Dependence begets sub-
servience and venality, suffocates the germ of virtue,
and prepares fit tools for the designs of ambition.”
Many of Jefferson’s political ideas grew from his agrar-
ian views: in particular, his opposition to the commer-
cial and political views of Alexander Hamilton.
Hamiltonian attitudes would triumph in America with
the defeat of the Confederacy in the Civil War.

In the 1920s and 1930s, a group of southern writers
and academics attempted to revive the agrarian ideal.
Allen Tate, Andrew Nelson Lytle, Donald Davidson,
and nine other southerners contributed to I’ll Take My
Stand, which they termed an agrarian manifesto. They
constructed an elegant appeal to America to return to a
traditional economic and moral order, and wrote with a
deeply felt love of history and tradition. Southern
agrarians also harkened back to an idealized version of
antebellum southern life. I'll Take My Stand condemned
both industrialism and socialism as soulless and equally
destructive of freedom and Western civilization. In par-
ticular, I’ll Take My Stand attacked the idea of progress,
especially the American idea of progress not toward a
goal, but for its own sake. The kind of conservatism es-
poused by southern agrarians differs sharply from the
conservatism of the Republican Party with its closeness
to big business. Seven years after the publication of I'll
Take My Stand, some of the same authors reunited for
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Agrarian ideals harkened back to the days unspoiled by progress and were especially espoused by Thomas Jefferson. Southern agrarians in
the United States conservatively reacted against modernity’s social ills, such as poverty and alienation.

Who Owns America?, a volume of essays that con-
demned both communism and capitalism as threats to
freedom. At its core, southern agrarianism was a reac-
tion against modernity and all of modernity’s attendant
societal ills.

In the last decade of the 20th century, Victor Davis
Hanson emerged as a leading defender of agrarian val-
ues. Hanson, a classics professor in California and a
successful popular military historian, became a leading
agrarian writer. Unlike the southern agrarians, Hanson
wrote from the perspective of one born and reared on a
farm, who witnessed the decline of small farming in
America. Hanson also differs from the southern agrari-
ans in his distaste for the Confederate States of Amer-
ica, an attitude in full flower in some of his writings on
military history.

By the beginning of the 21st century, aspects of
agrarianism appealed to elements on both the right and
left of the American political spectrum. Although it

shares with environmentalism a reverence for land,
agrarianism differs from that movement in its reverence
for a traditional political and moral order, and in its
conservatism. Nowhere has it appeared as a practical
political program with genuine support, nor is it likely
to in a nation so comfortably wedded to machines and
big government. Yet the agrarian life can still be appre-
ciated through books, preferably read out-of-doors with
a hound at one’s side, and lived by those untroubled by
fighting for a lost cause.

SEE ALSO
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MITCHELL MCNAYLOR
OUR LADY OF THE LAKE COLLEGE

Ali, Noble Drew (1886-1929)

NOBLE DREW ALI (born Timothy Drew), founder of
the Moorish American Science Temple, was born in
North Carolina. During the first decade of the 20th
century, Ali migrated to Newark, New Jersey, where he
preached the principles of a new black nationalism in
homes and on the streets. Ali, a contemporary of Mar-
cus Garvey, did not call for emigration to Africa by
black Americans. Instead, he urged African Americans
to become knowledgeable about their African heritage
and to become Muslims to overcome racial oppression
in the early 20th-century United States.

According to the teachings of the Moorish Science
Temple, Drew, before changing his name, embarked on
a pilgrimage to North Africa where he was given a mis-
sion by the King of Morocco to bring the teaching of
Islam to African Americans. In order to prove he was
the prophet of Allah, Drew had to pass a test. Drew was
dropped inside the pyramids of Egypt and had to find
his way out, which he did successfully, proving that he
was indeed the prophet of Allah, or God. In 1913,
Drew organized the Moorish Science Temple in

Newark as the prophet of Allah, Nobel Drew Ali.

Ali taught his followers that African Americans
were Asiatics, and specifically Moors who came from
Morocco. According to Drew Ali, African Americans
were “descendents of the ancient Moabites who inhab-
ited the northwestern and southwestern shores of
Africa.” He believed that Islam was for people of
African descent and Christianity was only for Euro-
peans. He believed peace on earth would only come
when each racial group had its own religion. Ali pub-
lished his philosophy in a 64-page Holy Koran.

The Moorish Science Temple Holy Koran com-
bined Ali’s teachings with those of the Christian Bible,
Garvey’s African nationalism, and the Islamic Quran.
He taught that North America was an extension of the
African continent because Africans were enslaved and
brought to North America. African Americans, he said,
must refuse to be called Negro, black, colored, or
Ethiopian. Instead, they must call themselves Asiatics,
Moors, or Moorish Americans.

Members of the Moorish Science Temple pray fac-
ing the east three times a day, at sunset, noon, and sun-
rise. Members take the name El or Bey as their “free
national name,” much the same way that members of
the Nation of Islam replace their Christian name with
“X.” They are also given a membership card, containing
their name, which proclaims their honor for “the divine
prophets, Jesus, Mohammad, Buddha, and Confucius,”
and which concludes with the declaration: “I am a citi-
zen of the USA.” Male members wear a red fez with a
black tassel and are permitted to dress casually when
not attending official functions. Female members wear
long skirts or pants and a turban. The fez and turban
are symbolic protection for the knowledge embodied
by the membership. Marriages are monogamous and di-
vorce is rarely permitted.

In addition to organizing temples throughout the
northern and eastern United States, most prominently
in Chicago, Illinois, and Detroit, Michigan, Ali estab-
lished collectively owned small businesses. Some of
Ali’s subordinates exploited these businesses for finan-
cial gain. When Ali attempted to intervene, a power
struggle ensued. In 1929, a splinter faction leader, Sheik
Claude Greene, was shot to death in Chicago. Although
Ali was not in Chicago at the time of the shooting, he
was arrested and charged with Greene’s murder. Ali was
later released on bond. A few weeks after his release in
1929, Ali died of suspicious causes. Many believe he ei-
ther died of injuries inflicted by the police or he was
murdered by followers of Greene.

After Ali’s death, John Givens El in Chicago, Illi-
nois, and Master Fard Muhammad in Detroit, Michi-



gan, claimed each to be Ali reincarnated. Those who
followed John Givens El are present-day members of
the Moorish American Science Temple. Those who fol-
lowed Master Fard Muhammad, who disappeared in
1933, joined Elijah Muhammad, who founded the Na-
tion of Islam in Chicago in 1934.

Ali, like many other black nationalists in the United
States, rejected the liberal doctrine of racial integration
and sought to build a separate black identity. To the ex-
tent that his movement was social and political rather
than religious, it can be said to fall in the category of a
nationalistic doctrine, generally regarded as conserva-
tive or right-wing in nature. Although hostile to the ex-
ploitation of black Americans by U.S. institutions, Ali
never offered a radical or left-wing challenge to those in-
stitutions.

SEE ALSO
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American Civil War

THE POLITICAL RIGHT during the Civil War was
generally (and derisively) known as Copperheads. The
origins of this political group stem from a variety of
sources. With the start of the Civil War in 1861 and the
election of the Republican Abraham Lincoln, many
former Democrats and some Republicans believed that
civil war and violent confrontation were unnecessary. In
the days leading up to Fort Sumter (April 1861), ten-
sions had escalated within the political realm. Lincoln
had discussed at his inaugural address maintaining the
status quo on the issue of slavery while also criticizing
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the seceded states, those that had left the Union to
protest the election of an abolitionist Republican, for
having committed an unconstitutional act. Lincoln had
no alternative but to engage in military confrontation to
restore the Union. Clearly, Lincoln was stuck between a
rock and a hard place. As Lincoln sent relief supplies to
Fort Sumter on that fateful April morning, the Copper-
heads criticized the president for provoking this phase
of the war. To many Copperheads like Clement Val-
landigham, Lincoln’s policies were leading the country
to a violent war. Many believed that Lincoln should
have done more in the early stages of the war.

Thus the conservatives within the political spec-
trum were from the outset extremely critical of Lin-
coln’s provocatory policies. At the initiation of the war,
their criticisms continued unabated. Vallandigham con-
stantly derided the president as being an extreme radical
who did not believe in peace. One of Lincoln’s greatest
debacles for the right was his suspension of the writ of
habeas corpus. This writ essentially guaranteed those
who are put in jail the opportunity to hear the charges
against them within 48 hours. The goal of this writ was
to limit the powers of the federal government in hold-
ing prisoners indefinitely. As a result of widespread po-
litical opposition, specifically, Maryland was the site in
1861 of pro-secessionist violence that had as its mark
the president.

After a legislature defeated Maryland’s secession,
Lincoln suspended the writ to ensure the defeat of the
anti-secessionist movement. In the fall of 1861, the pro-
Confederate mayor of Baltimore and 19 state legislators
were jailed and held indefinitely. This action angered
many ‘“peace Democrats” who believed that Lincoln
had overstepped his political powers.

Another issue that many on the right criticized Lin-
coln about was his view on emancipation. Lincoln was
essentially a moderate on the issue of slavery. Like
many Republicans, he viewed slavery as an evil but he
did not want to eliminate it from the states where it al-
ready existed. His desire was not to allow the incoming
states to enter the Union as slave states. Lincoln’s basic
view was that the war was about maintaining the in-
tegrity of the Union. This view changed in 1862. Many
slaves had escaped to the North. In March 1862, Con-
gress passed a law that did not allow for the return of
fugitive slaves. After the Battle of Antietam, Lincoln
opted for emancipation, believing that this act would
garner support in the North by putting the war on a
moral footing. According to the Emancipation Procla-
mation, the states that did not return to the Union
risked the emancipation of their slave labor force.
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Southerners denounced the policy as hypocritical be-
cause Lincoln could not free property or individuals
that were not in his control.

Copperheads viewed the Emancipation Proclama-
tion as further proof that Lincoln’s aim was to free the
slaves and he was willing to risk military conflict to
achieve these aims. In the election of 1864, Lincoln’s
popularity was extremely low, as many viewed the war
at this point as unnecessary. The Democrats nominated
former Union General George B. McClellan. McClel-
lan, at the Democratic Convention in Chicago, pledged
a peace platform that demanded the end of all hostili-
ties and that the federal union be restored. McClellan,
as a member of the Lincoln opposition, was out for re-
venge against the president, who had fired McClellan
two years earlier. Democrats published specious car-
toons, spreading rumors and semi-obscene poems sug-
gesting that Lincoln possibly had black ancestry.

In the end, Lincoln won the election, winning 55
percent of the vote with a triumph in the Electoral Col-
lege by winning 212 to 21 over McClellan. In Congress,
the Democratic right lost positions, including in the
Senate. It was clear that the messages of the right, anti-
war, and anti-Lincoln position simply did not resonate
among the American electorate. As the Civil War ended
in 1865, the Copperheads had been politically defeated
and discredited.
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American Conservative Union
THE AMERICAN Conservative Union (ACU) organi-

zation began its career as the conservative watchdog for
the nation in 1964 in response to the conservatives’
widespread loss of power in the national political arena.

Founded in December 1964 by such figures as Frank S.
Meyer, William F. Buckley, Jr., and Robert E. Bauman
(organizer of the first meeting), the ACU sought to cre-
ate a vehicle for the ideas and concepts of the conserva-
tive right. The mission of the new organization was (and
is) threefold: “Consolidate the overall strength of the
American conservative movement through unified lead-
ership and action, mold public opinion, and stimulate
and direct responsible political action.” During the first
several meetings, the new group appointed a 50-member
board of directors, including those from the first orga-
nizational meeting as well as Lammot Copeland, Peter
O’Donnell, John A. Howard, Congressman Donald C.
Bruce of Indiana (elected as the first chairman), and
John Dos Passos.

‘Within the month, the group had raised $350,000 as
operating capital, decided on its first political actions,
and announced itself to the media. Within nine
months, the membership reached 7,000, and the new
lobby group removed itself from other, more militant
conservative groups such as the John Birch Society.
Wanting the support of the conservative majority, the
ACU stipulated in its bylaws that it welcomed the sup-
port of those willing to participate in only “responsible
political action.”

Over the next seven years, membership in ACU
fluctuated but finally reached 45,000 by the end of
1972, and its political activity and affiliations were often
front-page news. Among its affiliations, the ACU began
establishing a network of local groups under the pro-
gram Action Now. These groups, or clubs, promoted
conservative political action by the members and soon
led to state affiliates. This program and the state clubs
are still a strong part of the ACU. Another affiliation
the organization undertook in its first years, the merger
with Public Action Incorporated, provided the impetus
for its registration with the government as a lobbyist.

Other landmark events at this time included the
launch of the ACU’s first publication, the Republican
Report, which covered the internal affairs of the Repub-
lican Party. By 1971, the Report had changed its name to
Battleline, published in 2004 in electronic format. Once
it had established its basic foundation and garnered na-
tional support, the ACU started making forays in the
national political picture: passing resolutions to reject
federal government nominees who did not follow their
conservative platforms, sending representatives to the
national Republican conventions where they influenced
the party votes, and endorsing those political nominees
who proposed a conservative agenda. These types of ac-
tivities firmly established the ACU’s political influence



and enabled it to create the Conservative Victory Fund,
a fund used in contributing to the campaigns of many
conservative electoral candidates.

From these successful beginnings, the American
Conservative Union has grown into one of the the most
influential lobbying groups in the national government.
ACU has worked diligently to fulfill its purpose to pro-
mote capitalism, educate the public on what it believes
to be the founding fathers’ intent in the Constitution
and the Bill of Rights, instill confidence in the conserva-
tive ideal of moral values, and support a strong national
defense. The ACU has worked to influence major na-
tional policy, including battling the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, opposing the Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaties, supporting anti-Marxist rev-
olutionaries in foreign countries, and promoting the
need for American deployment of its strategic de-
fenses.

As a lobbying organization, the ACU is known for
its rating of members of Congress. Annually, the ACU
publishes a list of all members of the U.S. Senate and
House of Representatives, rating each on his or her ad-
herence to the principles of the conservative philoso-
phy based on votes on all major issues. These ratings
find their way into political campaigns and are fre-
quently quoted in the media.

Consistently upholding its original Statement of
Principles, the American Conservative Union has taken
a strong lead in American politics, supported by a na-
tionwide membership and the strong financial backing
of its members. With each new administration, the
ACU establishes a relationship with the new president,
either supporting or fighting presidential public poli-
cies. Presidents, senators, and representatives often find
themselves caught in the scrutiny of this most conser-
vative of organizations, and the ACU seems intent on
maintaining that power.
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American Enterprise Institute

THE AMERICAN ENTERPRISE Institute for Public
Policy Research is a very influential Washington, D.C.-
based think tank. Founded in 1943, the American En-
terprise Institute (AEI) defines itself as a ‘“private,
nonpartisan research institution dedicated to the princi-
ple that the competition of ideas is fundamental to a
free society.” Although the institute is nonpartisan in
the sense that both Republicans and Democrats have
served on its staff, participated in its programs, or used
its resources, the institute consistently reflects a conser-
vative perspective and proposes conservative solutions
to policy questions.

From its beginnings as a center for economic stud-
ies, AEI has broadened its research to include many of
the critical political and social issues confronting U.S.
society. In 2004, AEI defined itself as an organization
“dedicated to preserving and strengthening the founda-
tions of freedom—Ilimited government, private enter-
prise, vital cultural and political institutions, and a
strong foreign policy and national defense—through
scholarly research, open debate, and publications.”

One important goal of AEI is to influence the for-
mulation of U.S. government policies, both domestic
and foreign. To that end, the AEI conducts research and
provides analysis and publications on topics that affect
the American people and the U.S. global position. The
subjects studied and discussed by the AEI cover a wide
range. For example, in the 1980s, fellows at AEI debated
questions such as “With the trade deficit of the United
States growing and the less-developed countries of the
world facing unprecedented debt, how should U.S. pol-
icy respond?” or “How can public policy help to
achieve a balance between an ensured level of quality in
the nation’s healthcare and an acceptable cost for pro-
viding it?” and “How has the increased power of the
media influenced American society?”

Under the stewardship of AEI President William ]J.
Baroody, the think tank grew exponentially in the
1970s. Thanks in part to increased financial donations
from U.S. corporations, the number of AEI scholars
grew from 12 “resident thinkers” to 145 well-funded
resident scholars, 80 adjunct scholars, and a large sup-
port staff. The ability of the AEI to influence public and
government opinion increased as well.

Over the years, AEI has established a variety of
means to communicate its findings to the public and
government officials. AEI research fellows publish their
studies in books and pamphlets; they appear on talk
shows; and they meet with and/or provide their analysis
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to members of Congress, government agencies, and the
press. Between 1943 and 1983, AEI published roughly
1,000 titles; in 1983-84 alone, AEI published 78 titles.
In 1972, 96 U.S. senators and 391 representatives re-
ceived AEI publications. AEI has sponsored public de-
bates on television, including the show Rational Debate,
which began in 1966; 145 radio stations transmitted
AEI debates in the 1970s. In the 1966—67 program, one
debate was on “Law, Order and Civil Disobedience,”
and featured the Reverend William Sloane Coffin and
former U.S. Supreme Court Justice Charles E. Whit-
taker. In the 1971-72 program, Senator James L. Buck-
ley and Paul Warnke debated “Strategic Sufficiency:
Fact or Fiction?” AEl’s magazine, The American Enter-
prise, is available on the internet.

The relationship between conservative sectors and
individuals within the U.S. government and AEI is a
close one; in fact, some individuals shuttle between the
two bodies. President Gerald Ford was a distinguished
fellow at AEI, and maintained an office there in the
1970s and 1980s. AEI fellow Jeanne Kirkpatrick distin-
guished totalitarian governments (the Soviet Union)
from authoritarian ones (apartheid South Africa and
the Pinochet regime in Chile), the former being unac-
ceptable to the United States and the latter two being
acceptable since they opposed communism. Kirk-
patrick became President Ronald Reagan’s U.S. Perma-
nent Representative to the United Nations in the 1980s.
Richard Perle, former assistant secretary of defense for
international security policy in the Reagan administra-
tion and a former member of the Defense Policy Board
at the Department of Defense, became a resident fellow
at AEI in 2004.

Distinguished members of the academic commu-
nity serve as advisers or work as researchers at AEI. For
example, Milton Friedman, the eminent professor of
economics at the University of Chicago, was on AEI’s
Academic Advisory Board in the 1970s. AEI re-
searchers possess expertise in their particular fields of
research, publish prolifically, and frequently appear in
public forums expressing their opinions.

One reason why the AEI is so visible, productive,
and influential is that it is very well funded. The AEI
Board of Trustees is composed primarily of corporate
executives, and many U.S. corporations have gener-
ously donated millions of dollars to support the work
of the institute. According to a media watchdog group,
between 1992 and 1994 AEI received almost $7 million
to finance its work.

By 2004 the number of scholars working at AEI
had risen to close to 70. Among their numbers are

Lynne Cheney, wife of Vice President Dick Cheneys;
Newt Gingrich, former Republican representative from
Georgia and Speaker of the House from 1995 to 1999;
Jeanne Kirkpatrick; Michael Novak, who is also a mem-
ber of the Board of the National Endowment for
Democracy; and Christina Hoff Sommers, the anti-fem-
inist author of Who Stole Feminism? and The War Against
Boys. Many of AEI’s scholars are ideologically neocon-
servative and helped to develop the arguments that led
to the George W. Bush administration’s 2003 attack on
Iraq.
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American Liberty League

THE AMERICAN Liberty League (ALL) existed a
short six years, from 1934 until 1940, but still managed
to find a place in the history books. The national depres-
sion of the 1930s gave rise to many types of organized
groups, for example lobbyists, labor unions, coalitions,
and cooperatives, all with the same general goal: relief
from the effects of the depressed economic situation
following the market crash of 1929. ALL was the one
conservative group that lobbied for less government in-
terference, less legislation, and less federal funding.
Chartered on August 15, 1934, ALL largely consisted of
a group of successful businessmen, ones who might
have had the most to fear from Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
New Deal policies.

Funded by the Du Pont family, Alfred P. Sloan
(president of General Motors), and other powerful fig-
ures, the league could afford to offer no-fee member-
ships to the public and support activities often denied
other groups whose membership lacked big-business
support.



In a speech given by Jouett Shouse on September 7,
1934, over national radio, ALL presented its principles,
aims, and reasoning for its existence. First and foremost
among the themes touted by the league was an opposi-
tion to government interference in business and the
protection of individual liberties. Its principles were
threefold: to “defend and uphold the constitution of
the United States ... to teach the necessity of respect for
the rights of persons and property as fundamental to
every successful form of government ... teach the duty
of government to encourage and protect individual and
group initiative and enterprise, to foster the right to
work, earn, save, and acquire property, and to preserve
the ownership and lawful use of property when ac-
quired.” ALL also proclaimed that it was not anti-Roo-
sevelt, was nonpartisan, and was dedicated to helping
the national administration guide the country back to
economical stability.

From the beginning, the American Liberty League
utilized the popular press and radio for its educational
programs and to lobby for and against proposed legisla-
tion and policies. Although self-proclaimed as nonpar-
tisan, the league’s first officers were all opposed to the
New Deal, and by the beginning of 1936, it was recog-
nized as one of the most conservative groups in the na-
tion. During the first two years of its existence, ALL
became the spokesman for the floundering Republican
Party, and the national press looked to it for a conserva-
tive and opposing view to New Deal policies.

These first two years of its existence were not only
the league’s most visual but also the most influential.
Appealing to Congress numerous times to oppose
those measures and policies that, in its estimation,
threatened either the Constitution or property rights or
both, ALL often provided the arguments that mitigated
federal spending and New Deal legislation. In 1935, the
league rallied around Al Smith when he decided to run
against Roosevelt for the Democratic nomination.
However, Smith refused the offer of such support, fear-
ing that the reputation of ALL would hurt his chances,
but his refusal didn’t help him attain the nomination.
Roosevelt was the Democrats’ choice. The league
turned to the Republican nominee for president, Alf
Landon. However, ALL’s fervent and antagonistic at-
tacks on Roosevelt and the New Deal became such an
embarrassment that the recovering Republican Party re-
fused the organization’s advocacy. But by this time, the
American Liberty League had declared for Landon and
publicized its anti-New Deal and anti-Roosevelt stance
through propaganda, with claims of the unconstitution-
ality of much of the New Deal legislation. Many in the

American Party 511

Republican Party, including Landon, felt that their dev-
astating loss in the November election was due in large
part to the league.

In November 1936, Roosevelt carried all but two
states, and the American Liberty League never recov-
ered. Within four years, ALL disbanded. Many histori-
ans and analysts, searching for the reasons for the
organization’s inability to do more damage to Roosevelt
and his New Deal policies, believe that the league’s
members and officers lacked a real understanding of
the political and economic climate. Their belief in
American rugged individualism and the platform of the
“American dream” could not provide the relief or re-
covery the nation sorely needed.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Roosevelt, Franklin D.; New Deal.
Volume 2 Right: Republican Party; Laissez-Faire.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

George Wolfskill, The Revolt of the Conservatives: A History of
the American Liberty League, 193440 (Houghton Mifflin,
1962); Frederick Rudolph, “The American Liberty League,
1934-1940,” The American Historical Review (v.56/1, October
1950); Alan Brinkley, “The Problem of American Conser-
vatism,” The American Historical Review (v.99/2, April
1994):;“Liberty League,” The Reader’s Companion to American
History (Houghton Mifflin, 1991).

GLORIA J. HICKS
UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING

American Party
THE AMERICAN PARTY, more commonly known as

the Know-Nothings, was a nativist political party exist-
ing from 1853 to 1856. In that time, the party claimed
1.25 million members and was successful in electing
many of its candidates to both state and national office.
The party put forth Millard Fillmore as its presidential
candidate in the election of 1856. Fillmore pulled in
eight electoral votes and 874,534 popular votes.

The party began as a secret society in 1850, known
as the Order of the Star Spangled Banner (OSSB),
founded in New York City, a hub of immigration. The
society’s members took an oath of secrecy, agreeing to
conceal the party’s existence. Members pledged to use
their votes to remove political power from immigrants
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and the politicians who courted them. By 1853, the so-
ciety was no longer secret and became openly known as
the Know-Nothings due to its members’ legendary
claim that they knew nothing of such an organization.
In 1855, due to internal disputes, many Know-Nothings
left the party and joined the newly organized Republi-
cans. Those who remained reorganized and became
known as the American Party.

At its inception, the original Know-Nothing Party
organized against the boom of immigration. From 1845
to 1854, almost 3 million immigrants came into the
United States, making up 14.5 percent of the total
American population, the highest proportion in Amer-
ican history. Over 40 percent of these immigrants were
Irish Catholic, a religion that many Americans consid-
ered at odds with the principles of liberty and equality.
The Know-Nothings believed fiercely that Protes-
tantism defined American society through its emphasis
on individuality and democratic congregations. The sys-
tem of hierarchy and autocracy within the Catholic
Church seemed to challenge the very foundation of
American government. Know-Nothings accused the
Catholic Church of discouraging individuality and
Bible reading, as well as the possibility of having a per-
sonal relationship with God, all of which were values
they believed the founders held dear. They also believed
that the Catholic system of intercession and hierarchy
subverted the political system because priests held an
enormous amount of power over their congregations in
elections. This system, the Know-Nothings held, al-
lowed a minority to wield disproportionate power.

The party is best known for its opposition to immi-
grant voting power. Its best-known slogan was “Ameri-
cans Must Rule America.” Know-Nothing ideology
held that professional politicians actively pursued the
votes of ignorant immigrants. These demagogues lacked
the virtue of the founding fathers, putting party inter-
ests before those of the nation.

The party structure needed to be dismantled in
order to reestablish traditional political values. Specifi-
cally, the party proposed an extension of the naturaliza-
tion period from five to 21 years and a permanent
prohibition on the appointment of any foreign-born in-
dividual to political office. Know-Nothings also em-
braced temperance legislation, blaming alcohol
consumption for immigrant immorality.

Few Know-Nothings proposed a restriction or end
to immigration. Most party leaders only wished to keep
the immigrant population politically powerless until in-
dividuals were fully Americanized. Their fear was that
the founders’ vision was being perverted due to party

The American Party, or Know-Nothings, ran conservative Millard
Fillmore for president in the 1856 election.

corruption and immigration. Their conservatism rested
on a desire to return to the country’s early days when
political leaders valued virtue and true republicanism.

Practical interests also motivated the nativism in the
Know-Nothing Party. Immigrants, party members ar-
gued, stole jobs from native-born Americans because
they worked for very low wages and glutted the job mar-
ket. This issue gave the party urban appeal. The party
also appealed to rural Americans because of its anti-
slavery platform.

Slavery, like Catholicism, was tyrannical and threat-
ened the future of the United States. Both slaveholders
and Catholics would never be satisfied with a stagnant
existence. Both wished to expand until their interests
dominated American society. Slavery, the party argued,
disrupted the existence of individualism and economic
opportunity. Because of this disruption, slavery could
not be allowed to spread to new territories. Its anti-



slavery platform allowed many members of the Know-
Nothing Party to be quietly absorbed by the Republican
Party after 1855.
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American Revolution
THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, as an intellectual,

social, political, and military event, can be understood
as having begun in 1763 and ended with the inaugura-
tion of George Washington as the first president under
the federal Constitution in 1789. Although it had exten-
sive democratizing effects, those were largely unantici-
pated and unintended; the Revolution should be
understood as essentially conservative in nature.

In the main, the Revolution arose out of the British
government’s attempts to govern its enormous empire
more rationally, and to spread its burdens more equi-
tably, after the Seven Years’ War. The British victory in
that first world war, with the acquisition of an enor-
mous amount of New World territory from France,
came at a substantial price. From the point of view of
cash-strapped Britons, one logical response loomed: to
tax the colonists more. In addition, the newly won terri-
tories would be governed on liberal lines and an effort
would be made to head off further difficulties with the
American Indians.

Colonists in 13 of Britain’s 26 New World colonies
resisted and/or resented attempts to implement these
new policies. Thus, for example, Pontiac’s Rebellion in
1763 led to the establishment of a western boundary to
colonial expansion at the peaks of the Appalachian
Mountains. Members of elites in all the mainland
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colonies, who had invested in land titles in areas now
closed to them indefinitely, lamented this policy. Begin-
ning with the Sugar Act of 1764, Parliament attempted
to tax the colonists.

From the beginning, colonists believed that the new
vector of British policy deprived them of two of their
most significant rights: the right to be taxed only by
their own representatives and the right to trial by jury.
In the same year, the Currency Act extended the prohi-
bition on New England legislatures’ printing of legal
tender notes to all of the North American colonies.
Protests against these measures tended to stress Britons’
inherited rights, not to stake out some ideal argument
for the perfection of society. James Otis’s 1764 pam-
phlet, The Rights of the British Colonies Asserted and
Proved, typified colonial answers to the new departure
of the British government in insisting that the colonists
had brought with them to North America all of the
rights of Englishmen. Patrick Henry, in his first term as
a burgess, sponsored resolutions making similar claims
through the Virginia General Assembly in 1765. These
arguments against British policy were conservative in
that they attempted to preserve the colonial assemblies’
traditional prerogatives.

The potential explosiveness of colonial resistance
to British policy received its first illustration in the wake
of the Stamp Act, which Parliament adopted March 22,
1765. In that law, Parliament undertook to tax various
types of products in the colonies, including legal paper,
newsprint, playing cards, dice, and a number of other
items and types of documents. Parliament dispatched
paper to all of the colonies and named stamp agents
throughout its New World empire, but the Stamp Act
proved to be a revenue loser. Through physical intimi-
dation by groups such as Samuel Adams’s Boston
“Sons of Liberty,” the colonists forced stamp agents to
resign in most colonies without the distribution of any
stamped paper; the act’s costs far exceeded the revenue
it yielded. In the end, Parliament saw the futility of its
measure and repealed it.

By the time it did so, however, it had adopted the
Quartering Act, which required the colonists to pro-
vide various types of material to support the armed
forces quartered in them. More on this score would fol-
low. The push to repeal the Stamp Act yielded strident
debate within and outside the House of Commons.
Qutside Parliament, Thomas Whately asserted in 1765
that while the colonists might not actually be repre-
sented in Parliament, they benefited from “virtual rep-
resentation.” American colonists hooted this assertion
down.
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The first official congress of representatives from
the American colonies issued its declaration October
19, 1765. This Stamp Act Congress, with delegates from
nine colonies, assigned the task of drafting a statement
of its position to Pennsylvanian John Dickinson, who
would stake out a position as a conservative defender of
colonial liberties. The Stamp Act Congress began by
avowing that it loved the royal dynasty and conceding
that colonists owed all the duties owed by subjects in
Great Britain; it then said that colonists insisted on all
the rights of subjects in Great Britain, and noted that
because of the distance separating North America from
the mother country, the right not to be taxed without
representation amounted to the right of colonists to be
taxed only by the colonial assemblies.

Within Parliament, opponents of repeal insisted
that the principle of Parliament’s power to tax the
colonists must not be surrendered. Thus, the act’s re-
peal came in tandem with adoption of the Declaratory
Act of March 18, 1766, Parliament’s assertion of a right
to legislate for the colonies “in all cases whatsoever.”

While this debate went on, Sir William Blackstone
published his Commentaries on the Laws of England,
which was destined to become the foremost book in
English legal history. There, Blackstone asserted that
since Parliament was sovereign, Parliament’s decisions
could not be appealed. In addition, he said that sover-
eignty was indivisible; this assertion would have great
repercussions for America, because it meant that Parlia-
ment could not simultaneously adhere to Blackstone’s
theory of sovereignty and concede that only the colo-
nial legislatures could tax the colonists.

BURGESS RICHARD BLAND

Partially in response to Blackstone, Burgess Richard
Bland of Virginia published his masterwork “An En-
quiry into the Rights of the British Colonies” in 1766.
Here, for the first time, Bland laid out the theory of
colonial history that would underlie the Declaration of
Independence 10 years later.

According to Bland, the American colonists had
come to North America in pursuit of their natural right
to emigrate. Having done so, they had entered into a
state of nature, and then had created new societies in
the way described by John Locke in his Second Treatise:
On Civil Government. Having created new societies,
Bland said, the colonists were free to invite the English
monarchs to be their monarchs too, which they did;
having selected the English monarchs for their own pur-
poses, the Americans then remained free to defy them

anytime their performance of their role proved unsatis-
factory.

Bland’s account of colonial history, building on his
and other Virginia pamphleteers’ earlier writings con-
cerning the Old Dominion’s history, was by turns at
variance with the standard British account, inconsistent
with the actual histories of various of the British
colonies, or both. It also provided a theoretical jump-
ing-off point for independence.

At the end of his life, Thomas Jefferson noted that
Bland, whom he called the foremost constitutional au-
thority he had ever known, had been the first to see the
true situation of the Americans and put it into print.
Virtually no one wanted independence in 1766, but Jef-
ferson ultimately would base his argument of 1776 on
Bland’s of a decade earlier. In 1765, New York’s assem-
bly refused to comply with the Quartering Act lest it es-
tablish a precedent for indirect taxation of the colonists
by Parliament. In 1767, still intent on extracting revenue
from its North American possessions, Parliament
adopted the Townshend Acts. Named for the Chancel-
lor of the Exchequer, these acts placed new taxes on
glass, tea, painter’s colors, various kinds of lead, and
paper imported into the colonies. Colonial anger flared
again.

From 1767 to 1768, John Dickinson published his
Letters from a Farmer in Pennsylvania, in which he laid
out a classic argument for American assemblies’ rights.
Accepting the rationale of the New York assembly’s re-
fusal to abide by the Quartering Act and finding that
law’s effect congruent to the effect of the Stamp Act,
Dickinson cautioned that “a dreadful stroke is aimed at
the liberty of these colonies.” He insisted that all the
colonies were affected, “for the cause of one is the
cause of all.” The point at which Parliament could tax
colonists without their consent, he said, would be the
day they were unfree. “We are taxed without our own
consent,” he argued. “We are therefore SLAVES.” In
1768, Parliament tried stationing troops in Boston to
cow that most resistant of American cities. Americans,
for their part, responded with nonimportation and pe-
titions. Everybody of any consequence in England,
from the king to the House of Lords, the House of
Commons to various bishops, received public protests
from the Americans in these days. When, in 1770, a de-
tachment of British soldiers harassed by a Boston mob
finally fired upon them, American propagandists
dubbed the shootings “the Boston Massacre,” and word
circulated that further outrages were contemplated.

The ungovernable Americans continued to insist on
receiving the benefits of empire free; the British author-



ities persisted in wanting nothing of it. In 1773, Parlia-
ment adopted a Tea Act giving the East India Company
trade privileges, and thus an enormous price advantage,
in America. Massachusetts radicals said that Parlia-
ment’s motive was to coax Americans into paying a tax
on the tea by offering them tea at a lower price; their an-
swer to the Tea Act was the Boston Tea Party (1773), in
which a large quantity of the valuable leaf was dumped
into Boston Harbor. Boston’s radical leadership would
not see any taxes paid to Britain, come hell or high
water.

Parliament, in a fit of ill-considered anger, overre-
acted to the Tea Party by adopting the Intolerable Acts.
Here was the fulfillment of the nightmare long at the
back of Puritan New England’s collective mind: the
Massachusetts charter revised, the port of Boston
closed, trials of British officials charged with murder to
occur outside New England, and a new Quartering Act
further burdening colonists with their own oppression.

Again, the point of the resistance was colonists’ in-
sistence on their inherited rights, coupled in the New
England colonies with a sense that their societies’ his-
toric mission was imperiled. This feeling gained reinvig-
oration when the colonies received word of the Quebec
Act, a very reasonable measure adopted by Parliament
to provide for the government of Britain’s French sub-
jects in Québec. How could Catholics be allowed by a
British king and Parliament to keep their Catholicism,
and with tax support? How could the unrepublican po-
litical culture of Québec be left essentially intact? Solip-
sistic New England understood the Québec Act as part
of Satan’s mission to expunge the True Religion (read:
New England’s) from the earth.

FIRST CONTINENTAL CONGRESS

In 1774, resistance leaders organized the first Continen-
tal Congress. Its majority remained decidedly moderate
and monarchist, but here was a first step along the road
to some kind of continental government. Thomas Jef-
ferson, a young Virginian, rose to prominence with his
proposed set of instructions to Virginia’s first congress-
men, “A Summary View of the Rights of British Amer-
ica.” There, in language far more confrontational, he
told King George the story of America’s founding first
adumbrated by Bland in his “Enquiry” nearly a decade
before.

Congress did not go that far, but it did adopt a new
Continental Association as an economic weapon, with
nonconsumption and nonimportation of British goods
to be implemented in that order and nonexportation to
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follow. There the matter lay when, on April 19, 1775,
British forces and Massachusetts militiamen confronted
each other at Lexington and Concord.

Radicals in Congress, seeing the political need for it,
selected Virginia’s George Washington to head what
was at first a New England army, the Continental Army.
That army and its commander became the symbols of
American nationality, and they would remain so
throughout the war; Congress, a mere assemblage of
ambassadors, only coordinated policy.

General Washington early recognized that his chief
task was simply to keep an army in the field. Britain, re-
call, had initiated its imperial reforms because of its dif-
ficult financial position after the Seven Years’ War, and
Washington judged it unlikely that Britain would be
able to stomach an American war as long as Americans
would. Still, it took over a year for the Americans to
declare their independence. Many people, most notably
Dickinson and New York’s John Jay, clung to hopes of a
negotiated settlement. While the Parliament was not
their parliament, in Bland’s argument, the king was
their king.

Finally, however, George III’s public refusal to con-
sider their petitions, let alone intervene with Parlia-
ment, decided the matter for Americans; public
opinion received a nudge, too, from Thomas Paine,
whose “Common Sense” made independence seem in-
evitable. Why should an island 3,000 miles away govern
a whole continent, he asked. What sense did monarchy
make? Even if monarchy were sensible, why concede
the majesty of that “royal brute,” George III?

On July 2, 1776, Congress voted, on motion from
Virginia’s Richard Henry Lee, to adopt a revised ver-
sion of a declaration of independence drafted by
Thomas Jefferson. The chief difference between Jeffer-
son’s draft and the final declaration lay in the excision
of Jefferson’s accusations against King George concern-
ing slavery in the United States; some congressmen rec-
ognized that George was not responsible for American
slavery, while others denied that slavery required any
apology.

The war effort received declining support from the
civil population, and in the end it was only won
through the substantial and timely financial, diplo-
matic, military, and naval assistance of Britain’s mighty
rival, France. Congress in the war years repeatedly
claimed that the United States’ cause was God’s cause,
that British war tactics offended Providence, and that
Americans’ duty to the almighty drove them to stand
up in defense of rights God had given them. Their min-
isters supported them in their cause, and the colonial
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elites (with localized exceptions, particularly in upcoun-
try South Carolina) fell into line behind the Revolution
to a degree that shocked British leaders.

One of the first results of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence was the elimination of the proclamation line
of 1763, and thus the vindication of wealthy Ameri-
cans’ substantial western land claims. (Leading in-
vestors included George Washington, George Mason,
John Hancock, Thomas Jefferson, Patrick Henry, the
Morrises ... a virtual who’s who of American society.)
Indian rights be damned.

The exigencies of the war, particularly the sudden
creation of a slew of new offices in the state and federal
governments, drew a new class of men into political life.
Upset with the economic policies those men adopted
and by their hesitance to provide adequate manpower
and materiel to the Continental Army, reformers led by
James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and George
Washington pushed for a new federal constitution. The
Articles of Confederation, drafted by Congress in 1777
and ratified in 1781, dissatisfied them.

In 1787, then, continental reformers met at
Philadelphia. While the states had been told that this
conclave would produce amendments to the Articles,
its organizers’ actual goal was to substitute a new consti-
tution for the old one. This new constitution, they be-
lieved, should create a congress dominated by the larger
states and possessing power to tax and to raise armies
without the states’ concurrence. In addition, Madison
and his coadjutors desired federal constitutional provi-
sions preventing the democratic state legislatures from
passing tax and other laws favoring debtors and com-
mon men over creditors and the wealthy.

The product of the Philadelphia Convention gave
Federalists, as they called themselves, most of what they
wanted. In place of highly democratic state legislatures
dominated by men representing average farmers, a new,
much smaller congress composed of far wealthier and
better educated men who could “think continentally”
would make America’s most significant policies. In ad-
dition, the federal Constitution banned some of the
revolutionary era’s most popular forms of debtor relief.
When Virginians George Mason and Edmund Ran-
dolph, joined by Massachusetts’s Elbridge Gerry, in-
sisted that the draft constitution include a bill of rights,
they were ignored. Mason, father of the first American
bill of rights and constitution in Virginia in 1776, took
this as an ill omen and a personal affront, and he vowed
to marshal opposition to ratification in Virginia.

Majorities in New York, North Carolina, and
Rhode Island opposed the new constitution, but Feder-

alists’ skillful management of the ratification process
led to those states’ grudging adoption of the Constitu-
tion. In Virginia, a close vote for ratification came only
after Federalists promised both that a bill of rights
would be added to the Constitution by amendment as
soon as the first federal Congress met and that Congress
would have only those powers it was “expressly dele-
gated.” In other words, Federalists in the most popu-
lous, most prestigious state assured opponents led by
Mason and Patrick Henry that the Constitution did not
threaten home rule.

On balance, then, while intended to be counterrev-
olutionary, the Constitution proved less so than its ad-
vocates had hoped. It did remove substantial power
from the democratic state governments, but it left more
to them than Federalists would have preferred. If the
two issues of the Revolution were, then, home rule and
who should rule at home, the colonial elites had their
way in both regards. The Constitution deprived state
governments of power over some questions, but only in
those areas in which the continental leadership judged
that the Revolution had proven them untrustworthy.
The new Congress’s membership, as James Madison
hopefully described it in The Federalist #10, would con-
sist of men drawn from a more select group than the
state legislatures, and thus more likely to make “wise”
decisions. Lest the federal government run amok, how-
ever, its powers were narrowly limited.

The Revolution, then, began for conservative rea-
sons. It concluded with a conservative measure to rein
in its worst (that is, its most democratic) excesses. With
the federal Constitution, any possibility of enduring
state “‘agrarianism’’ was blasted in the name of defend-
ing that most defenseless of minorities: the wealthy.
Whatever unmanageable social forces it may have un-
leashed, then, the Revolution thus concluded on a con-
servative note, too.
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Anti-Abortion/Pro-Life

BOTH THE PRACTICE OF artificially terminating a
pregnancy and the debate about its morality are as old
as human civilization. Even the Hippocratic Oath, com-
posed in ancient Greece, refers to abortifacents as one
of the things doctors were not to administer. But the
abortion question became a major political issue in the
United States after the 1973 Roe v. Wade decision, in
which the Supreme Court ruled that the state could not
regulate first-trimester abortions, could only regulate
for the woman’s health in the second trimester, and
could only regulate on behalf of both woman and fetus
in the third, after the fetus reached viability. The
Supreme Court based its reasoning upon the principle
of the right of privacy, in particular, that a woman’s
body is her own business and that she alone should be
the one to decide if she wishes to carry to term.

Almost immediately after that decision legalized
abortion on demand, there was strong opposition from
conservative religious groups. In particular, the Roman
Catholic Church had a firmly stated position that life
begins at conception and that artificially terminating a
pregnancy is impermissible, even to save the life of the
mother. Thus, it was not surprising that many of the
earliest leaders in the opposition to abortion came from
the Catholic clergy and laity.

Among these Catholic leaders were Joseph Scheidler
and John O’Keefe. O’Keefe had been profoundly af-
fected by his brother’s death in combat in Vietham. He
came to oppose violence on the grounds of the harm
that killing did to the killer, not the victim, and ulti-
mately became a pacifist. While performing alternative
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service as a conscientious objector, he had a lengthy dis-
cussion with a woman who had had an abortion. Until
that time, he had paid little attention to the question of
abortion, beyond knowing that the Catholic Church
opposed the procedure on moral grounds. Noticing
how the woman seemed obsessed with the need to jus-
tify her decision to him, even a year after the event, he
concluded that she was still haunted by her choice and
was using her self-justification as a substitute for
mourning her lost child.

This experience convinced O’Keefe that legalized
abortion was a major social ill that needed to be dealt
with. However, his experiences with existing anti-abor-
tion organizations were unsatisfactory. He considered
them little better than debating societies, reading and
discussing existing arguments against abortion but
never taking any greater action than writing letters to
the editors of local newspapers. O’Keefe believed that a
greater sacrifice was needed in response to a grave
wrong, comparable to those of the civil rights move-
ment and the protests against the Vietnam War. He or-
ganized nonviolent protests at abortion clinics in the
late 1970s and early 1980s, and was one of the first to
consider his activities not merely in a symbolic sense,
but as actually rescuing the unborn from death. He ar-
gued that a woman who went home when confronted
with a clinic protest might subsequently choose to keep
her baby instead of going to another clinic, and that the
life thus saved justified the disruption brought about by
the demonstration.

By contrast, Scheidler led the movement’s militant
wing, forging the first links between peaceful protest
and violence. A big man who liked to carry a bullhorn
during clinic protests, he was often characterized as a
bully by his opponents. He was the first to obtain dead
fetuses from a pathology department and use them as
visual aids in protests. He argued that such shock tactics
were necessary to break through people’s denial and
force them to confront the reality of the fetus’s essen-
tial humanity. However, his severe claustrophobia made
it impossible for him to risk arrest and imprisonment
for his beliefs, which undercut Scheidler’s standing in
the movement.

However, abortion really became a major, divisive
issue in American culture when it was brought to the at-
tention of evangelical Protestant denominations. The
key event for this shift was Francis Schaeffer’s 1979
book, Whatever Happened to the Human Race?, coau-
thored by future U.S. Surgeon General C. Everett Koop.
In this book, Schaeffer and Koop laid out a detailed in-
dictment of American culture for accepting abortion,
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and argued that it was not sufficient simply to abstain
from having abortions oneself, since the mere acquies-
cence to the legality of abortion made one complicit in
the problem.

MORAL MAJORITY

In that same year, Baptist minister Jerry Falwell, already
well known for his Old Time Gospel Hour television pro-
gram, created the Moral Majority. This organization
was intended to mobilize a supposed silent majority of
people in favor of traditional moral values who were
being ignored by the media. The plan was to draw to-
gether various religious organizations who might not
share particular theological views, but did share key
moral values, in particular the sanctity of human life.
Falwell made opposition to abortion a major part of
the group’s agenda, and used the organization’s re-
sources to reach out to other conservative Christian
groups and mobilize them in the resistance to legalized
abortion.

The election of Ronald Reagan to the presidency in
1980 gave abortion opponents hope that they would
soon see favorable legislation. However, their hopes
were quickly frustrated. Although Reagan did appoint
Koop as Surgeon General, the desired legislation did
not follow. Koop continued to hold his stated opposi-
tion to abortion, but he refused to distort facts to sup-
port the pro-life cause, particularly in relation to a study
about post-abortion psychological problems that abor-
tion opponents wanted to use to prove that abortion
was in itself harmful to women’s mental health. Al-
though the Reagan administration proved to be a disap-
pointment for the pro-life movement on the political
front, the years of Reagan’s presidency were years of
growth for the pro-life movement. William Brennan’s
Abortion Holocaust began the practice of comparing
abortion to the Nazi genocide of Jews, Gypsies, the dis-
abled, and other so-called undesirables. This imagery
became increasingly popular in pro-life literature
through the 1980s, until some Jewish organizations
began to complain that they were actually ending up un-
dermining people’s sense of the seriousness of the ac-
tual Holocaust.

Another important document of the pro-life move-
ment from this period was The Silent Scream, a video of
an ultrasound taken during an abortion. It was used to
show the fetus as a sentient being, responding to its en-
vironment and trying futilely to protect itself from the
abortion instruments, right to the moment in which it
was torn apart and sucked from the womb. However,

abortion providers argued that the video footage had
been heavily edited, and that the voice-over narration
encouraged the projection of the viewer’s own feelings
upon the fetus when in fact one was only seeing random
responses of a very primitive sort.

Protests at abortion clinics continued, with new tac-
tics including John Ryan’s 1985 move to recruit children
for prayer vigils and other appearances in anti-abortion
demonstrations. His intent was to lead viewers to men-
tally connect the fetus to the cute children, but oppo-
nents argued that he was exploiting the children and
placing them in harm’s way.

OPERATION RESCUE

It was only with the creation of Operation Rescue by
Randall Terry that anti-abortion demonstrations be-
came a mass movement. Terry originally organized Op-
eration Rescue in 1986, but the group came to the
forefront of public awareness in 1988 as Terry was able
to mobilize thousands of protestors, flooding the entire
area around an abortion clinic with human beings. His
organization became so powerful that it was pushing the
National Right to Life Committee (NRLC), one of the
leading anti-abortion groups of the time, onto the side-
lines. The NRLC chairman, Jack Willke, then retaliated
by completely ignoring Operation Rescue, a strategic
mistake that effectively divided their forces.

Operation Rescue’s first big event was the New
York City protest of May 1988, which involved moving
600 protestors, many of them from other locales and
unfamiliar with the big city, through the subways to an
Upper East Side clinic. To outwit potential opposition,
only key personnel were given the full directions or ob-
jective. Ordinary protestors were led sheeplike through
the lengthy and circuitous route to the targeted clinic.
In the narrow confines of some New York City streets,
even a few hundred demonstrators could create an over-
whelming impasse and effectively block access to the
clinic.

Buoyed by his success, Terry then organized a simi-
lar event in Atlanta, Georgia. However, things did not
go so well, and the event was often referred to as the
second siege of Atlanta. It was particularly noteworthy
for the practice of arrested demonstrators refusing to
properly identify themselves, instead giving their names
only as “Baby Doe.” By doing this, they were supposed
to be identifying with aborted babies, but to many peo-
ple not already firmly committed to opposing abortion,
they only succeeded in making themselves look some-
what ridiculous.
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Anti-abortion or pro-life activists often employ disarmingly cute or shockingly real images to drive home their point that a fetus is a bona fide
human being. The above is a billboard produced by a Minnesota pro-life organization.

Following the disaster of the Atlanta demonstra-
tions, Operation Rescue began to fragment, breaking
off into several regional splinter groups. Terry lost
overall control of the organization, although he re-
mained one of its important guiding lights.

In 1991, the new leadership of Operation Rescue
decided to organize another major event, this time in
Wichita, Kansas. By moving away from the East Coast
to the Midwest, they hoped to tap into a strong culture
of traditional values. The targeted abortion clinics made
one major tactical mistake in deciding to simply close
during the week of the planned protest, then reopen for
business as usual after riding out the storm. In doing so,
they inadvertently gave encouragement to their oppo-
nents, and what had originally been intended as a rela-
tively brief demonstration turned into a lengthy
high-energy super-rally known as the Summer of
Mercy. As the Operation Rescue demonstrators cele-
brated each additional day that passed with no abor-
tions performed, the abortion providers grew steadily
more desperate, since it was becoming clear that waiting
them out indefinitely was not going to be an option. Fi-
nally, police were called to forcibly disperse the demon-
strators.

Although Operation Rescue held several other
demonstrations later, none of them ever equaled the
Summer of Mercy. There was less interest in participat-
ing in mass demonstrations, particularly as a number of

successive court cases were placing restrictions on abor-
tion. To many abortion opponents, these cases looked
like such significant progress that demonstration and
the rescue movement no longer seemed necessary.

CRITICAL LAW CASES

One of the most critical of these cases was Webster v. Re-
productive Health Services. In this 1989 case, the Supreme
Court ruled that states may require viability testing
after the 20th week of pregnancy, and allowed states to
outlaw abortion in public hospitals and to forbid public
employees from assisting in abortions. Since many poor
women would not be able to afford the fees of private
abortion clinics, this ruling was effectively a major re-
striction on the availability of abortion.

The following year saw Rust v. Sullivan, which up-
held federal regulations forbidding abortion counseling
at federally funded clinics. Critics of the case saw it as
yet another strike against poor women’s choices, since
they often did not have the option of going to a private
clinic that would not be constrained from including
abortion among the options they would discuss for
dealing with an unintended pregnancy. Another 1990
case required minors to obtain parental consent in
order to obtain an abortion.

However, in 1992, Planned Parenthood of Eastern
Pennsylvania v. Casey upheld Roe v. Wade by a margin of
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five to four. Although the Supreme Court did rule that
states might require counseling or waiting periods be-
fore a woman could obtain an abortion, it left intact the
principle that a woman should have the right to choose
whether to terminate her pregnancy.

The rescue movement took a major blow in 1994
with National Organization for Women . Scheidler, which
opened the door for prosecuting people who block ac-
cess to abortion clinics under racketeering laws. Sud-
denly getting arrested in a clinic demonstration was no
longer a trivial matter of spending a few days in jail and
paying a small fine for misdemeanor trespassing or dis-
turbing the peace. Instead, protestors could now face
felony convictions that would mean years in jail.

VIOLENT OPPOSITION

However, even as the mass demonstrations of the res-
cue movement were dying down, a new and darker side
of the anti-abortion movement was becoming promi-
nent, namely the violent opposition. Most of the
groups organized to oppose abortion, including the Na-
tional Right to Life Committee and the Christian Coali-
tion, disapproved of illegal acts. Even organizations
such as Operation Rescue, which encouraged acts of
civil disobedience, drew the line at violent crime. How-
ever, the outer fringes of anti-abortion activism were
growing steadily convinced that any action was justified
if it saved unborn lives, even to the point of taking
born lives. These fringe activists often argued that the
abortionists’ lives were already forfeit as shedders of in-
nocent blood.

The violent undercurrent to the anti-abortion
movement had been present from its earliest days.
Supreme Court Justice Harry A. Blackmun, who wrote
the Roe v. Wade decision, had been the recipient of hate
mail and even death threats for years, reaching a peak in
1985 when an unknown assailant shot at him. This was
not long after the bombing of three clinics in Pensacola,
Florida, on Christmas Day, 1984. Fortunately, the clin-
ics were not open at the time and no one was hurt, al-
though thousands of dollars of damage was done to
equipment and physical plant, closing the clinics for sig-
nificant periods of time.

Michael Bray, an anti-abortion leader involved in
these early abortion clinic bombings, developed theo-
logical arguments justifying violent action against abor-
tion providers. Although he had argued that violent
action was acceptable, even mandated by God, to save
innocent unborn lives, he had always stopped short of
saying that it was acceptable to kill in defense of the un-

born. With these justifications, the violent fringe began
to coalesce into an amorphous organization calling it-
self the Army of God, and carried out a series of in-
creasingly violent attacks on abortion clinics and even
doctors and other employees.

While the earliest acts of violence were often care-
fully timed to ensure that the targeted clinics were
empty and only property would be destroyed, later at-
tacks abandoned Bray’s caveat against the taking of lives
and deliberately targeted clinic personnel. In one of the
most notorious attacks, a sniper shot and killed abor-
tion doctor David Gunn. The culprit, Michael Griffin,
was later captured and ultimately sentenced to life in
prison for his action. After Gunn was murdered, his
job was taken over by Dr. John Bayard Britton, who was
subsequently murdered by another anti-abortion ac-
tivist, Paul Hill.

This sequence of violent murders led many main-
stream churches and anti-abortion organizations, which
had previously given tacit approval to the violent fringe,
to instead firmly condemn anyone who resorted to vio-
lence in the fight against abortion. Griffin and Hill
would not become folk heroes of the anti-abortion
movement, unlike the way John Brown had become a
folk hero of the abolitionists after being sentenced to
death for leading the raid upon the federal armory at
Harper’s Ferry, Virginia.

Some pro-lifers, completely disgusted by what they
perceived as a betrayal of the sanctity of life by the very
people who claimed to be protecting it, began forging
links with pro-choice groups to create an organization
known as the Common Ground Network for Life and
Choice. Many hoped to thus find a way to balance the
interests of both the woman and the unborn child, in-
stead of subjugating one to the other, but these people
were often regarded as suspect by members of their
own organizations for compromising with the hard-line
stance.

During the second half of the 1990s, the tactics of
mainstream anti-abortion organizations shifted away
from trying to stop abortion altogether to nibbling away
at one procedure after another. Their particular target
was a technique they termed a “partial-birth abortion.”
This technique, used for very late-term abortions, in-
volved dilating the cervix enough to pull the body of
the fetus through the birth canal, then aspirating the
brain to collapse the skull enough to get it out. Pro-life
leaders argued that this procedure was being used as a
method of convenience for women who had carelessly
delayed until the last possible minute, while pro-choice
medical personnel argued that the procedure was al-



most never used except in cases where a fetus with se-
vere congenital defects could not be brought to term
without undue risk to the mother. Even as anti-abortion
activists were raising a furor about partial-birth abor-
tions, the actual incidence of abortion in the United
States was going down. Sociologists studying the phe-
nomenon have concluded that this shift is not so much
the result of anti-abortion activism but rather a func-
tion of contraception becoming more a part of main-
stream life.

However, anti-abortion activism left a permanent
mark on the American political landscape. Opposition
to abortion brought fundamentalist Christians back
into worldly politics, and facilitated the creation of the
religious right as a political force to be reckoned with.
Although they were not able to achieve a victory against
abortion, the experience had shown them that they
could make a difference in secular society, and they
soon saw other causes worthy of their attention.
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Apartheid

IN A SPECIFIC SENSE, apartheid is a description of
the political regime in South Africa from 1948 to 1990,
in which there was state-sanctioned and enforced racial
segregation. The word is an Afrikaner term that literally
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translated means “apartness.” The policy of apartheid
was designed to preserve the political and economic
power of the Europeans in South Africa.

More generally, apartheid can be used to describe
any polity in which there is compulsory and legally
sanctioned segregation of the races. Such a situation
was prevalent in many parts of the American south up
until the 1960s.

The origins of apartheid in South Africa go back to
the earliest European settlements. The early Dutch East
Indian settlers, who settled Cape Town in 1652, classi-
fied their society according to race. Until 1834,
Afrikaner society operated with slavery and almost all
nonslave blacks were at the bottom of society. There
was, in other words, an almost total overlap of race and
social class in which those at the top were almost exclu-
sively white. Despite this, as the 19th century pro-
gressed, there were gradually more egalitarian political
developments. The nonracial franchise gave the right to
vote to all moderate property holders. This included a
few blacks as well as persons of mixed race. These de-
velopments were later reversed as the number of eligi-
ble blacks increased. Additionally, the late 19th century
witnessed an increase in white supremacist laws and
practices, including the introduction of poll taxes.

An early version of apartheid segregation existed in
Natal under the Shepstone System. Shepstone was the
colonial supervisor of “native affairs” in 1846. The sys-
tem established an early form of homelands for blacks.
Further developments toward racial segregation existed
in the Mines and Works Act (1911), which established
racial segregation in employment; the Native Land Act
(1913), which divided land ownership on the basis of
race; and the Native (Urban Areas) Act (1923), which
set up a system of urban racial segregation. From the
19th century on, blacks were subject to a series of pass
laws. These laws controlled the mobility of nonwhites.

THE PARTY SLOGAN

The first widespread use of the term apartheid emerged
as a slogan of the Gesuiwerde Nasionale Party (later the
Herenigde Nasionale Party or HNP) in the mid-1930s.
In this era, the prime minister, ].B.M. Hertzog, espoused
a philosophy of territorial segregation and racial prefer-
ence for whites that was essentially an apartheid vision.
The Afrikaner nationalism that bolstered such views
borrowed ideological elements and a range of invented
folk traditions, symbols, and rituals from the Nazi ide-
ology of Hitler’s Germany. While Afrikaner national-
ism was uncomfortable with the violent excesses of the
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Nazi persecutions, it was comfortable with its social
Darwinist and eugenicist racist belief systems, and in
sympathy with its conceits of Nordic volk (folk) great-
ness. A small group of Afrikaner intellectuals founded
a Suid-Afrikaanse Bond vir Rassestudie (South African
League for Racial Studies) in 1935. Prominent among
the intellectuals was Professor Gert Cronje, who pub-
lished Regverdige Rasse-apartheid (Justifiable Racial Sepa-
ration) in 1947.

The HNP won the 1948 election and began system-
atically to implement the policy. In the 1940s and 1950s
there were a series of new and important acts under the
premierships of the Malan and H.FE. Verwoerd National
Party that established the framework of the apartheid
state. The underlying principle was that of aparte ontwik-
keling (separate development). The goal of Verwoerd was
nothing less than the complete and unambiguous decou-
pling of white and black destinies in every sphere of ex-
istence. So determined was the government to achieve
apartheid’s goals that it stacked the courts and the sen-
ate in order to manipulate the defeat of constitutional
provisions that would have guaranteed certain rights to
the colored (mixed-race) population. The Prohibition of
Mixed Marriages Act (1949) and the so-called Immoral-
ity Act (1950) prohibited marriage and even consensual
sexual relations between the races. The Population Reg-
istration Act (1950) classified people according to four
designated races, white, colored (mixed race), “Asiatic,”
and “Bantu” (black African). The Group Areas Act
(1950) and other similar legislation compelled individu-
als of different races to be resident in distinct desig-
nated areas. The Reservation of Separate Amenities Act
(1953) enforced apartheid in social and cultural settings,
while the Bantu Education Act (1953) introduced a sep-
arate and distinctly unequal system of racialized educa-
tional provision. The Native Resettlement Act (1954)
forcibly removed African residents from Johannesburg.
Each of these acts was an ingenious contribution to the
overall attempt to guarantee white minority dominance
into the indefinite future.

In this time period, white European variants of sup-
port for apartheid came to be referred to through the
use of two Afrikaner terms, verligte (enlightened) and
verkrampte (unenlightened). From the 1950s until the
end of the apartheid regime, these terms defined the
principal options available to white South Africans as
they reflected on the future and stability of their regime.
While both tendencies supported the regime in princi-
ple, the verkrampte voices supported the more reac-
tionary and hard-line stances against rebellion within
and the international community beyond, while the

verligte tendency was prone to reform, accommodation,
and adaptation. The verkrampte tendency was to lead ul-
timately to the breakaway conservative party of Treur-
nicht in the early 1980s, as the National Party regime
moved toward moderate reformism and the apartheid
movement split.

PROTESTS AGAINST APARTHEID

Opposition to apartheid began in earnest in the 1950s,
with boycotts of so-called Bantu schools, and the re-
fusal of women to obey the hated pass laws, which re-
quired them to carry state identification papers and to
show them on demand. The African National Congress
(ANC) coordinated most of the mass protests, includ-
ing those based on workplace grievances. Events culmi-
nated in a fateful march to the police station in
Sharpeville in March 1960. Panic-stricken police
opened fire on unarmed black protestors, most of them
women, shooting many in the back; 69 died and 178
were wounded. As a result of the Sharpeville massacre,
international pressure increased on South Africa to
abandon apartheid. Taking a contrary course, the
regime instead cut itself off from the international
community, introduced even more draconian regula-
tions, and banned the principal black representative or-
ganization, the ANC.

The fateful decision of the Malan and Verwoerd
governments to promote a rigid and fixed system of
apartheid in South Africa came at the wrong historical
time. The rest of the world had defeated the totalitarian
order of Nazism and fascism, and was undergoing a
process of decolonization, in which the emphasis was
on anti-racist and pro-democratic reforms. The regime
of apartheid flew in the face of such developments and
to the extent that it did, the South African regime be-
came an international pariah. The years 1960 to 1965
saw the international business community abandon
South Africa as capital and other assets flooded out and
investment sources dried up. British Prime Minister
Harold Macmillan addressed the South African parlia-
ment in February 1960.

Having taken shrewd measure of the political cul-
ture of decolonization among the black African nations
of the continent, Macmillan referred to a “wind of
change” blowing across the continent. Making his im-
plicit message explicit, he added that his government
could not continue to support an apartheid regime.
Having declared itself a “republic” in order to diminish
the British connection, South Africa nonetheless ap-
plied to remain in the British Commonwealth in March



1961. It became clear that other members of the Com-
monwealth would leave should South Africa be admit-
ted as a republic. Verwoerd formally withdrew South
Africa’s application and the country ceased to be a
member until the fall of apartheid almost 30 years later.

In response to the intransigence of the apartheid
regime and the declaration of states of emergency, the
leader of the ANC, Nelson Mandela, announced a turn
to greater militancy and an end to the peaceful approach
toward conflict resolution. A new militant wing of the
ANC was founded, called Umkhonto we Sizwe (Spear
of the Nation). From this time forward, the ANC en-
gaged in acts of sabotage and armed resistance. The
General Law Amendment Act (1963) gave sweeping
new powers of arrest and detention to the authorities.
The government introduced strict censorship and
began to dominate editorial decision making in the
South African Broadcasting Corporation. Alarmed by
increasing evidence of urban black protest, the South
African state removed increasing numbers of blacks
from urban areas, compelling them to resettle in tribal
or Bantu “homelands,” which were essentially desig-
nated holding areas for black South Africans with no
jobs or prospects. Based on the “reserved areas” desig-
nated in the Native Lands Act of 1913, these so-called
Bantustans were barren and limited in size. In order to
appease the international community, certain of these
areas, such as Transkei, Boputhatswana, Venda, and
Ciskei, were designated as “sovereign” and independent
lands, therefore removing South African citizenship
from their citizens and nullifying any claim they had as
victims of apartheid. These homelands were only rec-
ognized by South Africa itself and nearby Rhodesia. In
reality, they were almost completely dependent on
South Africa and independent in name only. Through-
out the 1960s, millions of blacks were forcibly relocated
to the homelands.

BLACK POWER

While the 1960s remained relatively quiescent in terms
of overt protest, the exiled ANC and other groups were
developing powerful new forms of black consciousness.
Leaders such as Steve Biko—who was allegedly mur-
dered by the apartheid regime in 1977—began to take
notice of black consciousness, black power, and black
theology movements that had been developing in other
parts of the world, through the teachings of intellectu-
als such as Frantz Fanon and Martin Luther King, Jr.
The South African Students Organization (SASO)
formed in 1968, and the Black People’s Convention,
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founded in 1972, were manifestations of the new black
consciousness. By the early 1970s, strikes by workers,
protests by culturally assertive school children, and in-
creasing repression on the part of the apartheid state
culminated in the massacre of school children in
Soweto in June 1976.

Following a protest against the Bantu schools in
Soweto and a demand for an end to education in
Afrikaans, teenage protestors faced down the police.
Ordered to “advance no further,” one by one they did.
As they did so, the police shot them to death. The sight
of hundreds of young black children, such as 13-year-
old Hector Petersen, being shot dead in cold blood
shook apartheid to the core. Soweto marked the point
at which apartheid became untenable, even as it limped
on for another 15 years. South Africans of all races and
members of the international community alike were ap-
palled.

A combination of harsh and damaging economic
sanctions from the international community, continued
repression and strife at home, and a black population
increasingly alienated from Pretoria, the capital, was
met with some partial and limited reforms to apartheid,
such as the attempt in 1983 to create limited legislative
representation for coloreds and Indians. As with so
many other reforms in this era, the reform package was
too little and too late. Each of the front-line states sur-
rounding South Africa (Mozambique, Angola, Rhode-
sia, and Namibia) underwent an assertive process of
decolonization and gained full independence in the
1970s. This removed the so-called cordon sanitaire of
states sympathetic to apartheid. South Africa became
increasingly isolated as the still-exiled leaders of the
ANC moved their camps ever closer to the South
African border.

South African capitalists had coexisted more or less
willingly with apartheid and had been prepared to leave
social and political matters to the regime. However,
South African capitalism was changing, too, and
apartheid was no longer an economically viable system.
It simply did not permit sufficient numbers of talented
people to get the jobs they deserved and the economy
needed them to have. Gradually, in the 1980s, the most
excessive of the apartheid laws were repealed—the pass
laws and the prohibitions on mixed marriages—and
some autonomy was given to black township councils.

The 1980s witnessed the ever-growing waves of
what was essentially a civil war, with the exiled ANC
leadership increasingly regarded as a government-in-
waiting. Moreover, in the civil war, the South African
army, increasingly starved of white recruits, was rapidly
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becoming an agency that questioned rather than sup-
ported the logic of apartheid. The most logical recruits
were those very young blacks whom the army was sup-
posed to be suppressing.

The writing was on the wall by the late 1980s, and
the only question remaining in South Africa was how
quickly and easily might the apartheid regime be un-
done. As with many dying authoritarian regimes, the
final years were marked by bitter internal dissent and
collapse as well as much violence. On the white side,
neofascist Eugene Terreblanche and his supporters de-
serted the National Party in their bid to preserve
apartheid. Other breakaway groups with similar ideals
included the Blanke Bevrydigyngs Beweging (white lib-
eration movement). Black protest, such as rallies,
strikes, and rent boycotts, continued unabated; by 1984
most of South Africa was under a state of emergency
declaration and would remain so until the end of
apartheid some five years later.

In January 1989, Prime Minister P.W. Botha suf-
fered a mild stroke and stepped down. He was replaced
by EW. de Klerk. Sensing the possibility of a serious
and sustained move away from apartheid, the ANC
drafted a declaration for the Organization of African
Union, meeting in Harare on August 21, 1989, stating
that it was prepared to consult with de Klerk on the
basis of a declared intention to move toward a demo-
cratic and nonracist regime. In response de Klerk “un-
banned” a series of protest organizations in 1989,
including the ANC and the South African Communist
Party. Some of the most egregious forms of apartheid
were removed and Mandela, along with other political
prisoners, was released unconditionally in 1990. Fol-
lowing a positive whites-only referendum result,
apartheid was finally abolished in 1992. However, the
death throes of apartheid were ugly and protracted. In
the late 1980s, the death toll from civil strife was be-
tween 600 and 1,400 per year. By the early 1990s, that
number had increased to between 2,700 and 3,800 per
annum. To put matters further in perspective in 1994,
when apartheid was officially over, deaths from political
violence were triple those of 1976, the year of Soweto.
Bringing together the various parties proved to be an act
of monumental faith and trust and required great
courage on the part of the principals.

The new post-apartheid South Africa was grounded
in the constitutional elegance and balance of a new pro-
gressive and nonracist document, drafted for ratifica-
tion in May 1996. The first black president, Mandela,
offered people the hope of a massive and ambitious Re-
construction and Development Program (RDP). Under

the stewardship of Archbishop Desmond Tutu, South
Africans of all backgrounds came together to remem-
ber, confess, tell their stories, forgive, and be forgiven in
the remarkable Truth and Reconciliation Commission.
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Argentina
THE ARGENTINEAN RIGHT is a form of opposition

to democratization processes that has motivated reac-
tionary political actions during the 20th century and
continues to have an ongoing impact on the politics and
social organization of the country. The right inherits
key aspects of traditional colonial caudillismo, dwells
on a peculiar totalitarian culture within the Catholic
Church, and has been reinforced by militarism. It yields
to the formation of several parties and gains newer cul-
tural elements, especially in times of crisis.

The greater impact of the right in Argentina coin-
cides with the cycles of military interventionism in the
country, starting in 1880, passing through the crises in
1930 and 1953, and culminating in the military coup
d’etat in 1976, before the return to democracy in 1983.

The role of conservatism in Argentina during the
19th century was defined by José Luis Romero in his
book El Orden Conservador. He argued that conser-
vatism can take different positions according to the
need of the moment. Thus, conservatives could be
provincial caudillos, who aimed at maintaining the old
colonial order, or also liberal conservatives, who were
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Right-wing dictatorships have put Argentina in harm’s way, such as the ill-fated attempt to wrest control of Britain’s colony, the Falkland
Islands, which Argentina knows as the Malvinas. The road sign above emphasized the government’s rightist point of view.

influenced by the so-called generation from the 1880s
and incorporated modern and positivist ideas into their
political thinking. Therefore, students of the Argentine
right have centered their attention on the merging of an
extreme right in Argentina with nationalism, Catholi-
cism, and fascism after the 1920s.

The rise of the right in Argentina occurred after the
election of Hypdlito Yrigoyen in 1916. In opposition to
Yrigoyen’s social reforms and his party, the Unién
Civica Radical, the authoritarian right developed sev-
eral lines of action. One was formed by the intellectuals
Carlos Ibarguren, Leopoldo Lugones, and Manuel
Gélvez, who published their ideas in La Nueva
Repriblica and Nueva Orden, attacking democracy and
defending fascism. Another line was represented by
Catholic nationalism, which became popular between
1930 and 1943 through the movement called Catholic
Action and the journal Criterio, which also defended na-
tionalism.

A third line of action was provided by fascist
groups such as the Argentinean Civic Legion (LCA), the
Republican League, the Argentinean Nationalist Action
(ANA), and other groups and parties such as the Fascist
Party from Cordoba. Between 1930 and 1945, these
groups tried to implement the ideas of Italian fascism,

Spanish Francoism, and German national socialism in
Argentina.

Nationalist populism is the most peculiar phenom-
enon in Argentinean political history, and cannot be re-
lated only to the political right, for it involved liberals,
socialists, and the labor movement. However, right-wing
elements of populism can be identified when they sup-
port oligarchism, integralism, fascism, and authoritari-
anism. This process cannot be understood without
considering the multifarious role of Juan D. Peron.

Having participated in the Uriburu’s revolution of
1930 as captain, by 1943 Peron had grown to the rank of
colonel and was one of the most important officials in
the army. He was able to use the military structure for
his purposes. On the other hand, he had spent some
time in Europe from 1938 to 1940, where he was influ-
enced by the social changes in Spain, Italy, France, and
Germany, and had traveled widely through Argentina,
learning about the miserable conditions of the Argen-
tinean “shirtless masses” (descamisados). Moreover,
through his association with Eva Peron, he was able to
appeal to the working classes. Evita, who died in 1952,
became a legend due to her ascension from destitute
woman to first lady. This sui generis combination was
responsible for Peron’s election in 1946. His program
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became known as a popular integral nationalism, which
reunited distinct aspects such as corporate syndicalism,
military bureaucracy, social-welfare reforms, and totali-
tarianism in a dictatorial regime.

A consistent support to the right has come from
leaders of military interventions. From the 1970s until
1982, the military promoted a “dirty war” and mur-
dered some 40,000 Argentines suspected of opposing
the government, the so-called disappeared (desapareci-
dos), and imposed a rigid authoritarian regime but
squandered international loans. They finally experi-
enced a humiliating defeat by the British in a war over
the possession of the Falkland/Malvinas Islands. This
defeat forced a democratization process, with the elec-
tion of President Raul Alfonsin, but militarism contin-
ued to be associated with the extreme right. Thus,
between 1987 and 1990, armed “military with painted
faces” (carapintadas) opposed the democratic govern-
ment and questioned the judicial processes against past
military leaders. As a result, Carlos Menem, who was
president during the 1990s, acquitted them from the
charges of abuses committed against the Argentinean
civilian population.

The political right in Argentina has had the support
of several elite parties. Already in 1874, the National
Autonomist Party (PAN) was formed to oppose liberal-
ism. Later, leagues were created to oppose the Radical
Civic Union of Yrigoyen. After the 1950s, the legacy of
Peron’s dictatorship was perpetuated in the Peronist
Party. Although these became mainline parties in Ar-
gentinean politics, other groups, such as the Argen-
tinean Civic Union, the Alliance of the Nationalist
Youth, the Argentinean Anti-Communist Alliance, and
the Union del Centro Democratico (UCD) were created
to defend specific interests of the right in Argentina.

Finally, right-wing ideologies have been defended
also by the periodicals La Fronda (founded in 1919) and
Criterio, as well as by organizations defending anti-Semi-
tism and even terrorism. This explains why Argentina
seemed to be the country of choice for sympathizers of
German Nazi fascism after World War II.

SEE ALSO

Volume 1 Left: Argentina; South America; Socialism; Gue-
vara, Che.

Volume 2 Right: Fascism; Totalitarianism; Peronism.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

José Luis B. Beired, Sob o signo da nova ordem. Intelectuais au-
toritdrios no Brasil e na Argentina (Sio Paulo, Ed. Loyola,
1999); Sandra McGee Deutsch, Counterrevolution in Ar-

gentina, 1900-32: The Argentine Patriotic League (University of
Nebraska Press, 1986); Marvin Goldwert, Democracy, Mili-
tarism and Nationalism in Argentina: 1930—-66 (University of
Texas Press, 1972); David Rock, La Argentina Autoritaria. Los
Nacionalistas, su historia y su influencia en la vida publica
(Buenos Aires, Ariel, 1993).

AMOS NASCIMENTO
METHODIST UNIVERSITY OF PIRACICABA, BRAZIL

Aristocracy
SEE VOLUME 2: Monarchism; Feudalism.

Aryan Nations

THE ARYAN NATIONS organization was founded in
the 1970s by Richard Butler, a veteran of World War II.
First involved with Wesley Swift’s Christian Defense
League, Butler then established the Aryan Nations
white supremacy organization. Its headquarters was in
Hayden Lake, Idaho. Butler’s philosophy was strongly
influenced by the Christian Identity movement, which
views the white Aryan Nations as the true “Chosen
People” of the Old Testament, not the Jews. According
to Christian Identity, the Jewish People are in reality the
“Children of Satan,” and nonwhite races like African
Americans, Mexicans, and Asian peoples are the “mud
people.” One of the marks of the true Chosen Peo-
ple—the Aryans—is that, being of fair skin, they can
bring “blood in the face” if they are slapped and their
cheek grows pink with the blood underneath.

The idea of building a white nation is much at the
heart of the philosophy of Butler and his adherents.
The largely white population of the American north-
west was seen as desirable territory, with Idaho at its
core. In 1996, Butler issued his “Declaration of Inde-
pendence” for all Aryan peoples. In part it read: “all
people are created equally subject to the laws of nature

.. such is now the necessity which impels [Aryans] to
alter their systems of government.” A primary tenet of
the Aryan Nations’ beliefs is that the United States is
now ruled by a largely hostile Zionist occupation gov-
ernment (ZOG) that perpetuates the alleged financial



control of world Jewry, and whose purported design for
world control was the subject of the Nineteenth Cen-
tury Protocols of the Elders of Zion. The declaration
goes on to say that the goal of ZOG is “the establish-
ment of an absolute tyranny over these states; more-
over, throughout the entire world.” The heart of the
document is a challenge that “we must secure the exis-
tence of our people and a future for white people.”

As part of its goal of reaching out to as many
whites as possible, in 1979 Aryan Nations began an in-
tensive prison outreach program throughout the
United States. There are now few state or federal penal
institutions that do not have an Aryan Nations chapter
among their white inmate population. In 1983, Louis
Beam, Butler’s close associate, wrote: “the ever increas-
ing prison ministry of the Church of Jesus Christ
Christian [Christian Identity Movement] has begun to
be felt throughout the state prison system as a major
force.” Also, aided by Tom Metzger of the White
Aryan Resistance movement (WAR), Aryan Nations
has mounted a campaign to reach out to the white
youth of America. An Aryan Nations Academy was es-
tablished in 1982, but only some 15 members appear to
have joined. Far more successful has been the effort to
find common ground with the Skinhead movement,
whose “o0i” music has been played at youth concerts
hosted by Aryan Nations.

The movement also served as a seed bed for the
militia movement, which grew during the years of the
Bill Clinton administration (1992-2000), a period when
right-wing conservatives felt that Clinton was waging a
war against the Christian right. In 1992, the focus of
concern was Ruby Ridge in Idaho, where Christian sur-
vivalist Randy Weaver was besieged at his home by
local and state law enforcement authorities and the
Hostage Rescue Team (HRT) of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI). FBI sniper Lon Horiuchi shot to
death Weaver’s wife. Weaver’s son and a U.S. marshal
also died. Many Skinheads descended on the siege to
show their solidarity with the Weavers.

One of the leaders of the militia movement is John
Trochmann, who founded the large Militia of Montana
(MOM). In 1990, Trochmann, who has testified before
the U.S. Congress, was a featured speaker at the Aryan
Nations annual congress. Among other states that have
had militias are Maine, California, Georgia, and Ohio.
In order to fight the vast power of the ZOG, Louis
Beam has emerged as the ideologue of Aryan Nations
and has advocated a struggle of “leaderless resistance.”
Under this doctrine, the militias and other armed
groups united with them would wage a guerrilla war
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against the forces of ZOG, strike their blows, and then
fade away.

The 1990s was a time of great struggle for the Aryan
Nations, in part because of a legal campaign waged
against the group by Morris Dees of the Klanwatch as-
sociation, part of the Southern Poverty Law Center. As
a result of lawsuits filed against the movement, it ap-
peared that Aryan Nations was headed toward dissolu-
tion. In 2001, Butler lost the traditional compound at
Hayden Lake as the result of a court decision in a suit
brought by Dees and Klanwatch. An ugly period of in-
ternecine squabbling broke out within the ranks of the
movement. Butler, who was ill, had agreed to share
power with Ray Redfeairn of Ohio and August Kreis of
Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania newspapers wrote of a new
Aryan Nations compound being established in central
Pennsylvania, and of the concern such a development
brought forth from liberal groups and the National As-
sociation for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP). By 2002, the new agreement collapsed, and
Redfeairn and Kreis continued to lead their own state
movements. Although sickly, Butler announced his re-
solve to continue leading the Aryan Nations move-
ment.

The Aryan Nations movement, with its strains of
political paranoia, explicit racism, and its advocacy of
armed force in politics, has echoes of European fascist
movements, and as such, is properly seen as an extreme
right-wing phenomenon in the late 20th and early 21st
century in the United States.
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Asia

WITH VERY FEW EXCEPTIONS, Asian inhabitants
rarely regard themselves as Asians. The perception of
Asian wholeness derives from the West’s idea of itself,
which was constructed largely by saying what others
were not. It is connected with dividing the world in Oc-
cident (the West or Europe) and Orient (or the rest of
the world which in the Middle Ages extended from the
eastern Mediterranean to the Pacific).

The main geographic and cultural regions of Asia
are North Asia, which comprises underpopulated
Asian portions of the contemporary Russian Federa-
tion; East Asia: China (including Hong Kong, Macau,
and Taiwan), Japan, North and South Korea; Southeast
Asia: Brunei, Myanmar, Cambodia, East Timor, Indone-
sia, Laos, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand,
Vietnam; South Asia: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan,
India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka; and Central
Asia: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan.

The Middle East (Near East or Southwest Asia) has
its own subregions. Anatolia (Greek for “east”), also
called by the Latin name of Asia Minor, is a region of
continental Asia that is represented today by thge Asian
part of Turkey. The Levant is an approximate geograph-
ical term referring to an area adjoining the Mediter-
ranean Sea in the west, Israel, Palestine, Jordan, Syria,
and Lebanon. Mesopotamia (“between the rivers” in
Greek) is the alluvial plain between the Tigris and Eu-
phrates rivers in contemporary Iraq. Arabia is a penin-
sula at the junction of Africa and Asia and includes
Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Oman, the United Arab Emi-
rates, and Qatar. About 50 states and bodies politic
have an Asian location in whole or in part.

ORIGINS OF ORIENTAL DESPOTISM

Asia was the home of the three world’s oldest civiliza-
tions, located in river valleys of the Indus and the
Huang Ho and in Mesopotamia. A fourth one, on the
Nile, bordered on Asia. The empires of Sumer, Babylo-
nia, Assyria, Media, Persia, and Muslim civilizations of
Arabs and Turks prospered in Southwest Asia, while in
the South and Far East the ancient civilizations of
India, China, and Japan thrived. The nomadic tribes of
North and Central Asia (Huns, Mongols, etc.) induced
the immense westward migration and established great
empires in the Middle East.

Because of Asia’s peculiar semiarid climate and ter-
ritorial conditions, artificial irrigation by canals and wa-

terworks had to be the basis of a flourishing agrarian
economy. Only despotic state power resting on the
mighty bureaucratic system could really become the
principal organizer of such works. Oriental despotism
was also founded on common property. But there was
one more important cause for the formation of
despotic rule in the East. Cultural relativists deduce the
reason from the peculiarities of the commune’s exis-
tence in the ancient East. The representatives of this ap-
proach rest on Karl Marx’s (March 1881) observation
about communes being isolated units disconnected
from each other. He labeled a commune a localized mi-
crocosm.

While in solving internal problems each commune
is really almighty, the complete helplessness of this ar-
chaic unit is revealed when facing outward. The outside
world might appear as a foe in numerous forms. It could
be nomadic coup de main or pirate inroad, locust attack,
or floods. This danger of being devastated by the hostile
outer world urges communication between agrarian mi-
crocosms. As a result of such a composition of the peo-
ple (out of small communes), whose economic interests
were the same, and precisely because of that they were
not common, state power becomes the condition of the
nation’s existence. The absence of immediate (direct)
ties between communes in the ancient East was com-
pensated for by the emergence of state power as a
whole-creating entity. But this uniting single entity by
necessity turns to despotic rule. The insularity and neg-
ligibility of each element of the ancient Asian social ed-
ifice, the hostile estrangement of their like interests, and
the same level of social relations around the country
turn the social power into an omnipotent entity that in-
trudes into all spheres of physical and spiritual life and
the property relations of its citizens.

The state power of ancient Eastern society was built
hierarchically and the power of the despot attained a sa-
cred character. In the society considered, the real social
ties of which are embodied in the despot, takes place
the transformation of his or her figure into a personal-
ity cult, into the only public personality, or the person-
society. And the society itself turns into the means of
the despotic personality’s existence.

Individualism and rationalism of the West are on
the one hand, and communitarianism and spirituality
of the East are on the other hand. Westerners assert
rights; Asians respond to duties. Westerners are gov-
erned by law and contract, Asians by customs and per-
sonal ties. In the West, decisions are made by voting; in
Asia they are made by consensus. Those fundamental
distinctions were always the cause of mutual misunder-



standing and estrangement. “Oh, East is East, and West
is West, and never the twain shall meet, Till Earth and
Sky stand presently at God’s great Judgement Seat,” as
Rudyard Kipling put it.

IMPERIALISM IN ASIA

In the first half of the 20th century, large areas of Asia,
as well other areas of the world, were subjected to im-
perial control by European nations, the United States,
and Japan. There are many reasons why this could hap-
pen so easily and to such an extent. Asian regions did
not experience the Industrial Revolution, so the Euro-
peans had better arms and warcraft.

Asiatic governments were unpopular. The survival
of ethnic and tribal loyalties at the expense of national-
ist feeling and the prevalence of mass illiteracy impeded
the development of cohesive societies and strong ad-
ministration. And the presence of valuable raw materi-
als and abundant cheap labor exerted a powerful
attraction. Colonial powers were moved by a variety of
aims, including commercial penetration, military glory,
and diplomatic advantage.

The largest empire in Asia was British India, and
Britain always acted to protect its Indian interests. Fol-
lowing British-French colonial struggles that began in
1746, Robert Clive’s victory at Plessey (1757) helped to
establish informal British rule in India. The transition
to formal imperialism was taking place in the Indian
subcontinent, including Burma, today’s Myanmar. The
process found symbolic expression in crowning Queen
Victoria Empress of India. Britain acquired Ceylon dur-
ing the Napoleonic Wars. The British acquisition of
Singapore (1818) and Aden (1839) placed British power
across major trade routes and led to a protectorate over
Malaya, Sarawak, Brunei, and Sabah.

Basically, British imperial ideology incorporated
two contradicting principles. The first was the imperial
philosophy of equality or the High Victorian concept
of fair play, according to which all colonial peoples
were subjects of the queen and therefore enjoyed her
justice irrespective of color or faith. The second was
the principle of racial superiority, connected mostly
with Africa but also with Asia, and was embodied in
Cecil Rhodes’s “visionary project” of the world superi-
ority of the Anglo-Saxons who had to reign over the
rest of the peoples for their good.

The other two major empires in Asia were the
French and the Dutch. France seized Saigon in 1859 and
used it as a bridgehead to acquire almost all of In-

dochina by 1893. Like the English and the French, the
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Dutch started their Asian penetration via trading in the
East India Company, and then the Dutch government
took over political rights and benefits in 1799, gaining
control over the huge archipelago that is now the coun-
try of Indonesia.

Britain and Russia were rivals in the theater of Cen-
tral and West Asia. In the late 19th century, Russia took
control of large areas of Central Asia. This brought a
brief crisis with Britain over Afghanistan in 1885. In
Persia (now Iran), both nations got concessions and set
up banks to extend their economic control, having re-
spectively Russian (in north Iran) and English (south
and center) spheres of influence. Neighboring Iraqg as
well as Transjordan and Palestine were also under con-
trol of Britain as mandated territories since 1920.

In 1899, the United States obtained the Philippines
from a defeated Spain, and used the islands to open up
Chinese trade. China was subject to incursions by all
great European powers, the United States, and Japan.
The latter also had Taiwan (since 1895) and Korea
(1910) as colonies, and spread its control over
Manchuria (1931), Beijing, and major ports of China
(1937). Though there was an Asian (Japan) power
among the imperialist ones, the classic colonialism is as-
sociated with the Western presence, control, and influ-
ence in Asia.

For the enemies of imperialism, the term empire
was among the dirtiest words in the modern political
vocabulary and meant brutal exploitation and dehu-
manization, exhibiting some surprising links between
English liberalism and Russian Marxism. But at its best,
European imperialism brought new standards of ad-
ministration and public health to subject countries.
Asia was looked upon as a negative essence, a symbol of
despotism and obedience alien to the European idea of
human rights and freedoms. The very term Asiatic has
acquired a disparaging shade of meaning. Such a view
was combined with the negative appraisal of Asian peo-
ples as passive, uncreative, and doomed to backward-
ness. At the end of the 19th century, the most
inhumane forms of imperialist exploitation almost dis-
appeared, the standards of colonial administration were
improved, and a new justification of the rule of non-
Europeans by the European powers was found in the
idea of “the white man’s burden” or “civilizing mis-
sion,” which advanced the notion that the developed
nations of Europe and the West in general had the duty
to rule Asians and other “underdeveloped” peoples to
lead them to a higher level of civilization and culture
and prepare them for independence. In 1899, Kipling
gave those sentiments poetic shape:
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Take up the White Man’s burden—
Send forth the best ye breed—

Go, bind your sons to exile

To serve your captives’ need;

To wait, in heavy harness,

On fluttered folk and wild—

Your new-caught sullen peoples,

Half devil and half child.

The approbative approach in the appreciation of colo-
nial empires of the past in Asia, moreover, has a new
sense in the contemporary light of terrorist threats,
which reportedly come from Asia, especially from the
Middle East. The theory of “new (moral) imperialism”
and the practice of preemptive intervention toward
seedbeds of terrorism, such as Afghanistan in 2001,
were taken by the United States and Great Britain as
weapons against that hazard.

WORLD WAR II

The initial aggressor of World War II in Asia was Japan,
which joined Germany and Italy in the Tripartite Al-
liance. The Japanese occupied large territories of In-
dochina in September 1940. On December 7, 1941,
they attacked the main American Pacific naval base at
Pearl Harbor and then moved on Hong Kong, Malaya,
and the Philippines. On January 27, 1942, Japanese
forces destroyed the Allied fleet in the Battle of the Java
Sea, and seized the Dutch East Indies in March 1942.
Huge areas of East and Southeast Asia as well as most
of Oceania fell under Japanese control.

The “Asian spirit” rhetoric of pan-Asianism was set
in motion. It was traced to the idea of the divine origin
of the Japanese and the writings of Okawa Shumei
(1886-1957) and Abdurresid Ibrahim (1854-1944), who
were prominent pan-Asianists, influencing the Japanese
leadership and advocating Japan’s alliance with rising
Muslim nationalism. In 1942, Japan’s pan-Asian propa-
ganda of the Greater East Asia Coprosperity Sphere
under Japan leadership came to a boil. The Greater East
Asia Ministry, which dealt with affairs within Greater
East Asia, was separate from the Foreign Ministry of
Japan, which handled “pure diplomacy.” Prime Minis-
ter Tojo Hideki stated that there was “no need for for-
eign relations” within the Coprosperity Sphere of
“blurred boundaries.”

In the decisive battle at Midway (1942), U.S. forces
protected the island. Midway was the turning point;
thereafter the Allies began to drive the Japanese back
and eventually accepted the surrender of the Japanese

The immensely tall Petronus Towers in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia,
symbolize the economic rise of East Asia.

empire in 1945. After the end of the war, imperial
power in Asia fell apart. In 1945, the colonial empire of
defeated Japan collapsed. The Japanese occupation
brought a redrawing of certain territorial boundaries,
but these changes were reversed immediately after the
surrender in conformance with the idea that the peace
should bring a return to the status quo ante. But very
soon, British India acquired the status of dominion in
1947, being divided into the Indian Union and Pak-
istan. Burma became independent in 1948. Indonesia
became free from Holland in 1949 and Malaya from
Britain in 1957, and others followed.

DECOLONIZATION IN ASIA

Conservatives write about decolonization with disap-
proval. They depict chaotic and sometimes bloody



processes as reactive fatuity and formless rivalry. “The
colonial powers did not conspire against the natives,”
writes Paul Johnson. “They conspired against each
other. Each colonial power hated all the rest, despised
their methods, rejoiced in their misfortunes and happily
aggravated them when convenient.” One reason there
was no alignment of policy for decolonization was that
neither of the two biggest colonial powers, Britain and
France, actually possessed one.

One thing decolonization did not lack was paper
constitutions. When ex-colonial peoples gained inde-
pendence, they thought they were being given justice.
All they got was the right to elect politicians. While or-
dinary people saw the res publica in terms of justice,
their nationalist leaders saw it in terms of votes. The
beneficiaries of decolonization were therefore the vote
manipulators, most of whom became dictators very
soon. The former colonies thus became superlative prey
for crops of new professional politicians.

PILLARS OF THE EAST’S SUCCESS

For half a century of postcolonial rule, the leading
Asian countries gained appreciable success in develop-
ing their economies. Japan became an Asiatic leader in
manufacturing and banking in the 1960s and 1970s, fol-
lowed by the four “East Asian tigers” (Korea, Taiwan,
Hong Kong, and Singapore) in the 1980s and mid-1990s,
and the three “aspiring tigers” (Thailand, Indonesia,
and Malaysia). China in the 1980s and 1990s and India
in the 1990s gained remarkable economic accomplish-
ments as well. All the above-mentioned countries and a
number of others continued to grow.

The outgoing character of Asian economic develop-
ment in the last decades is evident owing to four inter-
locked peculiarities that have become a source of Asia’s
new powetr.

They are: 1) the implementation of the long-term
strategy of the export encouragement model of eco-
nomic development when competitive price, high qual-
ity, and the offering of required goods were the keys to
success in the international markets; 2) firm autocratic
rule that secured the possibility for unpopular and
painful but necessary restructuring monetarist reforms
beyond parliamentary and media discussions as well as
savings drive campaigns in the cause of the common
good; 3) making favorable conditions (climate) for for-
eign direct investments and loans (it is calculated, for in-
stance, that the economic growth in South Korea in
1980s without this factor would be 2.5 percent slower);
4) the traditions of Asian labor that have taught large
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masses of population to work hard for a long period of
time for relatively low pay.

ASIATIC VALUES

All that is connected with the widely discussed issue of
Asiatic values is a set of ideas, concepts, and statements
formulated by the intellectuals and political leaders of
Japan and the new industrial countries. Asiatic values
reflect changes in the public consciousness of the Asian
nations, changes that have occurred as a result of their
economic and technological rise for the last decades.

No doubt the forces now dominating world politics
and economy and intending to preserve their su-
premacy are hostile to the rising East. Thereby they are
holding the conservative fort and to some extent are
confirming the orthodoxy of portraying conservatism
by its critics as an unprincipled apology by the ruling
elite interests. Asiatic values are assumed to be perva-
sively shared among the dozen countries and 2.7 billion
people in the Asian region (including India) and to be
distinct from Western values. Because of the East’s am-
biguity, there is no consent on how to define the notion
of Asiatic values precisely.

But on the whole, the basis of Asiatic values
amounts to the following: collectivism and group inter-
ests instead of individuality; reliability concerning com-
munity instead of individual rights and freedoms;
paternalistic, family-oriented, consensual, and clien-
telist political action instead of pluralism and democ-
racy, that is, the family is regarded as an optimal model
of power organizing and responsibility in the frames of
the political system; and respect and acceptance of au-
thority and social order. (That is, the organic under-
standing of the society in which the state is the main
warrantor of its fundamental interests.)

Asiatic values also include power predominance
over wealth. In the West, if the people who have made
money at the market use it to buy political power and to
influence it, in the East they seek power in order to
make money with the help of politicians. Asian values
have a higher rating of personal relations than personal
qualities; harmony and consensus instead of discourse
and confrontation, conflict and competition. That is,
putting common interests before political rivalry on the
priority scale and recognizing the mutual responsibility
of an employer and an employee, of a governor and
governed. High ratings in values also include ethics and
morality before the law, and specific values of work
ethics: diligence, hard effort, thrift and frugality, self-
discipline, obedience, and patience.
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The Asiatic values rhetoric may be explained as an
attempt to overcome its peculiar inferiority complex
concerning the West. Asians are capable of doing every-
thing as well as the peoples of the West, and can equally
compete with them in the most important spheres of
life. The fact that such cities of the region as Tokyo, Sin-
gapore, and Hong Kong are replacing London, New
York, and Paris as the world financial and economic
centers is illustrative too. Economic advance assures the
people of Asia of their future. The most active support-
ers of Asiatic values are representatives of local elites,
many of whom were educated in the West and have
played a key role in the modernization of their coun-
tries. The slogan “Asiatization of Asia” has become
popular in their ranks. The Asian self-consciousness is
being revived and the usage of the very notion of Asia
in the positive sense indicates this. Many leaders and
political scientists have been speaking of the advent of
an Asian Age, a kind of Pax Asiana, which is coming to
replace the Pax Americana or Atlantic Age.

According to Asiatic values supporters, just when
Western values are devitalizing and losing their effec-
tiveness, Asian education and outlook are strengthening
actuality and significance. These values, which form the
ideological basis for a number of East Asian regimes
combining political conservatism with market econ-
omy, are increasingly promoted by many regional politi-
cians as an alternative to Western liberalism and
social-democratic values. The majority of Asian elites
contravene the principle of universalism of human
rights and freedoms, believing that they have to be ap-
praised by taking into consideration national, histori-
cal, religious, and other traditions.

Western conservatism recognizes the economic suc-
cesses of the East Asian model but focuses on its price
as unacceptable. It also stresses the transience and
changeability of Asian achievements in the light of the
1997 economic crisis. Ironically, the two types of con-
servatism contradict each other. The Asian one wants to
preserve Asian customs by supporting distinctively
conservative principles such as loyalty, duty, and hierar-
chy. It aims at using these traditional values for consoli-
dating Asian societies and for strengthening Asian
positions when competing with the West and in chang-
ing the world hierarchy of prosperous nations, a world
hierarchy that is toughly defended by Western conser-
vatism.

One product of the Asian values debate is a pro-
posal that, in addition to liberalism and socialism, there
is an ideological and cultural third force, labeled patriar-
chalism. “Patriarchalism both assumes the naturalness

of inequalities in the social relations between people
and justifies these by reference to the respect due to a
benevolent father or father-figure who exercises a joint
right,” explain the supporters of such an approach.
They suggest that “a revival of the human rights project
on a more equal civilizational basis that, because it as-
sumes the hybrid nature of all societies, is neither Occi-
dentalist nor Orientalist, might yet become possible,”
according to Anthony Woodiwiss in Globalisation,
Human Rights and Labour Law in Pacific Asia. One can
also find a quite opposite approach, which would never-
theless remain in the right conservative framework. It
argues that the “Asian” combination of capitalist eco-
nomics and authoritarian rule is not exceptional, and
Asian values are decidedly more similar to Western val-
ues than is usually presumed. For some dimensions of
values, Asians diverge more from one another than they
do from Americans and Western Europeans.

HUMAN RIGHTS

As for the interrelationship of Asian values and human
rights, the problem is rather complicated. Asiatic values
propaganda serves as a bulwark against a Western em-
phasis on human rights that is not “Asian,” and which
constitutes either meddling by outsiders or their use of
discourse about human rights to further purposes that
are inimical to Asian interests. Some Asian intellectuals
charge their opponents in the West with assuming that
any idea coming from them is perfect and must be ac-
cepted by the whole world.

Instead of Western human rights rhetoric, Asians
rely on their own traditional values. The concept is wel-
comed by cultural relativists, cultural supremacists, and
isolationists alike as fresh evidence for their various po-
sitions against a political liberalism that defends univer-
sal human rights and democracy. They claim that 1)
rights are “culturally specific,” and the circumstances
that prompted the institutionalization of human rights
in the West do not exist in Asia; 2) the importance of
the community in Asian culture is incompatible with
the primacy of the individual, upon which the Western
notion of human rights rests; 3) social and economic
rights take precedence over civil and political rights be-
cause the former are the spirit of people’s life and the
latter are not; 4) rights are a matter of national sover-
eignty, and the right of a nation to self-determination
includes a government’s domestic jurisdiction over
human rights, and thus human rights are internal af-
fairs, not to be interfered with by foreign states or multi-
national agencies.



But most conservatives in the West join liberals in
viewing this assertion of “Asian values” simply as a
cloak for arrogant regimes whose newly gained confi-
dence from rapidly growing economic power makes
them all the more resistant to outside criticism. How-
ever, the Asian crisis of 1997 forced a reconsideration
and revision of their political and economic systems.

ASIAN CRISIS

Triggered by the collapse of Thailand’s baht on July 2,
1997, four economies that had high positive gross do-
mestic product growth for several years now experi-
enced negative growth (between 5 and 12 percent) in
late 1997 and 1998. Asset values in these “crisis” coun-
tries (Thailand, South Korea, Malaysia, and Indonesia)
plummeted by about 75 percent owing to currency de-
preciation, deflated equity, and property valuations. Av-
eraging over the four economies, an asset worth $100 in
June 1997 was worth only $25 a year later. Because of
the currency crisis, East Asia had lost some $500 billion
of purchasing power. There was a general problem of
overlending with huge pyramids of bad debts, overin-
vestment, and in some cases overproduction. When the
baht collapsed, the international investors took fright
and withdrew their money. When capital is pulled out,
it can cause a country to collapse completely. Enor-
mous wealth has gone from Eastern Asia as a result.
The crisis countries became more in debt to the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund and Western banks. Even those
countries that were not in quite the same position as
these four faced enormous difficulties. The crisis seri-
ously endangered the livelihoods of millions of people,
causing untold misery and suffering.

As a result of the economic crisis, governments
have fallen in Indonesia, Thailand, and South Korea or,
as in Malaysia, have come perilously close to the
precipice. For Western conservatives, it meant that lib-
eral democracy has one huge advantage over authoritar-
ian capitalism or communism: government authority
does not crack as soon as the economy goes down. Lib-
eral democracies “can weather almost any economic
storm,” it was said. The events at the end of the 1990s
in Asia have shown the political fragility of government
systems whose legitimacy is almost entirely based on
the continued promise of riches.

Some Western right-wing viewers assert that Asiatic
values provide little if any explanation for what hap-
pened in East Asia. Instead, they are looking for an-
swers in the macroeconomic monetary and fiscal
policies pursued by various Asian countries, in their
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foreign-debt policies, in their use of nonmarket-based
rather than market-based modes of resource allocation,
and in the impediments they place in the way of entre-
preneurial activity, both domestic and foreign.

Asian conservatives blame globalization extremists
from the rich countries of the West. Former Malaysian
Premier Mahathir bin Mohamad equates contempo-
rary capitalism with the new imperialism. Once Russian
communism was defeated, Western capitalism was no
longer constrained. In light of the Asian crisis, Mo-
hamad is suspicious about unregulated markets because
they are only about making profits.

According to such statist critique, there must be a
balance between a free market and some regulations
that are essential in order to safeguard the interests of
consumers and of people in general. “It is not true at all
that a free market will ensure a democracy. It doesn’t,”
Mohamad says and goes on: “We believe in trade, but
we didn’t believe in just being a market for other peo-
ple. When it comes to global economy, it should be a
world consensus, not a Washington consensus which
enriches the rich at the expense of the poor.”

SEE ALSO
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Volume 2 Right: Capitalism; Orientalism; Imperialism.
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Associative State

THE TERM associative state describes a particular kind
of partnership between firms and the government. In
an associative state, the government promotes tech-
niques of administrative management to rationalize
production and distribution in industry. Firms and gov-
ernment cooperate to reshape the self-interest of indus-
trialists to accord more closely with the public interest,
in order to guarantee economic growth.

The idea of associationalism was first developed by
Herbert Hoover as Secretary of Commerce in the
1920s. By rejecting the liberal model of laissez-faire,
Hoover encouraged the formation of trade associations
for the exchange of information about materials, pro-
duction, and marketing that would have allowed corpo-
rations to contain prices while eliminating costly
competition. As an engineer dedicated to efficiency,
Hoover considered many aspects of competition
among companies as wasteful, such as the inability of
firms to create new technological developments, and
the inability to take advantage of existing opportunities
through simplification and standardization. Excessive
economic individualism in the form of anarchic compe-
tition was in fact perceived by Hoover as the main cause
of overproduction and unemployment. Nevertheless,
the capitalistic economic system could have been re-
formed through voluntary association and cooperation,
in which the government would have played a key role.
In this regard, the role played by the state in an associa-
tive system was only a temporary one. The associative
state was in fact needed only during the transitional
phase. After having fulfilled its task as economic medi-
ator, the associative state would have disappeared or
been relegated to symbolic functions.

In order to establish an associative state, Hoover, as
Secretary of Commerce, strategically used his depart-
ment to reorganize the government to equip it with
those tools necessary to improve government services
for American businesses. This was achieved through a
system of committees established to encourage organi-
zation and cooperation in the private business sector at
different levels. Primarily, he encouraged the exchange
of information regarding production and prices among
American companies.

Second, Hoover promoted the establishment of in-
dustrial standards. This also included supplying compa-
nies with reports on opportunities in foreign trade and
investment to enrich the informational climate so that
the individual firm could become the main instrument
of economic stabilization. Finally, Hoover used coer-

cive regulatory power to rationalize “sick industries”
such as coal and to stimulate new infrastructure indus-
tries such as aviation and radio broadcasting to pro-
mote consumption.

As president, Hoover retreated from the associative
vision after many of his projects failed for lack of fund-
ing. However, the idea of associationalism did not fade
away. Instead, it was ironically carried out by Hoover’s
successor, Franklin D. Roosevelt. Among the several
initiatives promoted by the Roosevelt administration
associated with the notion of associative state, the most
important was the drafting of the National Industrial
Recovery Act (NIRA) in 1933, with which the govern-
ment empowered trade associations and private busi-
nesses to draft codes of fair competition under the
supervision of a National Recovery Administration
(NRA). The vagueness of its statute, however, sparked a
huge debate among political and economic forces re-
garding the true nature of the NIRA. For the associa-
tionalists, it was a genuine attempt of self-government
for the industry. For its detractors, it was an instrument
in the government’s hands to control the industry. The
debate over the nature of the NIRA ended two years
later, when the NIRA was declared unconstitutional in
1935.

Despite the failure of the NIRA, the notion of asso-
ciative state did not totally disappear from the Ameri-
can political scene. It periodically reappeared, even if in
a more subtle way. From the Office of Scientific Re-
search and Development (OSRD), which supervised a
set of committees composed by civilian and industrial
scientists and military officers established to promote
research in the military sector during World War II, to
the Cooperative Research and Development Agree-
ments (CRADASs) between government laboratories
and private firms during the Reagan administration, the
idea of associative state has proved its endurance on the
American political and economic scene.

The similarity between the ideas of the associative
state and the adoption of a similar method of industrial
regulation and management by the Italian fascist state
has led some to regard Hoover’s associative state con-
cept as a variant of that right-wing ideology. However,
in the American context, Hoover’s economic plan for
state intervention through industrial associations has
been seen as less conservative than a pure laissez-faire
position.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Roosevelt, Franklin D.; New Deal.
Volume 2 Right: Capitalism; Laissez Faire.
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Australia
AUSTRALIA IS A FEDERAL system, which means

there is both a national government and a second level
of government, the state and territorial governments. It
is a liberal democratic government and its government
structure is a hybrid, reflecting the influence of both the
British parliamentary model and the American presi-
dential model. The queen is the head of state and the
governor general represents the monarch in her absence
(which is most of the time). The head of state is a
mostly symbolic position. The national parliament is
bicameral, with a House of Representatives and a Sen-
ate. Like a parliamentary system, there is a blending of
the legislative and executive branches; there are cabinet
solidarity and responsible government; and there is
strict party discipline. Australia has a written constitu-
tion. The date of elections is not fixed, but there is a
maximum length to a term (and different terms for both
houses) and an election must be called before the end of
the term. The individual states also have constitutions,
and these documents may be amended in most parts by
the state legislature without the express consent of the
people.

The Australian party system in theory is a multi-
party one. In actuality, it is a strong bipolar party sys-
tem, essentially a two-party structure. The Liberal Party
is a center-right party and the National Party is also a
center-right party and together they act as a coalition to
counter the center-left Labour Party. All of the main
parties differ more with respect to social policy than to
economic policy.

The Liberal Party of Australia formed in 1944 out
of a concern with the Labour Party’s postwar socialist
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plans. The Liberals brought together 18 nonlabor par-
ties, which separately could do nothing against the dom-
inant Labour Party. Robert Menzies, former prime
minister (1939-41) and leader of the United Australia
Party (a party that was defeated in the 1943 national
election and never recovered), resigned following his
party’s division over World War II policy, and spear-
headed the formation of the new Liberal Party. The
name “Liberal” was chosen to associate the party with
progressive 19th-century liberal ideas, including free en-
terprise and social equality.

In their first election in 1946, the Liberals presented
a new choice for the people of Australia and garnered
17 out of 75 seats. This was followed with success in the
state elections in 1947; in fact, the Liberals took power
in Western Australia, Southern Australia, and Victoria.
In the national election of 1949, the Liberals formed a
coalition with the Country Party and began a 23-year
winning streak (all in coalition). Menzies led the coun-
try as prime minister from the win in 1949 until 1966.
The impact of his political legacy was duly recognized
by his knighthood in 1963. Although the Liberals lost
in 1972, they regained power in 1975 and held office for
seven years (also in a coalition government). Again, in
1996, they entered a coalition with the National Party
to dominate national politics in Australia, and this
coalition has successfully continued through elections
in 1998 and 2001. In the 2001 national election, the Lib-
eral Party won 68 seats in the House of Representatives;
the National Party won 13 votes; and the Country Lib-
eral Party won 1 seat (all forming the Liberal/National
coalition). The Australian Labour Party won 65 seats. In
the sometimes bizarre breakdown of seats that can
occur in single-member districts when there are multi-
ple parties running for a plurality of the vote, the
Labour Party garnered 37.84 percent of the popular
vote, whereas the Liberal Party only won 37.08 percent
of the popular vote and the National Party brought in a
further 5.61 percent of the popular vote. The Liberal
Party describes itself as the party of initiative and enter-
prise. The Liberals also promote several conservative
principles, including individual initiative, private enter-
prise, traditional family values, the reduction of taxes,
and the limitation of government intrusion into the pri-
vate lives and choices of individuals.

NATIONAL PARTY

The National Party is over 80 years old and is a conser-
vative party that stresses the preservation of traditional
values. Originally named the Country Party, the party
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was renamed the National Country Party in 1975 and
became the current National Party in 1982. This party
advocates the promotion of private enterprise and self-
initiative as well as a balanced, if not limited, role for
government. The party tries to instill the interests of
the citizens in rural and remote areas of Australia (that
is, farmers) into national politics, to ensure that the in-
terests of the people residing in the populous cities do
not overwhelm these regional interests. The National
Party presents three bedrock principles: the preserva-
tion of security for the nation, for local communities,
and for families; the promotion of individual achieve-
ment; and the search for Members of Parliament who
are strong local advocates and champions for their re-
gions yet have the ability to come together as a team.

The National Party, despite its limited base of sup-
port, plays an often critical role in Australian politics,
presenting the pivotal votes in a coalition government.
The Liberal Party has never managed a majority na-
tional government, requiring the National Party’s added
seats to govern. It is a convention that the party leader
of the smaller partner in the coalition government shall
be the deputy prime minister.

SEE ALSO
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Austria
LIKE THE REST OF central Europe, during the 20th

century the people of Austria suffered a great deal from
war and political conflict, the latter particularly rooted
in right-left conflict. Five major cases in the last 100
years illustrate the power of the right wing in Austria.
These are: 1) right-left conflict during the First Repub-
lic; 2) the 1938 Anschluss with Nazi Germany; 3) the
post-World War II rehabilitation of Austrian Nazis and
Nazi sympathizers, as well as Austrian reluctance in

restitution of stolen art, stolen property, seized bank
accounts and gold, as well as life insurance policies; 4)
controversy over the presidency of Kurt Waldheim;
and 5) the participation of Jorg Haider in the Austrian
government.

CONFLICT IN THE FIRST REPUBLIC

Austria’s First Republic was established in November
1918, at the end of World War I, in the wake of the col-
lapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The empire was
a long-standing multinational entity but it was on the
losing side of the Great War and was, along with the
German and Ottoman Empires, liquidated by the vic-
tors. Based on the theory that each nation should have a
state of its own, the Republic of German Austria was
created.

The majority of Austrians were and are German-
speaking, but the victorious countries, particularly
France and the United Kingdom, would not accept a
large, single German state.

The entire history of the First Republic was conflict-
ridden. In the early 1920s, Austria suffered under pri-
vate armies controlled by right- and left-wing political
movements. These armies, the Heimwehr (right) and the
Schutzbund (left), were formed by officers and soldiers
of the Austro-Hungarian army, who had never been
properly demobilized or disarmed. In February 1934,
Austria experienced civil war when fighting broke out
between police and military and the left-wing
Schutzbund in its strongholds of Linz and “Red Vi-
enna.” As a consequence, the Social Democratic Party
and elements of the labor movement were outlawed.
This represented the consolidation of an authoritarian
state, inspired by the Italian model, under Dr. Engelbert
Dollfuss and the “Christian Socials.”

ANSCHLUSS WITH GERMANY

Hitler came to power in Germany in 1933, and he im-
mediately proceeded to put pressure on his neighbors,
in part through allied Nazi parties. There were three
forces in Austria at this time: Social Democrats and
Communists on the left, traditional conservatives such
as the Christian Socials on the right, and the Nazis. In
July 1935, the Austrian Nazis killed Dollfuss, and after-
ward they continued to destabilize the country. In
March 1938, Hitler marched 100,000 troops into Aus-
tria, and in April the government agreed to hold a
plebiscite on the question of a union between Germany
and Austria (Anschluss), despite the fact that this move



In 1999, JOrg Haider, the leader of the ultra-right Freedom Party,
made an electoral breakthrough in Austria.

was illegal under the terms of the 1919 Treaty of Ver-
sailles. Austrian leaders, including Karl Renner, who
would lead Austria after World War II, recommended a
“yes” vote, and 90 percent of the voters did so.

NAZI REHABILITATION, RESTITUTION, AND
THE AUSTRIAN HOLOCAUST

There is something of a myth, perpetuated by Austrians
and by the victors of World War II, that Austria was
the first victim of Nazi German aggression. There is
some truth to this, but many Austrians were active sup-
porters of the German nationalism represented by the
Nazi Party and its Austrian-born leader, Adolf Hitler.
This tendency to absolve the Austrian people of culpa-
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bility for Nazi aggression and crimes against humanity,
particularly the Holocaust, has caused significant prob-
lems for the Second Republic, founded by the Austria
State Treaty in 1955. Before World War II, there were
190,000 Jews in Austria, and at least 65,000 were killed
in the Holocaust and many others fled as refugees. But
until the 1990s, there had been little willingness in Aus-
tria to restore bank balances, real property, and art-
works to their rightful owners or to provide reparations
for victims of the Holocaust.

Further, there were 500,000 members of the Nazi
Party in Austria and yet, after the war, they were largely
absolved of responsibility, both by the Allied powers
that controlled Austria from 1945 to 1955 and by the

Austrians themselves.
KURT WALDHEIM AND JORG HAIDER

This legacy of left-right conflict and the Austrian values
and role in World War II continue to haunt the coun-
try. Waldheim served for two terms as secretary-general
of the United Nations, and in 1986 he decided to run
for the Austrian presidency. However, investigations re-
vealed that Waldheim, who had served as an officer in
the German army in World War II, had underplayed his
role in that conflict. Rather than playing a minor role,
he had, in fact, served in Yugoslavia, where Nazi mili-
tary policy had been harsh.

Waldheim was elected to the presidency and the
country’s international relations and reputation suf-
fered accordingly. After Waldheim’s retirement, the
world was again reminded of the strength of the right in
Austrian life. In 1999, Haider, the leader of the ultra-
right Freedom Party (FPO), made an electoral break-
through in Austria, with 27 percent of the vote, and he
was asked to join a conservative coalition government.
The Freedom Party was anti-immigrant, anti-refugee,
and against European Union. It called for an Austria
First employment policy and has supported paying
mothers to stay at home and care for their children. In
2002, the FPO vote collapsed to 10.2 percent but the
party was still asked to continue in the new Austrian
government.

SEE ALSO
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Autarchy

ANY STATE, REGION, OR community, or even a
plantation or manor, which is entirely self-sufficient is
an autarchy. When the term is used in a strictly eco-
nomic sense of a state that seeks to limit foreign im-
ported goods or to operate entirely with domestic
products and manufactures, the policy goal is some-
times spelled as ‘“autarky.” In that economic policy
usage of the term, a state that adopts high tariffs or
other barriers to imports, or that seeks to develop do-
mestic sources for previously imported goods or prod-
ucts, can be said to be moving towards autarky or
autarchy. Although an economic concept of self-suffi-
ciency, the term autarchy has also been applied more
broadly in a cultural context, as an aspect of national-
ism, with political and ideological overtones. A cultural
autarchy is a state or region that rejects the importation
or usage of alien ideas, cultural styles, mannerisms, and
language.

In the 20th century, numerous states have adopted a
policy of autarchy or self-sufficiency. Those that made
the greatest efforts at autarchic economy and autarchic
culture tended to be the most intensely nationalistic, or
states in a period of nationalistic isolation. For the most
part, those states have been found on the right side of
the political spectrum, although from time to time,
more democratic or socialist regimes have sought eco-
nomic independence or economic nationalism and have
been said to be moving in an autarchic direction. Dur-
ing the 1920s, the Soviet Union sought to structure its
economy to be independent of foreign trade, and its
policy in that period was regarded as tending toward
autarchy. In the 1930s, when Benito Mussolini’s Italy
was under international sanctions for its invasion of
Ethiopia, the nation sought to build economic inde-
pendence. Adolf Hitler’s Germany, in the same period,
developed an official policy of self-sufficiency or
autarchy. Mahatma Gandhi advocated Indian independ-
ence of reliance on imports in the 1940s, and his ideol-

ogy had autarchic aspects. Spain was isolated from the
international community in the period after World
War II and had to rely on domestic products, adopting
a policy of autarchy.

The term autarchy has been applied with another
meaning to leaders and regimes who were so autocratic
in their rule that they tended to exclude the advice and
opinions of others. The term has been used in this fash-
ion to describe rulers who isolate themselves within
their government and seek to rule single-handedly or
self-sufficiently. In modern states, the charge that a ruler
sought autarchy in this sense has represented a severe
criticism of his or her rule. Such a critique has some-
times been utilized as part of a program to remove the
ruler from power. Thus, for example, when Tzar
Nicholas II of Russia dismissed his minister of war in
September 1915 and assumed control of the Russian
army, critics charged Nicholas with autarchy. The re-
liance for advice by Nicholas and Tzarina Alexandra on
the popularly hated monk Gregory Rasputin fed the
image of an autarchic or autocratic leader refusing to
share power with responsible administrators and advi-
sors. That criticism, voiced by middle-class reformers,
nobility, and the radical leaders of the revolutionary po-
litical parties in Russia, contributed to pressure leading
to the tzar’s abdication in February 1917.

In the early 21st century, economic autarchy has
been regarded as a form of nationalism incompatible
with globalization. Thus, those regimes that isolate
themselves from the exchange of goods, products, in-
formation, culture, and services, such as the govern-
ments of North Korea and Iran, are regarded as
contemporary autarchies.
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Volume 1 Left: Russian Revolution.
Volume 2 Right: Germany; Fascism.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

William Carr, Arms, Autarky and Aggression (Norton, 1973);
Gordon Alexander Craig, Germany 1866—1945 (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1980); Nils Gilman, Mandarins of the Future
(Johns Hopkins University Press, 2004); Amos Jordan et al.,
American National Security (Johns Hopkins University Press,
1998); Adrian Lyttleton, Liberal and Fascist Italy (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2002); Anthony D. Smith, Nationalism and
Modernism: A Critical Survey of Recent Theories of Nations and
Nationalism (Routledge, 1998).

RODNEY P. CARLISLE
GENERAL EDITOR



The Right

Ba’'athism

MICHEL AFLAQ was a product of the French man-
date in Syria after World War I. He was born in 1910
and raised in the French tradition of education intro-
duced into Syria and Lebanon after France took politi-
cal control in 1920. Philip K. Hitti wrote that the French
“organized an educational system, encouraged archaeo-
logical researches, gave fellowships for study in France
especially in such neglected fields as art, set up a depart-
ment of public health and sanitation, and developed
public security. Modern codes of law were promul-
gated.”

Even the Druze tribes, who had lived with some in-
dependence under the Ottoman Turks, were made to
feel the presence of French law, through the expeditions
of the French Foreign Legion into their mountainous
country, the Djebel Druze. However, the French colo-
nial administrators encountered a paradoxical effect
from their efforts at modernization. They realized, too
late, that exposing the natives of Greater Lebanon to
the ideas of the French Enlightenment would lead to
them desiring liberté, égalité, and fraternité—from the
rule of the French! Hitti recorded how “repressive
measures were taken against nationalists. Future officials
of the republic, including Shukri al-Quwatli, Faris al-
Khuri, Salih al-Haffar, and other leaders of thought and

action were, at some time or other, banished or jailed.”

The French colonial authorities began a concerted
effort to stamp out any independent tendencies in the
Greater Lebanese region. However, an effective check
existed on their excesses. News of the repression
reached France and outraged voices were raised in the
Chamber of Deputies, the French Parliament, and the
independent press. The French Republic dispatched
Henri de Jouvenel to become the new high commis-
sioner. While Jouvenel was unsuccessful in stopping the
nationalist agitation, he is considered the most liberal of
the high commissioners to have ruled during the French
mandate. Jouvenel’s policies did not bring an end to na-
tionalist agitation within Greater Lebanon. In January
1927, a nationalist congress was held in Beirut.

It was against this background that Aflag went to
study at the Sorbonne in Paris, clearly one of the highly
educated Syrians the French would have coveted for
their colonial administration. However, once exposed
to French ideas, like his contemporary Ho Chi Minh,
he became an ardent nationalist who desired the end of
French rule in his country.

His idea was one of a secular nationalism, as befit-
ting a student of the French Enlightenment. It was a ba-
sically socialist vision, but more in keeping with French
social thought than the communism of Vladimir Lenin.
Aflag wrote poetically: “Nationalism is spiritual and all-
embracing, in the sense that it opens its arms and
spreads its wings over all those who have shared with
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the Arabs their history and have lived in the environ-
ment of their language and culture for generations, so
that they have become Arab in thought and feeling.”

Aflaq foresaw the clash that secular nationalism
would have with the traditionalists in the Muslim world
who still felt that the sha’riah, the Islamic law from the
time of the Prophet Mohammed, should hold sway in
Muslim countries. Indeed, he realized that in the old
days of the Arabian caliphate in Baghdad, and in the
more modern Ottoman Empire, which had ruled Syria
and Lebanon until the end of World War I, church and
nation were really synonymous in an Islamic state.
“There is no fear,” Aflaq assured, “that nationalism will
clash with religion, for, like religion, it flows from the
heart and issues from the will of God; they walk arm in
arm, supporting each other.” While Aflaq embraced
Islam as the religion for the Arab peoples, it was ironic
that he had been raised a Christian.

During World War I, he admired Adolf Hitler and
saw in Nazism the type of national socialism he es-
poused for the Arab world. At the time of the 1941 fas-
cist Rashid Ali coup in Iraq, he and Salah Bitar formed
in Syria the Society to Help Iraq. The society would
later form the nucleus of the Ba’ath, or “Renaissance”
Party, which Aflaq and Bitar established in 1947.

The Ba’ath socialist party would grow in the Arab
world as a response to the Arab nations’ defeat by Israel
in the 1948 Middle East war. However, Aflaq’s national-
istic mysticism did not suit the hardheaded and power
hungry military men who would adopt it as their phi-
losophy. But his fascist, militarist leanings did.

According to The Syrian Encyclopedia, “The Iraqi
branch of the Ba’ath party was established in 1954 after
the merger of the Ba’ath with Akram al-Hurani’s Arab
Socialist Party in 1952, to form the Arab Ba’ath Social-
ist Party.” In February 1963, General Abdul Karim Kas-
sim was overthrown by Ba’ath army officers in Iraq and
shot. Soon the Ba’athists were marginalized by the mili-
tary men, as Abd al-Salam al-Arif became president of
the new National Council of the Military Command
(NCMQO).

By 1969, Saddam Hussein began to co-opt the
Ba’ath Party at the 7th Party Congress in 1969. It was
here that he started to build the loyalty of members of
the party to him, much as Josef Stalin, whose commu-
nism many Iraqi Ba’athists admired, had done after the
death of Lenin in 1924. Charles Tripp would write of
Hussein in this stage of his dictatorial career that he
“ensured that the party lost any kind of existence inde-
pendent of the direction which he himself was to give
it.”

In March 1963, the Ba’ath Party in Aflag’s native
Syria came to power. The Syrian Encyclopedia notes: “on
March 8, it came to power in Syria after the March Rev-
olution. Inter-party disagreements were one of the
major factors that led to the Correction Movement led
by Hafez al-Assad, the movement ended years of con-
flict within the party. A new constitution, approved in
1973, stated that the Ba’ath Party is the ‘leading party in
the state and society.” In 1972, the Ba’ath also became
the leader of the seven Syrian parties forming the Na-
tional Progressive Front (NPF). The national committee
of the Ba’ath is effectively the decision making body in
Syria.”

The Syrian Ba’ath rule under Assad, while based in
the military, would not metamorphose into the dicta-
torship that evolved in Hussein’s Iraq. Hussein would
finally seize power in 1979. However, on June 25, 1980,
when the rival Muslim Brotherhood of the Syrian
branch attempted to assassinate Assad, he reacted vi-
ciously. In retaliation, he unleashed the Syrian Army on
the Brotherhood stronghold of Hama; some 15,000 to
25,000 people were killed in an assault that began in
February 1982. Assad would, however, follow a path of
hegemony as he took control of Lebanon, which had
been wracked by civil war between Muslims and Chris-
tians since April 1970. In that month, driven from Jor-
dan by King Hussein’s Bedouin army, Yassir Arafat’s
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) would estab-
lish itself in Beirut. In 1982, Israel would launch Oper-
ation Peace for Galilee against the PLO in Lebanon and
heavily damage the Syrian forces in the Bekaa Valley. In
June 2000, Hafez Assad died and was succeeded by his
son Bashir, by training an ophthalmologist, but also the
commander-in-chief of the armed forces. Finally, in July
2000, Prime Minister Ehud Barak began the withdrawal
of Israeli forces from a security buffer zone in southern
Lebanon. But, as Human Rights Watch noted, contin-
ued problems were posed by “the Syrian presence in
Lebanon, and the ultimate fate of some 350,000 state-
less Palestinian refugees, some of whom have lived as
unwelcome residents in Lebanon for over 50 years.”

Meanwhile, having seized power in 1979, Hussein
used the Ba’ath Party to follow a path of repression as
thuggish as the Nazi Party, which Aflaq had so admired.
Like Assad, he also followed the path of expansion. In
September 1980, he embarked on a war of aggression
against the Iran of the Ayatollah Khomeini, whose the-
ological regime was the antithesis of the Ba’ath state so-
cialism. The war ended with a United Nations cease-fire
in July 1988. One year later, in 1989, Aflaq, who had

united Arab nationalism with fascism, was buried at a



state funeral in Baghdad. Only one year later in August
1990, Saddam embarked on a another disastrous war
when he invaded Kuwait. In February 1991, his troops
were decisively defeated in a 100-hour ground war by a
coalition of forces united to stem his aggression, led by
the United States. Finally, with the fear that Saddam
was harboring nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons of mass destruction, President George W.
Bush announced the intention to intervene in Iraq mili-
tarily.

In December 2003, Hussein, the “Butcher of Bagh-
dad,” was captured hiding near his hometown of Tikrit.
A massive effort was made to eradicate Ba’athist influ-
ence, even aborted plans to destroy the tomb of Aflaq.
However, in the face of mounting difficulties in govern-
ing Iraq, the United States was reconsidering the ban-
ning of former Ba’ath Party members from public life.
On April 20, 2004, Barry Schweid wrote for the web-
site, www.findlaw.com, that “thousands of Iragis who
swore allegiance to Saddam Hussein’s political party
may be getting jobs under the U.S.-led coalition in Bagh-
dad as the Bush administration—struggling to put down
resistance—undertakes a major shift in policy.”
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Balance of Power
THE BALANCE PROCESS: Two states compete with

each other for influence in international relations. They
aim to shape the international environment and domi-
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nate the interrelationship between states with their
views and values. Put differently, they want to transfer
their power to other states to become the lead nation
followed by others. In this scenario, both states are rela-
tively powerful; both enjoy vast economic power and
military capabilities. However, the first state is more
powerful and capable than the second. The weaker
state, still a rising power, is trying to challenge the exist-
ing power order in international relations. It wants to be
the dominant influence, or the next superpower that
shapes the global atmosphere. The outcome of this
struggle for world power is that the more powerful state
exerts its military, political, and economic supremacy to
limit the influence of the weaker state. In other words, it
balances off its power and contains the rising state
while ensuring stability in international relations. This
stage, where two states finally settle their power strug-
gle, can be called equilibrium, a balance of power.

Eugene R. Wittkopf and Charles W. Kegley believe
the main aim of this theory “is the idea that peace will
result when military power is distributed so that no
state is strong enough to dominate the others.” The
more powerful state strives to create an equilibrium of
power where other states are powerful or capable but
not quite as powerful as itself. The existing superpower
preserves the balance of power by limiting the chances
of the rising and aspiring states that desire to become
predominant in international relations.

The clearest example of the concept of the balance
of power can be found in the Cold War. Both sides, the
Soviet Union as well as the United States, were power-
ful nations that acquired military capabilities that
would enable them to destroy each other. Their arms
built up over the years and the engagement in military
alliances deterred domination by the other. The United
States used its atomic weapon to defeat an enemy dur-
ing World War II. Shortly after that, the Soviet Union
acquired its atomic weapon and surprised the Ameri-
cans with the development of a thermonuclear bomb
during the 1950s. This was the beginning of an arms
race. By the end of the Cold War, both countries knew
about the enemy’s military capabilities, the number of
their long-range missiles, nuclear weapons, and number
of forces. During this time, governments sought to se-
cure their territory through traditional military
strength. During the 1970s and early 1980s, the United
States and the Soviet Union negotiated various arms
treaties to maintain a favorable military balance. This
can be seen as a classical example of a balance of power
theory. The United States was the superpower born
after World War II, and the Soviet Union was the rising
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power that tried to challenge the United States for
world dominance. Both countries balanced off their
power and engaged in military alliances that deterred
the competitor away.

THE BALANCE OF POWER THEORY

The balance of power theory is a classical realist theory
of international relations and one of the oldest of its
kind. By the same token, it is also one of the most con-
troversial and most debated theories of international
politics. Generally speaking, it is referred to as a theory
that tries to explain: 1) the distribution of power, 2) in-
ternational hegemony, 3) stability and instability, and 4)
power politics. However, if we only think in terms of
equilibrium rather than superiority or hegemony, then
the theory of balance of power becomes less confusing.
If states reach a stage of power equilibrium they are bet-
ter off than before.

However, balance of power as a system, according
to some viewpoints, refers to a multinational environ-
ment where all nations preserve their identity, integrity,
and independence. The major supposition of the the-
ory is that all states act rationally and only pursue poli-
cies that they consider being in their national interest.
States are also seen as unitary actors in an international
environment that is anarchic. It is assumed that states
will make use of their power to gain influence over
other states, regionally or even globally if it is in their
national interest to do so. However, to reach this goal,
they must prevent other states from dominating. Realist
theory assumes that every state drives to expand its ter-
ritory and therefore all countries are possible adver-
saries. Therefore, it must strengthen its military
capabilities to protect itself. This assumption requires
military superiority because others pursue it as well.
Nevertheless, these military buildups are seen as neces-
sary security measures. This ultimately creates a secu-
rity dilemma where one state invests heavily in military
capabilities, which gives other states the same incentive
to build up as well in order to avoid aggression by the
stronger state. However, this problem cannot be re-
solved completely. Every state is responsible for its own
national security and each strives for survival in a hard
competition with other states. This obviously creates
conflicts that challenge the existing world order. In
other words, the security dilemma is both the root and
the outcome of the balance of power.

If a state is threatened, then it will balance against
the threat. The notion of reaching equilibrium of
power cannot only be found in political science litera-

ture. Biologists talk about the “balance of nature” and
economists refer to the balance of international trade.
States will balance internally as well as externally. They
will push domestically for military buildups and invest-
ments in military forces. This process is not easy, be-
cause domestic legislators need to be convinced of the
necessity of such a move and the external threat.

States tend to balance externally as well through
building up or engaging in alliances. A classic example
of this behavior is the engagement of the United States
in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in
1949. Smaller and less powerful states such as Germany,
France, and many others joined the alliance fearing a
hegemonic Soviet Union that would leave them in a po-
larity vacuum between the United States and the Soviet
Union. However, this does not mean that alliances have
to remain stable for a long period of time; they might
shift from time to time. However, in a situation of equi-
librium of power it might occur that some states react
languidly to any power that is trying to distress the bal-
ance. At this point, it might be useful for the system it-
self to possess a great power that is capable of restoring
the balance quickly with military force. Historically,
England played this role with its European partners.

The balance of power theory serves many functions
and purposes. Its foremost purpose is to prevent war
among great powers that could lead to vast destruction
of people and land, as well as to preserve the system of
the state itself. It also tries to prevent states from be-
coming a hegemonic power that will dominate the inter-
relationship with other states for a long period of time.
The theory also tries to ensure stability and mutual se-
curity in the international system prolonging the peace
and prosperity of the people.

TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES

The balance of power theory applies many techniques
in order to prevent a major war or conflict among states
that could lead to war. The balance of power theory
possesses nine major techniques to reach a power equi-
librium:

1) One of the most popular techniques is to influ-
ence and divide positions of other states diminishing
their power in international relations.

2) Especially after a war, governments of weaker
states could align with each other, creating a buffer state
between them and the great power. This would limit the
ability of the great power to expand outside its own ter-
ritory. It would also give them time and options to react
and prepare should this occur.



3) Territorial compensations could be negotiated,
easing the hunger of states for more territory and influ-
ence. This negotiation would be settled in peace rather
than after a war.

4) Smaller and weaker states could align with each
other in confronting the great power. In this case, a great
power would be deterred from aggression against one
weaker state, because an attack on one single state could
be interpreted by the alliance as an aggressive act against
all of them. Therefore the great power has to consider
not only the military strength of one single state but
also of all member states of the alliance.

5) Great powers’ influence can be diminished by a
reduction of armaments in general.

6) The balance of power can also be restored by a
race of armaments or armaments competition. This is
the Cold War scenario where the United States and the
Soviet Union started an arms race.

7) The balance could also be restored by intervening
preemptively in a country. This requires superior mili-
tary capabilities and detailed intelligence information
about where to attack best.

8) Probably the weakest form of restoring an equi-
librium of power is through traditional diplomacy and
international negotiation. This is a time- and human re-
source-consuming bargaining situation, which not all
states are in favor of.

9) The last resort of rebalancing hegemony is by
war itself.

However, these tools and techniques sometimes col-
lide with the rule of international law. Preemptive inter-
ventions cannot be justified under the charter of the
United Nations without a cause. In other words, before
a state may legitimately choose to use force against an-
other state, there must first be a violation of legal rights,
which can then be defended by using force.

THE NOTION OF POLARITY

There are basically three main concepts of polarity. In
each of the cases we have a great power on the top of a
triangle, with middle powers in the middle section and
small powers in the lower section. In a unipolar world
there exists only one superpower that enjoys great mili-
tary capabilities and is unsurpassed. Today, the United
States can be seen as the only remaining superpower
that enjoys great power status.

Moreover, in the concept of a bipolar world the
hegemony of the superpower is shared by another su-
perpower that possesses equal strength. The best exam-
ple for this form of polarity can be found during the
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Cold War when two superpowers, the United States as
well as the Soviet Union, enjoyed the status of great
powers with equal might.

In a multipolar world, many superpowers share
equal strength and capability on the top of the pyramid.
In this case, a balance of power takes place among more
than two great powers trying to find an equilibrium.
The best example for a multipolar world view was after
World War I, the “Golden Age of the balance of power
where a Eurocentric system existed for more than two
hundred years. However, the record of the balance of
power theory can be seen as rather modestly successful
because it did not prevent two major and cataclymsic
world wars.

The concept of polarity goes back to the political
scientist Morton Kaplan. He identified three dissec-
tions of international power after World War II. They
are unipolarity, multipolarity, and bipolarity. Polarity in
general can be understood as a concentration of power
among different states.

Multipolarity: Realist theory assumes that if the in-
ternational system is multipolar, then international con-
flict among great powers will be much more likely. In
this case, great powers might decide to threaten other
great powers in order to reduce the risk of being at-
tacked themselves. One of the greatest dangers of mul-
tipolarity is the difficulty of interpreting the other
state’s behavior. In other words, uncertainty, mispercep-
tions, and misinterpretations are the greatest dangers of
multipolarity. It is most likely in a multipolar world that
cleavages will weaken the relationship between nation
states.

Unipolarity: After World War II, most European
countries were left destroyed. Their source of power,
economic statecraft, military capabilities, and human re-
sources were exhausted. Nevertheless, the war took
place on European soil and left the United States with a
powerful economy and a less exhausted military. Amer-
ica was the only remaining superpower after the war
and globally unsurpassed. In addition, Washington was
the only government in place that possessed nuclear ca-
pabilities, which it already had demonstrated during the
war. “The United States was not just stronger than any-
body else—it was stronger than everybody,” note Wit-
tkopf and Kegley; Washington was the only hegemon.

Bipolarity: If the international system is bipolar, the
probability of risking a conflict is much smaller. This
was the case during the Cold War when the Soviet
Union gained strength and included a number of terri-
tories in its empire after World War II. In the following
years Moscow grew to a second great power beside the
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Americans. It developed and delivered its own atomic
bomb a few years later in 1949 and exploded a ther-
monuclear device in 1953. In other words, bipolarity
was shaped by an international setting where military
capabilities became concentrated in the hands of two
hegemonic powers. Therefore, it can be said that the
balance of power provides a basis of control for states
when dealing with each other. In this sense, the balance
of power theory is a useful concept to explain the be-
havior of states in an anarchic international environ-
ment.

Superpowers are not reluctant to make use of their
vast military force and fight rather than submit to sub-
ordination. A collaboration of power would deter ris-
ing states or would-be attackers from pursuing
expansionism. One form of collaboration could be al-
liances that combine the power of various states deny-
ing the additional power to the enemy. These groups of
realists are called structural realists, who traditionally
focus on structural causes of alliances. In their view, neo-
realism is a structural theory and a formal extension of
realism. Therefore, hostile aggression would be repelled
and therefore unlikely. This form of alliances would
deter and contain possible antagonists who might align
themselves into a group, trying to avert the risk of de-
tachment. In 1949 the United States formed and joined
NATO. A few years later, in May 1955, the Soviet
Union and Eastern bloc countries met in Warsaw and
signed the Warsaw Pact, a military alliance of countries
collaborating with Russia. “If they refused to ally, their
own vulnerability would encourage the expansionist
state to attack them at a later time,” Morton Kaplan ex-
plains. According to Kaplan, to maintain a certain order
of power the school of realist theory recommends that
states should follow the following rules: “1) increase ca-
pabilities but negotiate rather than fight; 2) fight rather
than fail to increase capabilities; 3) stop fighting rather
than eliminate an essential actor; 4) oppose any coali-
tion or single actor which tends to assume a position of
preponderance within the system; 5) constrain actors
who subscribe to supranational organization principles;
and 6) permit defeated or constrained essential national
actors to re-enter the system as acceptable role part-
ners.”

In this sense, competition for power and influence is
desirable because it will lead to the equalization of capa-
bilities of states. Even though the concept of power is
debatable and difficult to measure, threat perception is
an important characteristic of realist theory and also in
the balance of power theory. Stephen Walt argues that
states care less about the allocation of power than about

the distribution of threats. Threats can be understood
as perceived intentions that make states enhance their
offensive military capabilities when entering an alliance.
The United States, one of the most powerful countries
after World War II, perceived the rise of communism
in the 1950s and later during the Cold War as a threat to
national security.

CONDITIONS OF BALANCE

Power is widely seen in this theory as military power,
and therefore war is a functional tool to measure na-
tional powers. According to Wittkopf and Kegley, the
following conditions must exist to maintain a balance of
power: “States must possess accurate information
about others’ capabilities and motives and react ration-
ally to this information. There must be a sufficient
number of independent states to make alliance forma-
tion and dissolution readily possible. There must be a
limited geographic area. National leaders must have
freedom of action. States’ capabilities must be relatively
equal. States must share a common political culture in
which the rules of the security regime are recognized
and respected. States in the system must have similar
types of government and ideologies. States must have a
weapons technology that inhibits pre-emption-quick
mobilizations for war, first-strike attacks that defeat the
enemy before it can organize a retaliatory response- and
war of annihilation.”

These were the conditions of a balance of power
during World War I and the interwar period. The inter-
national system was characterized by a multipolar sys-
tem whereby almost equal capabilities were shared
among a number of powerful states.

The outbreak of two world wars in 20 years dis-
credited the balance of power concept and led the way
to a search for alternatives. It was President Woodrow
Wilson who thought to replace the theory with a new
form of alliance, namely the concept of collective secu-
rity, meaning that if one state is attacked, the aggression
will be met by all other states of the collective security
pact. Shortly after that, the concept of collective deter-
rence evolved into the League of Nations, the United
Nations, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

In conclusion, the balance of power has been tied to
right and left ideology in many ways. For example, dur-
ing the Cold War, those individuals within the United
States who supported the Soviet Union as radical dissi-
dents were on the left of American society; similarly,
those who, in the Soviet Union, favored the American
way of life were also dissidents, and within the Soviet



context, their advocacy of personal liberty made them
“radical,” although some of them were conservative in
religious ideology. There are other aspects of this issue
as well: as the Soviets attempted to spread their doc-
trine, they used the Comintern and international com-
munist parties around the world to attempt to win
allegiance to their side of the multipolar world in the
1930s, and side during the more or less bipolar Cold
War. The concept of pursuing a balance of power has
been primarily a rightist policy from the Western ideo-
logical perspective.
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Basque and Catalan Separatism
SEPARATISM REFERS to a political movement that

obtains sovereignty and so splits a territory or group of
people from another. Motives for establishing separatist
movements include religious commitment, nationalism,
and inadequate economic or political sway (for exam-
ple, the northern Italian separatists who saw the
progress of the industrial north being hindered by the
lack of development in the more traditional south of
the country).

Separatist movements, significantly, can be both
peaceful and violent. Spain, for example, arguably has

Basque and Catalan Separatism 545

one of the most well known and violent of all contem-
porary separatist movements. Spain is a country of
strong regional differences. Historically, regions have
developed with their own customs, flags, cultures, and
in some instances, languages. For example, in Catalonia
civilians speak not only Spanish but also Catalan. In the
Basque region in the north of Spain, Spanish is widely
spoken but so is Euskara (Basque). The separatists in
this region of Spain have their modern origins dating
from the start of the 20th century when the Spanish
government revoked certain autonomous freedoms
Basques had enjoyed.

However, their wider popularity was essentially es-
tablished under the dictatorship of Francisco Franco
(1939-75) when regional cultures, languages, and identi-
ties were sometimes forcefully suppressed. The Basque
separatist movement is probably best known due to the
activities of a Marxist group called ETA (Euskadi Ta
Askatasuna, which means “Basque Country and Lib-
erty”), founded in 1959. This group, part of the wider
Basque National Liberation movement, seeks to form
an independent Basque state, and in order to achieve
this goal, frequently uses terrorist means. With its polit-
ical movement, Batasuna (formed 1978), the separatist
movement manages to attract about 10 percent of
Basques who vote in elections, despite the attempts of
the national government in Spain to suppress the move-
ment’s finances and operations. Despite ETA’s illegal
status, the terrorist group frequently targets politicians,
military figures, and members of the police services to
achieve their principal goal: an independent Basque na-
tion. Assassinations by the group (more than 800 in
total from 1969 to 2004) occur across Spain. However,
it is foolhardy to judge all Basque separatist movements
as being similar to ETA, although some other Basque
groups have equally barbed views. For example, the
Basque Nationalist Party (Eusko Alderdi Jeltzalea/Par-
tido Nacionalista Vasco) was formed in 1895 as a racist
(anti-Spanish) Catholic movement. Now it is a national-
ist organization of moderate views and describes itself
as democratic.

Separatism in Catalonia, located in the northeast of
Spain, has in the 19th and 20th centuries largely been
political, advocating political autonomy and not terror-
ist means to achieve an independent state. Separatism in
Catalonia is evident in both the left and right of politi-
cal fields, and has shown itself within the Generalitat de
Catalunya (the official name of the autonomous system
of government in Catalonia).

Despite being abolished in 1939 by Franco, the Gen-
eralitat’s reintroduction in 1980, under the presidency
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The Basque separatist region is in the north (Vitoria, Bilbao, above) of Spain, while the Catalonian separatist movement is located in the north-
east (Barcelona, above) of the country. Both political agendas use nationalism in seeking separatism from the Spanish government.

of Jordi Puyol (1980-2003), has allowed Catalans of all
political persuasions to air their opinions on matters
ranging from taxation to the environment and, in some
instances, has allowed greater political autonomy in
Catalonia.

Today, there are three main political groups that
may be described as Catalan separatists: the Convergen-
cia Democratica de Catalunya (Democratic Conver-

gence of Catalonia, a nationalist group), the Unié De-
mocratica de Catalunya (also a nationalist group), and
Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (Republican Left of
Catalonia). Currently led by Josep-Lluis Carod-Rovira,
the leftist Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (formed
in 1931) campaigns for Catalan independence. The Gen-
eralitat, led by Pasqual Maragall, a former mayor of
Barcelona and current leader of the Socialist Party, is



governed by a leftist coalition, and many political ex-
perts see this coalition as trying to ensure increasing au-
tonomy for the Catalan region. Of course, such a policy
will naturally bring the region into conflict with the
largely centralist national government.

Though these separatist movements in Spain occur
on both the left and right, their rightist nationalism
groups them together merely for study purposes on the
right.

SEE ALSO
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Bennett, William J. (1943-)

WILLIAM JOHN BENNETT was born in Brooklyn,
New York. Strong academically, Bennett graduated
from Williams College with a bachelor of arts degree
and went on to study at the University of Texas, where
he obtained a Ph.D. in political philosophy. Later, he
studied at Harvard Law School and obtained a law de-
gree as well.

In 1976, Bennett was the executive director of the
National Humanities Center, an academic research cen-
ter located in North Carolina. He was the director until
1981. At that time, President Ronald Reagan selected
Bennett to become the director of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities. His tenure there lasted until
1985, when Reagan selected him to become the secre-
tary of education.

As secretary of education, Bennett was unable to
avoid controversy over many of his initiatives and be-
liefs. He put forward the conservative stance on the is-
sues of affirmative action, school vouchers, curriculum
reform, and religion in public education. His distaste
for multicultural coursework in public schools was one
of his most controversial positions. Instead, he pre-
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ferred an education style that was steeped in the classics
and Western culture. Schools that were not performing
well were often unable to escape harsh criticism and
funding cuts from Bennett as well. As a result of the
controversies and a desire to go in another direction
with his career, Bennett resigned from his position dur-
ing the final days of Reagan’s administration.

Bennett, however, was unable to avoid controversy.
He was appointed by President George H.W. Bush to
become the nation’s first “drug czar,” as director of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy. Having estab-
lished himself as one of the nation’s most well-known
moral crusaders, Bennett’s selection wasn’t a surprise to
many on Capitol Hill, and he was confirmed in a 97-to-
2 vote by the Senate. From the post, Bennett conducted
the nation’s War on Drugs, but soon after decided to
leave the position in 1990.

Drawing upon his many experiences in Washing-
ton, D.C., and his long career with the Republican
Party, Bennett became a conservative writer and public
speaker after leaving government office. Through his
work, he has continued his moral crusade, attacking
what he perceives as the lack of virtue in American so-
ciety, particularly among the nation’s youth. He has
continued his efforts to improve the nation’s public and
private schools, basing his plans on what he calls the
most important “Three C’s: Choice, Content, and
Character.” He meets with key political leaders and ed-
ucation experts and writes articles featured in the na-
tion’s leading newspapers and magazines. He has
written and edited more than 10 books, including The
Book of Virtues, The Children’s Book of Virtues, and The
Death of Outrage: Bill Clinton and the Assault on Ameri-
can Ideals, which was briefly number one on the New
York Times bestseller list.

Even in his journalist and writing role, Bennett has
been unable to escape criticism in his private career,
similar to his public one. His vehement support of the
War on Drugs and proposals in favor of lengthy incar-
cerations for first-time drug offenders who possess only
minimal amounts of illegal drugs has led many critics
to attack Bennett’s own past as a rock fan during the
1960s and 1970s. Interestingly, during his years of grad-
uate study at the University of Texas, Bennett was set
up on a blind date by one of his friends with rock star
Janis Joplin. When the story of this brief relationship
hit the tabloids, People magazine labeled it “one of the
least likely blind dates of all time.”

In 2003, Bennett revealed that he was an extremely
high-stakes gambler who had lost millions of dollars in
Las Vegas and Atlantic City casinos. Clearly a contra-
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diction with his public moral crusader image, Bennett’s
status as a conservative virtue and moral defender
began to crumble and he was no longer as highly sought
after on the lecture circuit. He admitted to losing more
than $8 million within the period of a single year, but
still claimed that he wasn’t addicted to gambling. In ad-
dition, he has never labeled gambling a vice or problem
in any of his speeches or writings. In defense, Bennett
compared his behavior to responsible drinking, but at
least acknowledged that his gambling was not a good ex-
ample for him to set. Consequently, he stated repeat-
edly that he had complied with all laws on reporting
wins and losses and that his “gambling days are over.”
More recently, Bennett has given most of his attention
to a project known as Americans for Victory Over Ter-
rorism (AVOT). Through AVOT, Bennett worked to ad-
dress terrorist threats and the ideologies that produce
them. The privately funded organization is dedicated to
winning public opinion in favor of the ongoing War on
Terrorism with a mixture of advertising, intellectual ad-
vocacy, and mass communications.

Bennett is also a director of Empower America and
a Distinguished Fellow at the Heritage Foundation. He
works alongside former Democratic Senator Sam Nunn
as cochair of the National Commission on Civic Re-
newal. He continues his work in the War on Drugs with
the Partnership for a Drug-Free America, collaborating
with former New York Governor Mario Cuomo.
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Bilbo, Theodore G. (1877-1947)

IN TWO TERMS as governor of Mississippi, followed
by two terms in the U.S. Senate, Theodore Gilmore

Theodore Bilbo, though a progressive populist, was an unabashed
white segregationist and racist.

Bilbo emerged as a national symbol of unapologetic
southern white supremacy. He was vilified unmercifully
in the pages of progressive publications and by leftist
folksingers like Pete Seeger. Across the white south,
however, he was hailed as a hero. Ironically, apart from
his racial attitudes, Bilbo was very much a progressive
populist. Upon taking political control of the Missis-
sippi statehouse in 1916, he embarked on a campaign to
modernize the state’s road system and pressed the Uni-
versity of Mississippi to admit more poor white stu-
dents, even threatening at one point to relocate the
school unless it complied—a move that got him burned
in effigy.

Bilbo was born on a farm near Poplarville and re-
ceived his college education at both Vanderbilt Univer-
sity and the University of Michigan. After several years
of teaching at Mississippi public schools, he began prac-
ticing law in 1908, the same year he was elected to the
state senate. He became lieutenant governor in 1912 and
was elected governor four years later; he served another
term as the state’s chief executive from 1928 to 1932.

In 1934, Bilbo was elected to the U.S. Senate and be-
came a passionate advocate of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
(FDR) New Deal—except where racial matters were
concerned. In 1942, for example, Bilbo led a filibuster



that effectively killed FDR’s attempt to eliminate the
racist poll tax. By then, the five-foot-two Bilbo had be-
come a giant in the white supremacy movement. Two
years earlier, he introduced a bill demanding that Con-
gress appropriate $1 billion to deport all African Amer-
icans to Liberia, so that “the blessings of the white
man’s civilization shall forever remain the proud pos-
session of Anglo-Saxons.”

His venom was not restricted to African Ameri-
cans: When students at Hunter College passed a resolu-
tion declaring him “unfit to hold public office,” he
replied in an official letter denouncing his young critics
as a “‘communistic mongrel congregation.” Critical let-
ters from northerners were answered on his official
Senate stationary accompanied by the crudest ethnic
slurs: His reply to one woman with an obviously Italian
name, for example, began, “Dear Dago.” Antics like
that earned him regular denunciations in the pages of
leftist newspapers like PM. Folksingers Seeger and Lee
Hays recorded a song, “Listen Mr. Bilbo,” which in-
cluded the chorus:

Well, you don’t like Negroes, you don’t like Jews
If there is anyone you do like, it sure is news.
You don'’t like Poles, Italians, Catholics, too

Is it any wonder, Bilbo, that we don’t like you?

With the Senate election of 1946, Bilbo’s racial
rhetoric was fully unleashed. He called on “the red-
blooded Anglo-Saxon men of Mississippi to use any
means”’ to prevent blacks from voting, adding: “And if
you don’t know what that means, you are just not up on
your persuasive measures.” And he put his racial theo-
ries down on paper, in a self-published book called Take
Your Choice: Separation or Mongrelization, which argued
that it was better to see America “blotted out with the
atom bomb than to see it slowly destroyed in the mael-
strom of miscegenation, interbreeding, intermarriage
and mongrelization.” (The book remains wildly popu-
lar today on numerous white-supremacist internet web-
sites.)

His overwhelming reelection victory, however, was
met with opposition within the Senate, as conservative
Republicans joined with northern liberals in a bid to
deny Bilbo his seat. One investigation refused to up-
hold a charge that his campaign speeches had intimi-
dated African Americans from voting. Another probe,
into allegations that he had pocketed campaign contri-
butions for personal use, was never resolved.

In the summer of 1947, following several opera-
tions for treatment of cancer of the mouth, Bilbo died
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suddenly of heart failure, without ever having taken his
Senate seat for a third term. A few weeks before his
death, he gave a remarkable interview to Leon Lewis,
editor of Negro South, in which he insisted that despite
his fervent opposition to black-white social mingling, “I
hold nothing personal against the Negroes as a race.”
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Black Nationalism
AFRICAN AMERICANS who became famous for

their confrontational style of leadership during the
days of slavery and Jim Crow racism were generally
called black nationalists. The term is nebulously de-
fined, and it is used loosely to describe any African
American who strives for something other than integra-
tion and equal rights within the traditional white soci-
ety and political system. Black nationalism is often
considered a conservative ideology, but it would be
more accurately described as a type of counterconserv-
ativism.

Historically, black nationalists have refused to com-
promise with whites on political issues. During the era
of slavery, they rejected gradual abolition, and there-
after rejected limited civil rights and slow, steady im-
provement, in favor of immediate and dramatic change.
Their demands were often viewed by the mainstream as
revolutionary, and their tactics were generally designed
for maximum shock value; that is, to get the attention of
white Americans and political leaders via the news
media.

For their efforts, which most whites and many fel-
low blacks considered scary at best and almost terroristic
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at the very worst, they were labeled “bad” or “militant”
or worse.

Examples of black nationalists throughout Ameri-
can history include David Walker, the radical aboli-
tionist from Boston who, in 1829, published the most
shocking challenge to the slave labor system ever writ-
ten, in his pamphlet the Appeal. Walker’s Appeal urged
southern slaves to rise up and violently overthrow
their oppressors. Martin Delany, Alexander Crum-
mell, and Bishop Henry Turner were abolitionists-
turned-colonizationists who led the pan-African
movement in the late 1800s. Unlike contemporaries
Booker T. Washington, Frederick Douglass, and John
Mercer Langston, they found no hope for a better fu-
ture for their race in the United States and looked for
the black man’s salvation in Africa. In the early 20th
century, the most famous black nationalist was Marcus
Garvey. A Jamaican by birth and a New Yorker by im-
migration, he founded the Universal Negro Improve-
ment Association and the Black Star Line of
steamships. He took on the honorary title of “Provi-
sional President General of Africa” with the intention
of founding a great black nation in Africa. Soon after,
Garvey was displaced by black socialist A. Philip Ran-
dolph as the country’s most visible black nationalist. As
the foremost spokesman for black labor, he applied
pressure to the Franklin Roosevelt administration, pro-
ducing tangible gains for his race.

MALCOLM X

Undoubtedly the most famous black nationalist of the
civil rights movement era was Malcolm X. A member
of the radical black Muslim group the Nation of Islam
(NOI) until 1964, Malcolm X became the spokesman
for a generation of young African Americans who con-
sidered the pacifist rthetoric of Martin Luther King, Jr.,
to be an ineffective message. He preached deliberate
separation from whites, black pride, and violent retalia-
tion against acts of racism and discrimination. In 1964,
he left the NOI and started the Organization for Afro-
American Unity (OAAU), intending to compete with
the NOI for membership and media attention. He also
adopted a more conciliatory policy toward whites, rid-
ding himself and the OAAU of the black separatist phi-
losophy, although never dismissing the black nationalist
ideology totally.

Meanwhile, the NOI survived without Malcolm X
and has continued to be a minor player in the general
population of black Americans under the leadership of
Louis Farrakhan up to the present. Farrakhan’s leader-

ship of the Million Man March in 1995 (which has
been called the “golden event” and greatest “triumph”
in the history of black nationalism) catapulted him to
fame among the general population, while concomi-
tantly reminding most Americans, black and white
alike, why they never could embrace the radical NOI.

Malcolm X’s assassination in 1965 by NOI rivals
opened the door for imitators and would-be leaders to
take his place as the most visible and vocal black nation-
alist in the late 1960s. In 1966, the Student Non-violent
Coordinating Committee (SNCC), a previously inte-
grated civil rights organization devoted to fulfilling
Martin Luther King’s plan of nonviolent integration,
changed focus when new president Stokely Carmichael
took over. Carmichael kicked out all white members
from SNCC and began espousing “black power,” which
was little more than a catchy slogan that meant basically
what Malcolm X had been preaching for years, although
with a twist of socialism and communism added.
Carmichael subsequently converted to Islam, changed
his name to Kwame Ture, and moved to Africa, aban-
doning his quest to make America a better place for his
people.

At about the same time that Carmichael came to
power, another black nationalist group, the Black Pan-
thers, was organizing in Oakland, California. After
demonstrating in the California State Capitol, carrying
shotguns and rifles, the Panthers left the building and
peacefully entered police custody, having made their
point that the right to bear arms extended to blacks.
They, like Carmichael, presented their followers with a
type of communism in which the black community
would depend upon itself, under Black Panther leader-
ship, for all its wants and needs. Although it did some
good work for inner-city black youth, it was seen as a
subversive organization by the FBI, which kept the
group under surveillance and, working with local law
enforcement agencies, raided their various headquar-
ters. Some leaders of the Black Panthers were killed,
some exiled, and others subsequently ended up in
prison on miscellaneous charges. A national organiza-
tion by that name still exists today, although it is a mere
shadow of what the original group was in its glory days.

In 1969, after four straight years of race rioting in
more than 150 American cities, new SNCC leader
James Forman issued the “Black Manifesto,” which was
essentially a statement of what the various black nation-
alist sects of the past and present had long wanted:
reparations for slavery and oppression. Ironically, the
manifesto was aimed at white churches and synagogues
rather than the U.S. government. At the time, whites



generally dismissed it as ridiculous, although it did raise
awareness of an issue that is still on the table politically
today.

Black nationalists and their respective organizations
have been few in number and of little consequence in
influence since the 1970s. Because black nationalism au-
tomatically carries an element of black separatism in its
ideology, readers should consult the following article on
“black separatism” for further treatment of the black
nationalist philosophy.
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Black Separatism
THE ULTIMATE MANIFESTATION of black nation-

alism is black separatism. Black nationalism taken to its
most extreme, or its logical conclusion, produces the
ideology of racial separation chosen deliberately by
African Americans. This ideology is, like black nation-
alism, a counterconservative approach to race relations
in the sense that it is basically a reaction to racial dis-
crimination perpetrated by whites.

Black separatism has most often been associated
with pan-Africanism, but not necessarily. Separatism
can take the form of internal separation or psychologi-
cal “withdrawal” from the mainstream of American so-
ciety and culture for the purpose of racial pride and the
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opportunity for self-determination. It can also take the
more physical form of blacks’ choosing geographic sep-
aration from whites inside the United States.

Black separatism has a long history, beginning in the
colonial era when slaves and free blacks sought to estab-
lish as much control over their own destinies as possible
under their difficult circumstances. The idea of return-
ing to their African homeland was always a hope and
dream of first-generation slaves. With passing time,
however, the thought of such a return grew increasingly
dim, and pan-Africanism thus reemerged in later gener-
ations as a plan not merely for individual aspirants but
for the black population as a whole. Mitigating against
such a plan of physical separatism, however, was the
fact that, for any mass emigration to Africa to occur,
black emigrants would have to depend upon the charity
and logistical help of whites and, from about 1820 to
1890, the white-run American Colonization Society.

Although many black nationalists, such as Martin
Delany, Bishop Henry Turner, Alexander Crummell,
and Marcus Garvey, continued in the late 1800s and
early 1900s to cling to the increasingly unlikely pan-
Africanist dream of physical separation, eventually the
idea of psychological separation and black self-determi-
nation emerged to replace it. Black-owned newspapers
written especially for black readers arose, as did black-
owned banks, life insurance companies, fraternal or-
ganizations, and various business enterprises. Madam
C.]. Walker, for instance, made a fortune catering hair-
care products exclusively to blacks. Such separatists,
however, had to compete with accommodationists like
Booker T. Washington and integrationists like Freder-
ick Douglass and eventually the NAACP, for the alle-
giance of the black community in general, and thus
were relegated to a secondary status, same as always.

By the time the civil rights movement ensued, there
only one major black separatist organization was mak-
ing any impact on the masses: the Nation of Islam
(NOI). Founded in Detroit in 1930 as the “Lost-Found
Nation of Islam in the Wilderness of North America,”
the NOI preached that blacks had always constituted a
nation within a nation—a nation held captive by white
devils (white Americans and Europeans) until Allah’s
plan of redeeming his chosen (black) people should be
revealed. Then Allah would raise his people up and de-
stroy the white oppressors. This religious mysticism,
seemingly metaphysical in nature, was coupled with a
quite physical plan for achieving separate nationhood
within the confines of North America. The NOI de-
manded that the U.S. government surrender up to eight
southern states for the establishment of Allah’s “Black
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Kingdom” on earth. Although the demand was imme-
diately dismissed as quixotic because it would require
the relocation not only of millions of blacks into the
south but many more millions of whites out of the
south, it started a movement for reparations in one
form or another that has persisted to this day. Likewise,
despite the fact that American political leaders have
consistently rejected the NOI’s demand for land for the
past 40 years, the NOI holds fast to the plan even to this
day.

Similar black separatist groups, such as the Repub-
lic of New Africa (RNA), tried to build upon the land-
for-reparations ideology of the Nation of Islam. The
RNA actually began the process of claiming the five
deep south states of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama,
Georgia, and South Carolina for building its separate
black nation by starting a black communal society in
central Mississippi in 1971. It was shut down, however,
by the FBI, which viewed the RNA as a subversive or-
ganization, in a bloody shootout. Today, there is little
attention paid to the land-for-reparations idea, although
monetary reparations are still a topic of serious discus-
sion.

The most important manifestations of black sepa-
ratism in recent years have been the creation of all-black
businesses, such as the FUBU clothing line, Ebony mag-
azine, and the BET television network. The continued
success of standard all-black organizations such as the
Alpha Phi Alpha fraternity and the Prince Hall Masons
also shows that black separatism is still alive and well,
despite constituting only a fringe of the overall black
community in America. Black separatism, as an expres-
sion of ethnic nationalism, has more in common with
the politics of the right than it does with the left.
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Borah, William E. (1865-1940)

BORN IN ILLINOIS the same year that the Civil War
ended, Republican Senator William Borah spent much
of his political life attempting to keep the United States
out of foreign wars and to prevent American participa-
tion in what he saw as dangerous international entangle-
ments. Borah opposed entering World War I on the
grounds that it was based on protecting American cor-
porations rather than serving the interests of democ-
racy. After the war, Borah became an “irreconcilable”
opponent of the League of Nations proposed by Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson. Borah was convinced that the
British were influencing Wilson in order to protect their
own political and economic interests. Borah and his
powerful colleague, Henry Cabot Lodge, were ulti-
mately successful in blocking the Treaty of Versailles,
which the Senate failed to ratify by seven votes. The
frustration and disappointment over the failure of the
League of Nations may have contributed to the stroke
in the fall of 1919 that robbed Wilson of his ability to
govern for the final year of his term.

As a young man, William Borah set out for Califor-
nia but ran out of money in Boise, Idaho. He remained
in Boise, where he made a name for himself by prose-
cuting “Big Bill” Haywood and other union leaders ac-
cused of conspiring to murder ex-governor Frank
Steurenberg. Borah represented Idaho in the Senate
from 1907 until his death in 1940. From 1924 until
1933, Borah served as chair of the powerful and presti-
gious Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs.

The election of Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) in
1932 propelled the Democrats to majority status, de-
moting Borah to ranking minority member of the com-
mittee. He then devoted himself to blocking many of
Roosevelt’s New Deal policies. However, Roosevelt won
Borah’s support on 11 of 17 New Deal bills on which
the Senate voted. Nonetheless, throughout his political
career, Borah was well known for fighting liberal re-
forms such as the Federal Reserve Act of 1913 and the
Federal Trade Commission Act of 1914. Borah pro-
vided the main obstacle to passage of the Industrial Re-
covery Act of 1933. Conversely, Borah was often able
to bring factions together to pass legislation.

Well known as a progressive, Borah shared many
common values with Democrats and considered him-
self a follower of classical liberals such as Thomas Jef-
ferson and Adam Smith. Borah, who often identified
himself as a Lincoln Republican, was conservative both
by nature and by choice. As a result, he rejected many
progressive-supported reforms, never totally comfort-



Republican U.S. Senator William E. Borah attempted to block De-
mocratic President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s social policies.

able with legislation supported by both right- and left-
wing progressives. Despite his loyalty to conservatism,
Borah was dubbed “the great opposer” because he re-
fused to adhere to strict Republican party lines.

Borah enjoyed the public life and relished making
his positions known to the media at press conferences
that he regularly initiated. His opinions were often var-
ied. A supporter of Theodore Roosevelt, Borah hated
monopolies and saw himself as an advocate for small
businesses. Borah lobbied for recognizing the new gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union when most of his col-
leagues preferred to defer recognition. He believed that
the United States had no right to interfere in Latin
American politics. Borah was a strong advocate of dis-
armament, maintaining that stockpiling weapons made
nations more likely to engage in wars.
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Brazil
THE BRAZILIAN RIGHT is characterized by its oppo-

sition to democratic initiatives that represent a threat to
traditional institutions, such as the agrarian elite, the
church, the judiciary, and the military. Analysts have
tried to trace the metamorphoses of the Brazilian right,
but the main characteristic of the right is its authoritar-
ian character, masked by an ideology of conciliation
that is proper to Brazilian political culture.

The Brazilian right has its origins in the colonial in-
stitutions that were installed upon Portuguese coloniza-
tion in 1500. The Portuguese monarchy never
developed a strong army, but ruled through ideological
tools. Different from the Spanish, the Portuguese did
not create institutions for a middle class or intelli-
gentsia. Education was centralized at the University of
Coimbra, which trained bureaucrats to serve the Por-
tuguese colonies. Brazilian colonial society was made up
of powerful landlords (senhores do engenho), priests,
lawyers, small landowners, poor workers, slaves, and na-
tives. Despite the complexity of this society, it had a
simple structure marked economically by landlords and
the working masses, and politically by the monarchic
bureaucracy, the church, and the juridical institutions.

In his book A Ideologia do Colonialismo, Nelson
Werneck Sodré shows how the church and bureaucrats
implemented a culture of colonial power and internal-
ized submission. The judiciary was responsible for ad-
ministrating the colony, and as Thomas Flory affirms,
the Portuguese sent lawyers rather than military troops
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to enforce royal decisions. Through negotiations, a sys-
tem of economic authority, tutelage, and personalismo
was created. Thus, the right inherited the legacy of colo-
nialism based on feudal authoritarianism that did not
allow for democratic initiatives.

CONSERVATISM AND THE MONARCHY

Between 1644 and 1817 there were several rebellions
against Portuguese rule, such as the Quilombo dos Pal-
mares (1644-94), the War of the Barbarians
(1683-1710), and the Inconfidéncia Mineira (1789).
However, in 1822, Brazil declared its independence, and
then became the only monarchy in the Americas. After
independence, there were other revolts. The govern-
ment received the support of conservative political
groups that opposed these initiatives and proposed al-
ternatives to a democratic regime, such as eclecticism,
regressivism, a “‘transition process,” and centrism. As a
result, the ideology of conciliation became characteris-
tic of Brazilian politics. But even this conciliatory pro-
posal was an illusion, since through it the right has been
able to maintain its hold on Brazilian politics.

Romantic conservatism was the expression for this
political ideology in the 19th century. It criticized
modernity, avoided revolution, and opposed the ration-
ality of science and intellectual initiatives. Important
conservatives were Gongcalves de Magalhdes, José de
Alencar, and Alvares de Azevedo. Alencar criticized the
importation of foreign ideas—including liberal democ-
racy and abolition. In order to diminish the African
threat and negate the white colonizer, Alencar turned to
a romanticized version of the “Indian” and the syn-
cretic “Mestizo” as the ideal Brazilian identity. There-
fore, the ideology of syncretism
represented an aesthetic complement to the political
ideology of conciliation. Both brought the ideology of
colonialism to newer standards, were incorporated by
the masses, and became fundamental for the right.

conservative

POSITIVISM, INTEGRALISM,
AND ESTADO NOVO

Abolition in 1888 was a condition for establishing a re-
public in 1889 without a civil war. This change occurred
through a coup promoted by the military bourgeoisie,
and led by the positivism of the military academy. Al-
though the situation of the poor did not change, the
middle class emerged, which favored science and ques-
tioned traditional power. A series of movements during
the 1920s was initiated within the military, including the

most important popular communist movement led by
Captain Luiz Carlos Prestes from 1924 to 1929.

During the 1930s, the nationalist Brazilian right rep-
resented by integralism emphasized the ideas of home-
land and nation. Founded by Plinio Salgado in 1932,
integralism was led by such conservative intellectuals
and politicians as Oliveira Vianna, Miguel Reale, and
Azevedo Amaral. They not only defined an ideology of
nationalism, but also organized associations and para-
military groups, involving the masses according to the
fascist model in vogue in Europe at that time.

President Getulio Vargas, who took power through
a military coup in 1930, adopted integralism to estab-
lish his dictatorship, the Estado Novo, which sup-
pressed the left and opposing parties. Vargas, like Juan
Peron in Argentina, cannot be completely reduced to
the authoritarianism of the right, due to the complexity
of his populism whereby he became “father of the
poor.” Nevertheless, his fascist sympathies and his
questioning of democracy show the authoritarian char-
acter that is part of the right.

MILITARY DICTATORSHIP AND THE RIGHT

While the Proclamation of the Republic in 1889 was
led by the military and other liberal movements, the
army would later change its role. Between 1930 and
1950, the army backed attempts at overthrowing demo-
cratically elected politicians. Between 1964 and 1985,
the military became the bastion of authoritarianism
and support for the right during the military dictator-
ship, as in almost all other Latin American countries.
The right, afraid of the growing mobilization of peas-
ants and possible confiscation of their land, strongly
supported the military. The military based its interven-
tion on the doctrine of national security within a frame-
work of the ideology of geopolitics, which called for
total war against subversive elements that might
threaten the security of the state, seen as an organism in
and of itself. During this period, thousands of intellec-
tuals, artists, and social activists were imprisoned, tor-
tured, and murdered or disappeared, while others were
forced into exile. The emergence of social movements,
and particularly the steelworkers’ unions, which later
developed into the Workers Party (PT), were able to de-
mand a return to democracy in the late 1980s.

Even after the return to democracy, the political
right can be identified in Brazil. Traditional colonial in-
stitutions are present in the rural areas despite opposi-
tion by the Landless Movement (MST) and efforts
toward agrarian reform. The judiciary, plagued with



corruption, was able to maintain its traditional struc-
ture and avoid reforms.

Within the church, traditional and conservative
groups have gained more visibility, including the
Catholic Charismatic movement, while Liberation The-
ology, censored by Pope John Paul II, is restricted.
Moreover, Pentecostals in Brazil control a party and are
a powerful force in Congress. The heirs of conservative
and integralist intellectuals can be found not only in
universities and think tanks established during the mil-
itary dictatorship, but also in authors such as Ubiratan
Macedo, Vamireh Chacon, and Vicente Barreto. Espe-
cially powerful groups in the mass media can be in-
cluded, as they received the support of the regime and
continue to defend the interests of the right.

The origins of the Brazilian right can be traced to
colonialism, but the arguments for its hegemony have
changed. In colonial times, a metaphysical imposition
by the monarchy was incorporated by an agrarian econ-
omy and blessed by the church and legal system. After
independence and the establishment of the Brazilian
monarchy, conservatism served as the basis for the par-
tisan politics of the aristocracy according to the princi-
ple of conciliation.

After the installation of the republican regime and
into the 20th century, the politics of the right were ex-
pressed by political parties and military governments.
The most important expressions of this authoritarian-
ism were the integralist movement of the 1930s and the
military dictatorship of 1964 to 1985. The post-author-
itarian right is represented by intellectuals, organiza-
tions, religious groups, parties, and politicians elected
by democratic means and supported by traditional in-
stitutions. They continue to use the ideology of concil-
iation to be part of the system, while dismantling
opposition and contradicting democratic ideals.
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British National Party

THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY was formed in
1982, following serious splits in the National Front,
largely over tactics and strategy, between those who
wished to place the emphasis on direct action against
ethnic minorities and immigrants and those who
wished to imbue the party with a semblance of re-
spectability in order to broaden its electoral appeal.
Ironically, though, the British National Party (BNP) was
to experience many of the schisms and intraparty con-
flicts—some ideological, some strategic, and others de-
riving from personality clashes and internal power
struggles—that had split the National Front.

For the remainder of the 1980s, the BNP’s leader,
John Tyndall, sought to pursue a quasi-respectable elec-
toral strategy, primarily intended to attract disillusioned
conservatives (who would not have wanted to turn to
the left-leaning Labour Party during this period). How-
ever, this strategy yielded very limited success, and thus
refueled tensions between those who wished to perse-
vere with electoralism in order to secure longer-term re-
spectability and those who were quite content to rely on
direct action and physical attacks against ethnic minor-
ity groups in inner-city districts as well as on organiza-
tions of the left. (For example, in 1992, the offices of
the communist newspaper The Morning Star were at-

tacked.)
IDEOLOGY AND POLITICS

The BNP sought to present an image of greater re-
spectability in the 1990s, partly by formally placing
more emphasis on electoral politics (at both national
and local, grassroots, levels), and by electing in 1999 a
Cambridge University graduate, Nick Griffin, as party
leader. However, its core ideology continued to be
based on conceptions of white racial supremacy and the
need to halt all further immigration into Britain, while
also repatriating (to their country of origin) non-whites
already resident in Britain. Since the late 1990s, this
core anti-immigrant stance of the BNP has been yoked
to mounting public concern—driven by various anti-
Labour newspapers—that Britain is being swamped by
asylum seekers, many of whom are deemed to be eco-
nomic migrants rather than genuinely fleeing political
persecution. In accordance with its claim that ethnic mi-
norities receive preferential treatment on various issues,
partly because of political correctness and positive dis-
crimination in the appointment to various jobs and the
allocation of public housing, the BNP has various cam-



556 British National Party

paigns to promote rights for whites, alleging that in
some districts, it is the indigenous white population
that is now the discriminated-against minority.

On other issues, the BNP evinces a blend of right-
wing authoritarianism, fervent nationalism, and pop-
ulism. For example, it advocates a much tougher
law-and-order policy, with more powers for the police
and the courts, the restoration of the death penalty, a
return to traditional standards and discipline in schools,
and the reintroduction of national service for young
people. Economically, the BNP’s promotion of British
interests and those of British workers leads it to call for
withdrawal from the European Union and resistance to
globalization via the introduction of import controls
on foreign goods. The BNP also advocates boosting
Britain’s armed forces and military strength, while with-
drawing from NATO and closing down foreign military
bases on British soil. In the latter respect, the BNP crit-
icizes what it terms Britain’s “spineless subservience to
the United States.”

ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE

During the 1980s, the fledgling BNP received only a neg-
ligible number of votes in the national and local elec-
tions in which it participated, partly because it was
competing against the remnants of the National Front.
However, Margaret Thatcher’s own pronouncements
(as Conservative Party leader and prime minister) on
curbing immigration and protecting British/national
identity also played a part in limiting electoral support
for the BNP.

It was not until the 1990s that the BNP began to
make relatively significant electoral advances, albeit in
specific districts and regions of Britain, most notably the
East End of London, and in various former mill-towns of
Lancashire and Yorkshire in northern England. These
were areas in which there were relatively high propor-
tions or concentrations of ethnic minority communi-
ties. These districts proved to be fertile ground for the
BNP to exploit grievances and resentment among sec-
tions of the indigenous white working class, some of
whom readily blamed their own unemployment, socio-
economic deprivation or poor housing conditions on
the “takeover” of the area by immigrant communities.
The BNP also reflected and reinforced a belief among
sections of the local white working class that, due to a
combination of well organized or vocal lobbying and
“political correctness,” ethnic minority communities
and asylum seekers were being granted preferential
treatment by local administrators over a range of deci-

sions and policies, including the allocation of financial
resource and assistance.

Thus, in a 1993 local government by-election in
Tower Hamlets (an impoverished East London district
with a significant Bangladeshi community), a BNP can-
didate was elected, receiving 34 percent of votes cast.
The same level of support was received in a local gov-
ernment by-election the following year by the BNP’s
candidate in the nearby district of Newham.

In the 1997 general election, the BNP fielded candi-
dates in 13 constituencies, and secured enough votes in
3 of them to save their deposit (by winning more than 5
percent of votes cast). Two years later, in the 1999 elec-
tions to the European Parliament—for which a system
of proportional representation was adopted—the BNP
polled 100,000 votes, and in the 2000 election to the
new Greater London Assembly, the BNP won a total of
47,000 votes.

These electoral advances were sustained in the 2001
general election, when the BNP contested 33 con-
stituencies, secured an average level of support of 3.9
percent in these seats, and saved its deposit in five of
them. The most notable result was in the Lancashire
constituency of Oldham West, where the BNP leader,
Nick Griffin, received 16 percent of the vote, and in
neighboring Oldham East, where the BNP candidate se-
cured 11 percent of votes cast. The BNP also won a
number of local council seats in the nearby towns of
Burnley (where it became the second largest party) and
Blackburn in 2002 and 2003, and looked set to consoli-
date these electoral advances in the 2004 European Par-
liament elections.
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Bruder Schweigen

IN SEPTEMBER 1983, the Bruder Schweigen (also
known as the Silent Brotherhood or The Order) was
formed by Robert “Robbie” J. Matthews in Washing-
ton state. Matthews had been born in Marfa, Texas, but
his family had been forced to move to Phoenix, Ari-
zona, when the dry goods business owned by his father,
John, collapsed. As a youth, Matthews became con-
cerned with the threat of communism to the United
States, especially in 1964 when conservative icon Sena-
tor Barry Goldwater from Arizona ran for the presi-
dency on the Republican Party ticket. Matthews fell
under the influence of the John Birch Society, founded
in 1958. The society was named for U.S. Captain John
Birch, who was shot by the Chinese communists while
on a mission in Suchow, China, in August 1945. Amer-
ican far-right conservatives consider Birch to be the first
casualty of the new Cold War.

As he matured, Matthews also came under the in-
fluence of Richard Butler and his Aryan Nations move-
ment, with its headquarters in Hayden Lake, Idaho. By
1980, the movement, with its philosophy rooted in the
Christian Identity faith, had become the magnet for
many of those who felt their affairs were no longer con-
trolled by a loyal administration in Washington, D.C.,
but by the Zionist Occupation Government (ZOG), a
conspiratorial group that served as a thinly disguised
front for what they considered to be world Jewry.
Matthews attracted the attention of the leadership of
the Aryan Nations and kindred groups when he vocally
confronted opposing demonstrators at an Aryan Na-
tions rally in Spokane, Washington, in 1983.

Matthews was an avid reader of The Turner Diaries,
a novel by William Pierce that described the making of
a white resistance movement against what he perceived
to be the mixing of white blood with that of “inferior”
races and against the increasingly anti-American govern-
ment in Washington, D.C. An excerpt from The Turner
Diaries shows the flavor of the book: “It is now a dark
and dismal time in the history of our race. All about us
lie the green graves of our sires, yet, in a land once ours,
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we have become a people dispossessed.” Inspired by the
group in The Turner Diaries called The Order, formed
by a fictional man called Earl Turner, Matthews decided
in 1983 to form his own. The name Bruder Schweigen
came from a history of the Nazi German SS of Hein-
rich Himmler, a group modeled after the Jesuits, the So-
ciety of Jesus, which has had a great influence on
America’s far right. The full title of the book, When
Alle Bruder Schweigen (When All the Brothers Are Silent)
came from a line in a poem by German soldier Max von
Schenckendorf, who had fought in the 1813 German
war of liberation against Napoleon. The full line, ac-
cording to Kevin Flynn and Gary Gerhart, reads (trans-
lated): “When all our brothers keep silent, and worship
false Gods, we will keep our faith.” The influence of the
first of the Old Testament Ten Commandments, some-
thing intrinsic to the Christian Identity faith, is also ev-
ident: “Thou shalt have no other gods before me,” in
the King James version of the Holy Bible. Matthews
translated Bruder Schweigen as “the Silent Brother-
hood.” Among its more prominent members would be
David Lane, Richard Scutari, Richard Kemp, and Gary
Yarborough. As of December 2003, all were believed to
be in prison.

Matthews and The Order decided to wage a cam-
paign to fund the white resistance that had been prefig-
ured in The Turner Diaries. To do so, they carried out a
whirlwind series of robberies that netted some $4 mil-
lion for their coffers. On June 18, 1984, The Order shot
and killed Denver, Colorado, Radio Station KOA talk
show host Alan Berg. Matthews and his men did so be-
cause Berg was Jewish and a vocal critic of the far right.
During the same period, The Order member Thomas
Martinez, from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, began to
act as a Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) informant
on The Order’s activities. The end for Matthews came
when he was cornered in a house on Whidbey Island,
Washington, on December 8, 1984. He died as the
cabin he was in caught fire and burned in the siege by
law enforcement authorities. Richard Scutari was one of
the members of The Order to avoid apprehension the
longest, until his arrest in Seattle, Washington, in 1986.
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Buchanan, Patrick J. (1938-)

PATRICK J. BUCHANAN was born in Washington,
D.C. Intelligent and strong academically, Buchanan at-
tended Georgetown University and graduated in 1961
with a Bachelor of Arts in English and philosophy.
Then he received a graduate M.S. degree from the Co-
lumbia School of Journalism in 1962. After completing
his schooling, Buchanan accepted a post as an editorial
writer for the St. Louis Globe-Dispatch, where he worked
until 1966.

After leaving St. Louis, Missouri, Buchanan became
a speechwriter for Richard Nixon. He worked for
Nixon from 1966 to 1974 and escaped from Nixon’s ad-
ministration and the Watergate scandal relatively un-
harmed. Much later, it was revealed in a declassified
1972 White House memo that Buchanan had endorsed
activities that aimed to harass Democratic campaigners,
even though he had told the 1973 Senate Watergate
committee that he didn’t know of any proposed or en-
acted actions designed to covertly harass political oppo-
nents. As a result of being unscathed, he was able to
return to the White House as an assistant to President
Gerald Ford, who even later nominated Buchanan as
the U.S. ambassador to South Africa, although he never
took the post. After the Ford administration, Buchanan
went on to become President Ronald Reagan’s director
of public communications, dealing with controversial
issues including the Iran-Contra scandal.

Drawing upon his vast experience in the White
House and his strong educational background,
Buchanan was able to become a well-known conserva-
tive and political journalist. Outside of government po-
sitions, he has cohosted CNN’s popular Crossfire talk
show from 1987 to 1991, from 1992 to 1995, and from
1996 to 1999. He has worked as a widely syndicated
newspaper columnist, even during his years in the
White House, from 1975 to 1985 and from 1987 to
1999. Buchanan continues to spend most of his time
writing and is the author of numerous political books.

Politically, Buchanan has sought but been unable to
attain election to the White House, losing his bids for
the presidential nomination of the Republican Party in
1992 and 1996. In the 2000 election, after leaving the
Republican Party during the caucus circuit, he became
the presidential nominee for the Reform Party. His
main political proposals all focus on his America First
platform, which is based upon highly protectionist
trade policies and a pro-life social and moral stance.
Going into the 2000 campaign, Buchanan did have the
benefit of nationwide name recognition as a result of
his government work and journalism background, but
he had trouble making any significant progress beyond
his core constituency. In the 2000 polls leading up to the
election, Buchanan never had more than 6 percent of
the projected vote.

Buchanan advocated his America First policies as
well as pursued a conservative Stop Bush agenda. Un-
fortunately for Buchanan, two other social conserva-
tives, Steve Forbes and Gary Bauer, entered the 2000
campaign, splitting Republican voters into three differ-
ent campaign camps that wanted someone other than
Bush. After taking fifth place in an Iowa Republican
straw poll in 1999, behind Forbes and Bauer, Buchanan
officially left the Republican Party and campaigned
with the Reform Party, eventually accepting its presi-
dential nomination.

However, Buchanan didn’t receive the nomination
until after the Reform Party was fragmented by his
adamant pro-life (anti-abortion) and anti-homosexual
rights views, which alienated many of the traditional
Reform Party supporters swayed by the socially liberal
yet economically conservative stance of Ross Perot. As
the nominee for the Reform Party, Buchanan was able
to obtain $12.6 million in federal election matching
funds as a result of the party’s somewhat surprising and
strong showing in the 1996 election.

Around the same time as he received the nomina-
tion and the matching funding, one of Buchanan’s most
inflammatory books, A Republic, Not an Empire, which



advocated a return to noninterventionist foreign policy
and the end of support for Israel, was released in book-
stores nationwide. As a result, prominent members of
the Republican Party, including John McCain, Elizabeth
Dole, and William Bennett, who were worried about
Buchanan’s potential “spoiler” role in the election, crit-
icized Buchanan as “pro-Hitler.” In return, Buchanan
simply labeled his critics as adamant members of “the
Israel lobby” that he believed held too much power on
Capitol Hill. In order to escape criticisms of being a
racist, he selected Ezola B. Foster, an African American
political activist from California, to be his running
mate. He was unable to escape from the controversy and
took fourth place in the 2000 election with only
449,000 votes. As a result of his poor performance, the
Reform Party did not achieve the necessary number of
votes to receive federal matching campaign funds again
in 2004.

After admitting that his foray into third-party poli-
tics may have been a mistake, Buchanan returned to
journalism. In 2004, he was a frequent guest on various
cable news programs, and continued to work with the
foundation he established, The American Cause, to fur-
ther his America First agenda.
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Buckley, William F., Jr. (1925-)

A SELF-DESCRIBED libertarian journalist, William
(Bill) Buckley has been one of the most influential and
controversial figures in the recent history of conserva-
tive politics and thought in the United States. In 1955,
Buckley, graduate of Yale University and member of
the prestigious and secret Skull and Bones Society,
founded the National Review. It came to be a key forum

Buckley, William F.,Jr. 559

for the intellectual rebirth of American conservatism,
fusing traditionalism, libertarianism, and anti-commu-
nism against the alleged complacency of President
Dwight Eisenhower’s “Modern Republicanism.”

Buckley was born in Sharon, Connecticut. His fam-
ily was Catholic and his father, who was making a for-
tune in the oil business, was an ardent anti-communist.
Buckley made a name for himself as a right-wing fire-
brand in his years at Yale. As the chairman of the Yale
Daily News, he challenged the university’s tolerance of
Keynesian economics and the New Deal with an agenda
of individualism, free enterprise, and “active Christian-
ity.” His book, God and Man at Yale (1951), marketed
with the help of his father, promoted a “counterrevolu-
tionary” rather than status quo conservatism, and pro-
voked a great deal of controversy.

In 1952, after a brief stint with the Central Intelli-
gence Agency in Mexico City, Buckley was hired by the
conservative publication American Mercury in New
York City. Together with Brent Bozell, he defended the
concept of McCarthyism, even after McCarthy’s de-
mise, as a principled anti-communist crusade against
any policy not in the national interest. With the help of
his father and other financial backers (including South
Carolina textile magnate Roger Milliken), Buckley es-
tablished the National Review in 1955. After overcom-
ing initial anti-Catholicism, the message of uniting the
various strands of conservatism against the liberal or-
thodoxy and Eisenhower’s partial acceptance of it ener-
gized radical conservatives. “Fusionism,” so named by
Bozell, “sought to combine the libertarian defense of
economic and political freedom with the traditional and
Christian emphasis on virtue as the end of society.”
Nonisolationist anti-communism provided the glue.
But there were other elements as well: In an early edito-
rial (“Why the South Must Prevail,” in August 1957),
Buckley argued against integration and voting rights for
African Americans, based on a constitutional argument
for states’ rights and, while avoiding overt racism, made
a claim of a de facto “advanced [white] race” and civi-
lization.

In his National Review editorials and in radio and
TV appearances, Buckley described himself as an “in-
tellectual revolutionary” against the New Deal. Buck-
ley’s book, Up from Liberalism (a play on Booker T.
Washington’s “Up from Slavery”) targets liberal hege-
mony and Eisenhower’s “Modern Republicanism,”
which he called “measured socialism.” He argued that
liberalism was preoccupied with democracy as its pre-
ferred method of politics, rather than focusing on the
objective of politics: a virtuous society. In the end,
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Buckley accepted some of the political realities of the
administration, for example that an attack on Social Se-
curity was dangerous at the polls and that nuclear war
could not be risked over an intervention in the Hungar-
ian uprising against communism. But he stressed the
importance of principled long-term strategies that in-
volved, for example, convincing Americans that Social
Security in the end limited economic freedom.

The 1960s counterculture and politics provided
necessary visible enemies, and the National Review be-
came the intellectual forum for the emerging move-
ment. Buckley distanced himself from the anti-Semitic
“irresponsible right,” in particular the growing John
Birch Society, because he feared that the conservatives
would be marginalized. He was encouraged by Arizona
Senator Barry Goldwater’s emergence, but in the 1964
presidential election, Goldwater lost everywhere out-
side the deep south.

Buckley’s failed mayoral campaign for the Conser-
vative Party in New York City gained him nationwide
attention. Kevin Phillips used his example in his impor-
tant book, The Emerging Republican Majority. In fact, the
vote for Buckley anticipated the future northern urban
coalition of Ronald Reagan: White ethnic votes could
be won based on fiscal conservatism and fear of
African Americans. Buckley began to host the TV show
Firing Line, where he sharply debated liberals as long as
they would dare to appear on the stage with him.

President Lyndon Johnson’s landslide election and
Great Society seemed to cement the New Deal hege-
mony, but, in fact, the country was torn. Richard
Nixon’s southern strategy attempted to exploit the civil
rights controversy. While Nixon was “not a National
Review conservative,” because he was centrist on eco-
nomic and civil rights issues, Buckley, in the end, sup-
ported him because of his anti-communism and
electability. Buckley thus became an ‘“establishment
conservative” after all, defending Nixon’s Keynesian
policies, which infuriated his fellow conservatives and
editors, and endorsed him for reelection in 1972 despite
disagreement over Nixon’s détente policies with the So-
viet Union.

After the Watergate scandal, Buckley temporarily
came under attack from a group of younger, more pop-
ulist conservatives who considered him too reformist
and too elitist. Buckley withdrew to write spy novels,
while the New Right was applying what they had
learned from the National Review by building a network
of foundations and think tanks. This included, for ex-
ample, Paul Weyrich’s Heritage Foundation, which
would prove to be invaluable for the conservative cause

in the future. But Buckley’s prime time in the center of
conservative politics was yet to come. While not di-
rectly involved in the campaign, his support for his old
friend Ronald Reagan was crucial. Using the National
Review as well as personal relationships with Henry
Kissinger and George H.W. Bush, he mediated between
the Reaganites and more moderate Republicans, finally
helping to get Bush the vice presidential slot.

With Reagan in the White House, Buckley became
more of a national celebrity in the Republican Party.
On many occasions, he disagreed with the president (for
example, he advocated abrogating the 1972 anti-ballistic
missile treaty to pursue the Strategic Defense Initiative),
and he continued to be at the center of many political
and social controversies, such as when he proposed to
have people who had contracted HIV/AIDS be tat-
tooed.

What is Buckley’s legacy? While based on a more
populist approach than Buckley ever envisioned, Rea-
gan’s success, as well as Newt Gingrich’s success and
George W. Bush’s success, were also built on the foun-
dations of a conservative movement that Buckley had
helped to revive.

SEE ALSO
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Burke, Edmund (1729-1797)

ANGLO-IRISH STATESMAN and author Edmund
Burke served a long career as a Whig member of the
British Parliament. His fame endures for his blistering
denunciations of the French Revolution, which he per-
ceived as a direct threat to society, religion, and the
rights of Englishmen. Born in Dublin, Ireland, on Janu-
ary 12, 1729, he grew up as a member of the Ascen-



dancy, the ruling Protestant elite of Ireland. Burke stud-
ied at Trinity College for five years, trained for the law,
then later turned to writing and politics. He wrote two
early works, A Vindication of Natural Society (1756) and
A Philosophical Inquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the
Sublime and Beautiful (1757). He married Jane Nugent in
1757, and they had a son, Richard, the following year.

In the early 1760s, Burke and his good friend
Samuel Johnson founded the Literary Club, a place
where the stars of literary London could meet and ex-
change the kind of conversation that is so well repre-
sented in James Boswell’s The Life of Samuel Johnson. It
is a testament to Burke’s extremely intense personality
that he could actually exhaust Johnson in conversation.
That decade also saw the launch of Burke’s political ca-
reer. He spent much of his career allied to the faction
known as the Rockingham Whigs, which formed
around the Marquis of Rockingham, whose secretary
Burke became in 1765. That same year Rockingham as-
sisted Burke’s entry into politics by helping him be-
come a member of Parliament for Wendover. During
the course of his long career, his pronouncements on
America, India, and the French Revolution would earn
him a reputation as a leading conservative voice in
Great Britain. Although known in the 20th century as a
great conservative thinker, in his day Burke belonged to
the Whig Party, and during that time the Tory Party was
generally more conservative. Burke’s conservatism is
not that of a rustic like Henry Fielding’s Squire West-
ern but is rather based on a deep love for and under-
standing of the English constitution.

Nine years later, Burke was elected member for Bris-
tol, around the same time that he began to deliver the
speeches on the American question, for which he be-
came famous. While sympathetic with the pleas of the
colonists and believing that they only sought to defend
traditional English rights, Burke did not support inde-
pendence. Rather, Burke advocated conciliating the
colonies in a famous speech delivered to the Commons
on March 22, 1775. Since distance made sending Amer-
icans to Parliament impractical, Burke called on Parlia-
ment to allow the colonial assemblies to tax their
citizens and send money to the Mother Country. To
Burke, British conquest of America would push the
limits of Britain’s sovereignty over its colonies, an act
that offended Burke’s deep devotion to moderation and
political prudence and his hatred of extremism. During
the War for American Independence, Burke feared that
if a large military force subjugated the American
colonies, British liberty would soon come under threat
as well.
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Although he failed in his American endeavors,
Burke would continue his efforts against arbitrary and
oppressive government in the 1780s, scrutinizing British
colonial rule in India. Burke led the impeachment of
East India Company official and British Governor Gen-
eral of India Warren Hastings. Attacking Hastings,
Burke would declare, “No man can lawfully govern
himself according to his own will; much less can one
person be governed by the will of another.” Burke de-
nounced the arbitrary power Hastings wielded in India,
for he saw that no one could rightfully wield such
power. For Burke, all power was justly limited by law,
whether natural law ordained by God or by the English
Common Law. Man was created to be ruled by law, not
by will, a principle that applied equally to the govern-
ment in England as it did to colonial administrators in
India. The long trial of Hastings would be one of the
most dramatic spectacles of late 18th-century London,
and a showcase for some of the most eloquent oratory
of the period. Nevertheless, Hastings would be acquit-
ted in 1795.

In 1789, the French Revolution inaugurated all the
modern trends of totalitarianism and despotism: the in-
sistence on the rule of “the people,” on social engineer-
ing, and on the complete and violent eradication of all
opposition to the revolution. Burke recognized early on
that the French Revolution differed sharply from the
English revolution of 1688. French revolutionaries
sought to overthrow completely the ancien regime of
France and remake French society according to the
most extreme principles of the European Enlighten-
ment. Abandoning tradition, custom, and historical
precedent in favor of a new order based on “Reason” as
ordained by French philosophes ran counter to all of
Burke’s ideas about government. Schemes for the per-
fection of man through science and reason held no
charms for a Christian like Burke, who understood that
mankind is fallen and corrupt.

In November 1790, Burke published Reflections on
the Revolution in France. That work began as a response
to a sermon that praised the revolution, delivered by the
Non-Conformist minister Richard Price; Burke ex-
panded his response to probe and denounce the charac-
ter of the French Revolution. With blistering rhetoric,
he savaged the revolutionaries and argued that their
methods were too harsh and would bring on problems
far worse than those they set out to address. Burke also
argued that the French enthusiasm for the unrestrained
“rights of man” could never translate into a system that
guaranteed practical liberty. Of the revolutionary order
at hand in France and threatening at that time to metas-
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tasize throughout Europe Burke commented: “On this
scheme of things, a king is but a man, a queen is but a
woman, a woman is but an animal-—and an animal not
of the highest order. All homage paid to the sex in gen-
eral as such, and without distinct views, is to be re-
garded as romance and folly. Regicide, parricide, and
sacrilege, are but fictions of superstition, corrupting ju-
risprudence by destroying its simplicity.” Passages such
as this show both Burke’s insight into the revolution
and why Reflections on the Revolution in France would en-
dear Burke to later generations of conservatives.

The French Revolution would break apart Burke’s
friendships as well, most notably that with Charles
James Fox. Although a Whig, Burke did not embrace
the radicalism of Fox or other Whig leaders such as
Richard Brinsley Sheridan, who had fought alongside
Burke in the Hastings trial. Burke himself defended the
principles of the Glorious Revolution of 1688. Burke
saw that revolution not as popular sovereignty run
amok but as a last resort to restore the balance of the
English constitution, which the absolutist ambitions of
James II had upset. These thoughts were codified in his
pamphlet An Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs.

In 1794, Burke retired from Parliament, but not
from writing. Burke continued to rail against Jacobin-
ism in his 1796 Letters on a Regicide Peace, denouncing it
as “the revolt of the enterprising talents of a country
against its property.” Then he proceeded to argue that
France had a kind of established Jacobinism, in which
Jacobins had built their regime on the confiscation of
property and on outlawing any attempts to defend the
old monarchy. He likewise condemned Revolutionary
France for its atheism, for Jacobin France sought not to
offer religious toleration but to eradicate Christianity
altogether. Burke died on July 9, 1797. He lies buried in
Beaconsfield, in a spot he ordered concealed, so that if
revolutionaries would triumph in England, they might
not disinter and defame his remains.

In the second half of the 20th century, American
conservatives discovered Burke and embraced him as a
kind of father of American conservatism. Russell Kirk,
in his books The Conservative Mind and Edmund Burke:
A Genius Reconsidered, helped to popularize Burke with
a new generation of American readers. Reflections on the
Revolution in France appealed to readers during the Cold
War because it denounced excesses of the French revo-
lutionaries that were copied and exceeded by 20th-cen-
tury communists.

Burke, in particular, appeals to American conserva-
tives because so much American political writing from
the 18th century is radical in tone, such as the writings

of Thomas Paine and Thomas Jefferson. Burke spoke
out in favor of conserving the edifices of the past and
on the debt that the present owes to the past. These sen-
timents were not in harmony with the sentiments of
many American revolutionaries. They were even less in
sympathy with the 20th-century socialists and commu-
nists against whom modern conservatives were reacting.
By an interesting twist of history, an Anglo-Irish states-
man who had opposed American independence became
the favorite author of 20th-century American conserva-
tives. This development serves to highlight the vast gulf
between liberals and conservatives in postmodern
America: Conservatives have more common ground
with one who supported the British government in the
War for American Independence than they do with the
political left.

SEE ALSO
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Bush, George H.W. (1924-)

THE BUSH FAMILY is one of the preeminent political
dynasties in the United States, matched in recent his-
tory perhaps only by the Kennedys. George Herbert



Walker Bush served as the country’s 41st president
from 1989 to 1993. While he never truly excited his
party, the Republicans, or the American public, he did
receive unprecedented approval ratings at the height of
the 1991 Persian Gulf crisis. His presidency saw the fall
of the Berlin Wall, the end of the Cold War, and also
the first major armed conflict of the post-Cold War era.
His lack of action in the face of a recession probably
cost him a second term. But the Bush dynasty came
back with sons George W. Bush, 43rd president, and Jeb
Bush, governor of Florida.

The Bushes’ roots include a distant link to Eng-
land’s royal family, but their relevance for American
politics was not established until Bush’s father, invest-
ment banker Prescott Bush, became Republican senator
for Connecticut. Bush’s background in the eastern es-
tablishment included Phillips Academy in Andover,
Massachusetts, and, after a distinguished service as U.S.
Navy pilot in World War II, Yale University. At Yale, he
was inducted into the secret Skull and Bones society (to
which his son, George W. Bush also belonged), allowing
him to build his own political networks. Such connec-
tions—including controversial ones to Saudi Arabian
families such as the bin Ladens and the energy and de-
fense industries—would prove to be as valuable to
Bush’s political and business prospects as the wealth of
his father and maternal grandfather, George Herbert
Walker.

After Yale, Bush attempted to establish himself in
the Texas oil business. His father’s connections (which
had also included controversial ones with wartime Ger-
many) helped him land a job with Dresser Industries, an
oil services company. His work there, as well as in other
oil ventures, was largely related to the financial side of
the business, for example using tax shelters and off-
shore subsidiaries.

Bush decided to go into politics and, after a failed
senatorial campaign, was elected to the U.S. House of
Representatives in 1966, and again in 1968. This turned
out to be his only elected office prior to the vice presi-
dency, because he quickly achieved inner-circle status in
the Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford administrations,
again due to the family’s connections. Bush served as
U.S. ambassador to the United Nations from 1971 to
1973, as chairman of the Republican National Commit-
tee from 1973 to 1974, as U.S. envoy to the People’s Re-
public of China from 1974 to 1975, and as director of
the Central Intelligence Agency from 1976 to 1977.

In 1980, he lost in the Republican presidential pri-
maries—in which he ran without both a record of elec-
tion victories and a clear base outside his establishment
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connections (including, however, former President
Ford)—to Ronald Reagan. Reagan reluctantly chose
Bush as running mate, due, in great part, to Bush’s place
in the eastern Republican establishment and to his for-
eign policy experience and internationalist credentials
as a member of the Trilateral Commission and Council
on Foreign Relations.

The Reagan years were characterized by supply-side
economics (Reaganomics), which Bush had lambasted
as “voodoo economics” in the primaries; an arms race
with the “evil empire,” the Soviet Union, and then arms
control treaties; and numerous scandals in which Bush
was involved to some degree. First, during the campaign
against President Jimmy Carter, it was alleged that Bush
had helped work out a deal with the revolutionary Iran-
ian government to prevent a so-called October Surprise,
that is, the timely rescue of the American hostages in
Iran. Nothing was ever proven, but the hostages were re-
leased within minutes of Reagan’s inauguration, and
two months after that, weapons were secretly delivered
to Iran. Potentially linked to this episode was the Iran-
Contra affair of 1986-87, when money was funneled to
the Contras who were fighting the communist Sandin-
ista government in Nicaragua, clearly in violation of the
law. Bush was never directly implicated but the scandal
haunted him somewhat in his own presidential cam-
paign in 1988.

KINDER, GENTLER

Promising a “kinder, gentler” version of Reaganism,
Bush initially trailed the Democratic challenger, Massa-
chusetts Governor Michael Dukakis, in the polls.
Among the factors that turned the Bush campaign
around, the infamous Willie Horton television adver-
tisements—although not run directly by the Bush cam-
paign—deserve special mention. Horton, an African
American prison inmate, was on a government-author-
ized furlough when he raped a white woman. Dukakis
was successfully portrayed as “soft on crime,” and the
so-called Reagan Democrats once again voted for a Re-
publican candidate.

Neither in the campaign nor during his term did
Bush excite the Christian right. On the contrary, he an-
gered this political base by refusing to commit to anti-
abortion laws and right-wing Supreme Court
appointments, yet he still appointed the ultraconserva-
tive Clarence Thomas to the bench. In contrast to his
son, George W. Bush, who considers himself a born-
again Christian, Bush always remained part of the east-
ern WASP establishment of the party and the country,
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despite his relocation to Texas. His administration was
characterized by “prudence,” a favorite Bush expres-
sion. Domestically, Bush deserves notable credit for the
Americans with Disabilities Act and the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990.

Having expressed no use for what he called the “vi-
sion thing,” Bush came to be criticized for showing no
leadership, for letting the country drift. He did propose
a capital gains tax cut to please the libertarian wing of
his party, but this proposal was frustrated by the Demo-
cratic Congress. In the end, he even angered the libertar-
ians by reneging on his famous “read my lips: no new
taxes” commitment, when his fiscal conservatism con-
vinced him that something had to be done about the
federal deficit. These decisions came back to haunt
Bush in his 1992 reelection campaign, but initially it
seemed as though he was unbeatable because of his for-
eign policy successes.

THIS WILL NOT STAND

Whether anything that Reagan or Bush had done, such
as renewing the arms race, led to the demise of the So-
viet Union is still hotly debated. But the communist
bloc imploded quickly after the Berlin Wall fell in No-
vember 1989. Bush did exert leadership in orchestrating
German unification but had to fight a “wimp” image
until Saddam Hussein of Irag, a former ally in the fight
against the Islamic regime in Iran, invaded neighboring
Kuwait in 1990. Bush declared, “this will not stand,”
and ordered U.S. troops to the Persian Gulf, first in Op-
eration Desert Shield to protect Saudi Arabia, then in
United Nations-authorized Desert Storm to liberate
Kuwait. Both operations were controversial in the
United States, even leading to a lawsuit against the pres-
ident initiated by 40 members of Congress, but ulti-
mately successful.

Bush’s subsequent high approval ratings deterred
Democratic challengers, but when he seemed incapable
of dealing with a fairly mild recession (forgetting the les-
sons of Reagan’s victory against Jimmy Carter: that a
president had to do something in times of economic
crisis), his reelection was suddenly in danger. Arkansas
Governor Bill Clinton famously ran with a slogan that
emphasized the president’s inaction: “It’s the economy,
stupid.” He came across as sharing people’s concerns
while Bush seemed out of touch; he was caught looking
at his watch while debating the nation’s domestic wor-
ries.

After fighting off a primary challenge from the far
right wing of his party by television commentator Pat

George H.W. Bush (right) and George W. Bush have each brought
their own brand of conservatism to the presidency.

Buchanan, Bush had to face Clinton and an indepen-
dent candidate, Texas billionaire Ross Perot. Perot, who
attracted fiscally conservative Republicans and protest
voters, received 19 percent of the vote in November
1992, and probably split the conservative electorate
enough to give the presidency to Clinton.

As president, Bush’s continuation of Reagan’s poli-
cies established him as a conservative Republican, but
the discontent of the extreme right wing of the party
and the Perot conservatives with Bush’s presidency sug-
gests that his political place was more in the tradition of
Jeffersonian “disinterest” in the clash of social forces
than it was an ideological commitment to right-wing
values.
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Bush, George W. (1946-)

REPUBLICAN GEORGE W. Bush, son of George
H.W. Bush, 41st president of the United States, and
brother of Jeb Bush, governor of Florida, has built his
political career on a strategic linkage between the Bush
family’s eastern establishment political networks and
nationwide business connections, and a Texas-style
populism reminiscent of the log cabin myth. As much
as he liked to appear this way, the 43rd president of the
United States, controversially elected in 2000, is clearly
not your next-door neighbor, but belongs to one of the
preeminent American political families.

George W. Bush pursued a career remarkably simi-
lar to his father, albeit initially with much less success,
and often surrounded by controversy. He grew up in
Texas, where his father had established himself as an oil
businessman, but also belonged to the eastern establish-
ment. He attended Phillips Academy in Andover, Mass-
achusetts, Yale University, and then Harvard
University. At Yale, he was inducted into the presti-
gious secret Skull and Bones honor society (allegedly by
his father, who is also a member).

Much has been written about the young Bush’s
“youthful indiscretions” (as he would later describe his
reputation as a “frat brat”’). He had problems with alco-
hol, including arrests, and perhaps with drugs. Even
more controversy ensued about Bush’s time in the
Texas National Guard, in which he served from 1968 on
to avoid the draft of the Vietnam War. His father’s con-
nections helped him to jump a long waiting list, and
questions remain about whether he missed time during
his commitment. Astonishingly, even though they were
raised many times, neither these episodes nor suspi-
cions of a dyslexic condition have hurt Bush’s political
career. One reason may be that Bush quit drinking after
his 40th birthday, guided by evangelist Billy Graham,
and became a born-again Christian, changing his de-
nomination from Episcopalian to his wife Laura’s
Methodist.

After graduating from Harvard Business School in
1975, Bush was at first unsure of what he wanted to do
with his life. Once again following in his father’s foot-
steps, he finally decided to go into politics, but his cam-
paign for a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives in
1978 failed.

In 1979, Bush attempted to establish himself in the
Texas oil and gas business and started a company
named Arbusto (Spanish for “Bush”). Once again, his
father’s connections proved helpful. Despite a rather
dismal business performance and after renaming, re-
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structuring, and eventually selling his company, Bush
was able to come out with a profit.

While working on his father’s presidential cam-
paign in 1988, Bush met Karl Rove, a political consult-
ant with a clear vision of where to take the Republican
Party and the country: not only back to the pre-New
Deal era but right back to the Gilded Age’s Republican
dominance. Rove was so impressed with Bush’s
charisma that he became his political adviser in his cam-
paigns and in the White House.

In 1989, Bush joined some of his father’s friends to
buy the Texas Rangers. He became managing general
partner of the baseball franchise, a position that gave
him important Texas credentials, and later again faced
allegations of wrongdoing regarding the specifics of the
purchase of a stadium. Bush went on to challenge Texas
Democratic Governor Ann Richards, who was the first
of many political opponents to underestimate him, oc-
casionally calling him “shrub.” In the context of the Re-
publican sweep of 1994, the “Gingrich revolution,”
Bush won, while his brother Jeb—widely regarded as
the better heir to his father’s political career—Ilost in
Florida. The governorship in Texas is not a powerful
position per se, but Bush was able to focus on key con-
servative issues, crime, tort law and welfare reform, and
education. He worked with the Texas Democrats in a bi-
partisan fashion, and even appealed to the growing
Latino population. Bush was reelected in 1998, already
gearing up for a presidential bid.

In the buildup to the 2000 election, Bush quickly
came to be regarded as the favorite in Republican Party
establishment circles and among major donors, and was
able to amass a huge campaign war chest. He established
a system for classifying and honoring big donors, the
Bush Pioneers, modeled after his father’s Team 100.
Bush then used his growing support among evangelicals
and the religious right as well as the machinations of ad-
viser Rove to overcome his main challenger, Senator
John McCain of Arizona, who had beaten him in the
New Hampshire primary in February 2000, and secured
the nomination. He selected Richard Cheney, defense
secretary in his father’s administration, as his vice pres-
idential candidate.

COMPASSIONATE CONSERVATISM

Promising a “compassionate conservatism” and a re-
turn of dignity to the White House after the Bill Clin-
ton scandals, Bush was able to seriously challenge the
Democratic nominee, even though Vice President Al
Gore ran as an incumbent in a time of peace and pros-
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perity. Bush did not win the majority of the national
vote, and eventually needed a controversial five-to-four
Supreme Court decision to discontinue a recount in
Florida, where the results had been extremely close and
voting rights had allegedly been impaired, to gain a ma-
jority in the Electoral College.

This extremely controversial election, which has
continued to anger Democrats and in particular African
Americans, did not kept Bush from acting as if he had
won a clear mandate. The Republicans were able to hold
on to paper-thin majorities in Congress, even though
one of the few remaining moderates, Senator James Jef-
fords of Vermont, decided to quit the Republican con-
ference and thus gave the Senate majority to the
Democrats until the mid-term elections of 2002.

Cabinet and other federal positions were filled from
his father’s networks as well as from business circles
and the ever-growing system of right-wing foundations
and think tanks. Prior to the September 11, 2001, ter-
rorist attacks, the Bush administration had signaled dis-
engagement in foreign policy, for example withdrawing
Clinton’s commitment to the Kyoto Protocol on cli-
mate control, and focused on two rounds of major tax
cuts, largely benefiting Republican constituencies. The
Bush family’s business connections in the oil and en-
ergy industry played themselves out in controversial oil
drilling projects in Alaska. Later, the accounting scan-
dals surrounding energy giant Enron Corporation and
others forced Bush to temporarily disassociate himself
from his friends in the industry. Bush’s evangelical
Christian backers were pleased about the appointment
of John Ashcroft as attorney general and about the pro-
posal on faith-based initiatives that would permit the
use of federal funds for church efforts in social policy.

Critics, however, have argued that the “compassion-
ate” part of compassionate conservatism has never re-
ceived sufficient funding or presidential support, not
even signature policies such as the Leave No Child Be-
hind education program. Critics also feared that faith-
based voluntarism was ill suited to substitute for
government action, and violated the separation of
church and state.

Aside from the legacy of tax cuts, which have re-
sulted in record budget deficits and federal debt and
have angered fiscal conservatives on both sides of the
aisle, the Bush administration will undoubtedly be re-
membered mostly for its actions (and inactions) after
the attacks of September 11, 2001, when the Islamic ter-
rorist network al Qaeda flew hijacked passenger planes
into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, killing
more than 3,000 people.

Initially, Bush’s foreign policy catered to the isola-
tionist impulses present in the Republican Party. The
major project was to be a National Missile Defense
(NMD) system, reminiscent of Reagan’s Strategic De-
fense Initiative proposal, attempting to insulate the
United States from foreign threats. Critics, however,
were proved right about the changed nature of security
threats. No system of missile defense would have been
able to prevent the terrorist attacks. While Bush was
able to work out an agreement with Russia regarding
NMD, he irritated the international community over
the nonparticipation in the Kyoto Protocol, the Interna-
tional Criminal Court, and the ban on landmines.

After September 11, active unilateralism became
the guiding principle of U.S. foreign policy. Much has
been written about the role of a group of mostly Jewish
neoconservative intellectuals and hawks in the new pol-
icy making process. People like Paul Wolfowitz,
Richard Perle, and Lewis Libby, who had worked with
Donald Rumsfeld, Cheney, and others in previous Re-
publican administrations, had weathered the Clinton
years in a think tank called the Project for a New Amer-
ican Century. There, they had developed a blueprint for
a national security strategy that included much of what
became, after September 11, the Bush foreign policy of
preemptive strikes, Israel-friendly actions (which found
the support of millennialist evangelicals who are
preparing for Armageddon) and, some argue, even re-
sulted in the war against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq.

There is, however, no question about the initial
widespread support of the American public for almost
all measures taken by the Bush administration, includ-
ing military action in Afghanistan and then Iraqg, and
domestic security measures enacted in the so-called Pa-
triot Act, and through the establishment of a mega-bu-
reaucracy for a new Homeland Security Department.
While critics in the media and in the streets raised ques-
tions about threats to civil liberties, the treatment of
prisoners in Guantanamo (the U.S. military base in
Cuba), the misplaced rhetoric of a “crusade” against an
“axis of evil” (to be pursued by a “coalition of the will-
ing” rather than backed by the United Nations), eco-
nomic interests of Bush family friends in the oil-rich
Middle East, and the dangers of the Bush doctrine of
preemption in general, support for the president re-
mained high through the spring of 2004, when news
about widespread torture in U.S.-run prisons in Iraq
raised doubts about the moral high ground the United
States claimed to occupy.

Bush’s combination of eastern establishment, busi-
ness connections, and conservative populism in some



ways places him in the tradition of Ronald Reagan, al-
beit in a more southern and religiously colored fashion.
In some contrast to his father’s WASPish “country
club” Republicanism, Bush adopted much of the polit-
ical style and policy preferences of west Texas. Those
who consider the Bush family a political dynasty may
point to the revenge theme regarding Hussein present in
the second Bush presidency, to the favoritism toward
the energy and defense industries shown by both, even
to the concept of “permanent government.” But only
the future will show whether the Bush presidencies have
to be considered as part of one conservative era, with
only a brief Clinton interlude, or whether George W.
Bush’s two-term presidency is itself an interlude to a
longer Democratic era.
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The Right

Canada

IN TERMS OF LANDMASS, Canada is the second-
largest country in the world after Russia. It has vast
wildernesses, huge expanses of farmland, enviable hy-
droelectric power potential that is just beginning to be
tapped as an export industry, and rich mineral re-
sources. From a right-wing perspective, the left is so en-
trenched in Canadian politics that truly right-wing
candidates have little chance of being elected.

An irony is that Canada traditionally adheres to a
broad spectrum of right-wing policies, including a weak
central government with broad provincial autonomy,
unfettered international trade, and free market econom-
ics. The Liberals have stayed in power and seem to dom-
inate the broad middle of the Canadian spectrum by
utilizing patronage effectively and keeping the budget
balanced and maintaining a healthy economy—both of
which ordinarily would be considered right-wing poli-
cies. Conversely, in terms of social policies such as uni-
versal healthcare, Canada’s Conservative Party is
considerably left of center by U.S. standards.

In 2004, after a series of scandals surrounding lib-
eral politicians, the electorate seemed in the mood to
throw the Liberals out of office. Canada’s Conservative
Party seemed to be putting together a viable coalition of
Quebec separatists and splinter candidates from the far
right. When it came time to go to the polls, however,

the liberals remained in power, seemingly because far
too many Canadians feared that Canada’s conservatives,
if put into power, would emulate Great Britain’s Mar-
garet Thatcher, swerving to the hard right. Despite pub-
lic rhetoric, polls indicated there was actually little
support for privatizing the national healthcare system,
banning abortions, repealing gun control, or sending
Canadian troops to intervene in the Middle East along-
side their American cousins.

Unlike their American neighbor to the south,
Canada remained a British colony until 1867 when it
became self-governing, but retained ties to the British
crown. Officially Canada’s chief of state is the British
monarch, represented by a governor general, who is ap-
pointed by England’s king or queen on the advice of the
prime minister for a five-year term. However, the true
head of Canada’s government is the prime minister,
who takes office following nationwide legislative elec-
tions. The leader of whichever party gains or retains a
clear majority in the House of Commons is prime min-
ister. In the event that no party has a majority, a coali-
tion is formed of minority parties. That coalition then
elects a prime minister.

Economically and technologically, Canada has de-
veloped in parallel with the United States and is an
equal member of the exclusive industrialized Group of
Seven (G7) major powers with the United Kingdom,
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United States. In
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Though dominated by leftist ideology, Canada also traditionally adheres to a broad spectrum of right-wing policies, including a provincial
autonomy, unfettered international trade, and free-market economics (as in its logging industry, depicted on the nation’s currency).

terms of economic philosophy, Canada is quite “right
wing” in terms of its market-oriented economic system,
local autonomy enjoyed by the provincial governments,
and high living standards. Since World War II, the free
market has empowered impressive growth in manufac-
turing, mining, and the service sectors, transforming
Canada from a largely rural economy into an industrial
world leader. Canada claims to be the second-most de-
centralized nation in the world after Switzerland. It is
that very decentralization that poses Canada’s greatest
ongoing challenge: the possibility that the province of
Québec with its French-speaking residents and unique
culture might secede and form a separate nation, split-
ting Canada in two with the Atlantic provinces sepa-
rated from the rest of the nation. However, it is the local
autonomy afforded Québec that has kept it from
pulling out of the national federation.

Canada, while considering itself liberal, is a signa-
tory to the 1989 U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement
(FTA) and the 1994 North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA), which eliminated many trade barriers
between the United States, Canada, and Mexico—con-
trary to the traditionally leftist policy of protectionism.
The trade agreements have sparked dramatic increases
in trade and an economic integration with the United
States. Another conservative position—open borders
and relatively unrestricted emigration between America
and Canada—have also resulted in a migration of pro-

fessionals to the United States, lured by higher pay,
lower taxes, and opportunities in high tech, made easier
by the fact that roughly 90 percent of the Canadian
population lives within 160 kilometers (100 miles) of
the American border.

In the weeks leading up to the 2004 elections, opin-
ion polls suggested that Canadian voters were shifting
away from their usual liberal leanings and had suffered
lack of faith in liberal leadership. Conservative Party
leader Stephen Harper repeatedly was seen as holding a
narrow lead in what became a very tight race. One of
Liberal Party Prime Minister Paul Martin’s vulnerabili-
ties seemed to be his perceived desire to erase any im-
portant differences between Washington’s and Ottawa’s
policies regarding Haiti. Martin seemed anxious to re-
pair the strained relations between Canada and the
United States. He was also impacted by a patronage and
money laundering scandal entailing allegedly inflated
payments for services provided by Quebec public rela-
tions firms, which were major contributors to Liberal
Party candidates.

However, in the end, the Conservative Party’s cam-
paign platform ran counter to long-standing Canadian
opinion on many social issues, including the country’s
universal healthcare, gay rights, and legalized abortion.
Harper also was criticized for proposing a budget that
featured large tax cuts, which the Liberals charged
would threaten a number of Canadian social programs.
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Capitalism
REALISTICALLY, the phrase “conservative capital-

ism” is an oxymoron because, as defined separately, the
two terms operate under opposite rules. Capitalism,
concerned with the dynamic forces of the market must,
by its very nature, continually move forward. Conser-
vatism, on the other hand, concentrates on holding on
to remnants of the tried and proven past. In an eco-
nomic sense, capitalism from the perspective of the
right is oriented toward a completely free market that
furthers the interests of capitalists over the rights of the
working class. The fact that the system results in inher-
ent inequalities is taken for granted. The pure conserva-
tive believes in the “trickle down” theory of economics
that, in the 1980s, formed the basis of Ronald Reagan’s
economic policy in the United States, as well as that of
Margaret Thatcher in Great Britain.

Put simply, the theory stated that as rich capitalists
amassed greater wealth, the profits would “trickle
down” to those who were lower on the economic scale.
Critics of the theory point out that rather than trickling
down, money remained in the hands of a select few,
while the poor became measurably poorer under con-
servative economic policies.

The rise of capitalism occurred during the early
days of the Industrial Revolution as the wealthy learned
that enormous profits were to be made from investing
in new technologies and from offering goods to con-
sumers both domestically and internationally. It imme-
diately became clear that profits increased drastically
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when capitalists were able to control the costs of pro-
duction, including workers’ wages. It was this desire for
increased profits that led to the rise of mercantilism in
Europe. The mercantilists manipulated governments
into developing policies that protected their interests,
including monopolies and restrictions on foreign im-
ports.

In the late 17th century, the rise of classical liberal-
ism with its emphasis on individualism and limited gov-
ernment swept away the remnants of mercantilism.
John Locke presented the novel ideas that each individ-
ual was given an inherent right to life, liberty, and prop-
erty ownership and that individuals owned the result of
their own labors. In 1776, Adam Smith’s An Inquiry into
the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations com-
pleted what Locke and his fellow social contract theo-
rists had begun by announcing that the governments
could best serve the interests of the nation as a whole
by leaving the market alone to seek its own equilibrium.
Smith’s ideas influenced new government policies
around the world, particularly in the United States.

Ideological divisions occurred, with those on the left
favoring the rights of workers and government interfer-
ence, while those on the right promoted the interests of
capitalists and limited government. As industrialization
flourished, along with a rising interest in socialism, gov-
ernments became increasingly concerned with provid-
ing a basic standard of living to citizens. This concern
for the masses reached its height with the Great Depres-
sion during the 1930s, resulting in the introduction of
the social welfare state in which governments initiated
wage and price controls and offered public assistance,
healthcare, unemployment subsidies, and disability and
retirement pensions for the first time. Conservative
economists reacted to the rise of the social welfare state,
as personified by the theories of John Maynard Keynes
and the policies of President Franklin Roosevelt, by
turning to conservative economics.

Conservatives believed they had found their justifi-
cation in the works of Friedrich von Hayek, who dis-
trusted government implicitly and who argued as Smith
had done two centuries before that the market should
be free of government manipulation. In 1950, Hayek ac-
cepted a position at the prestigious, so-called Chicago
School of Economics, joining conservative economist
Milton Friedman and his colleagues in their fight to ad-
vance conservative capitalism.

In the 1970s, conservative intellectuals and writers
spread the tenets of conservative capitalism to the pub-
lic; but it was only after battling liberalism for some 30
years that conservative economic theories became poli-
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Friedrich von Hayek’s economic philosophy greatly influenced con-
servatives Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher.

cies with the election of Reagan to the American presi-
dency in 1980 and with the rise of Thatcher to prime
minister of Great Britain a year earlier. Similar changes
were taking place in other parts of the world.

Both Reagan and Thatcher were heavily influenced
by Hayek, and instituted tax cuts, decreased social
spending, and renewed an emphasis on individualism
rather than equality. The election of Reagan swung the
American right toward some extremist points, includ-
ing and a solid disregard for individuals who found
themselves at low points on the economic scale. Privati-
zation, deregulation, and corporate mergers became the
watchwords of Reagan’s brand of conservative capital-
ism, resulting in recession, an increased deficit, and an
ideologically divided population. While conservative
capitalism did not end with the tenures of Reagan,
Thatcher, and other adherents, the theory failed to
maintain its popularity at 1980s levels.
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Cato Institute
THE CATO INSTITUTE, a nonprofit public policy, ac-

ademic, and research foundation, more commonly
known as a think tank, works to promote libertarian
principles and is headquartered in Washington, D.C.
Established by Edward H. Crane and David H. Koch in
1977, the two named the new foundation after Cato’s
Letters, libertarian pamphlets printed during the time
leading up to and during the American Revolution that
helped to lay the philosophical basis for the United
States. The mission of the Cato Institute is “to broaden
the parameters of public policy debate to allow consid-
eration of the traditional American principles of lim-
ited government, individual liberty, free markets, and
peace.” In order to do so, the foundation seeks to advo-
cate libertarian principles, like those detailed in Cato’s
Letters, by informing the public and proposing alterna-
tives to certain government initiatives.

The Cato Institute works to achieve its aims by re-
leasing numerous publications that deal with the entire
realm of public policy issues. These publications in-
clude books, newspaper articles, monographs, and
short studies on topics such as the federal budget, So-
cial Security reforms, military spending, the War on
Terrorism, and energy policy. In addition to publica-



tions, political scientists from the Cato Institute regu-
larly appear on television debate programs, where they
are often labeled nonpartisan experts as a result of their
openly ideological agenda. Cato also holds major pub-
lic policy conferences throughout the year, which deter-
mine the institute’s stand on current issues and are then
detailed and explained in the foundation’s publication,
the Cato Journal.

In order to maintain its nonpartisan status and ide-
ological independence, the foundation does not receive
or accept any government funding. Instead, it receives
funding from other private foundations, corporations,
and individuals. Donors include the Castle Rock Foun-
dation, Charles G. Koch Charitable Foundation, JM
Foundation, and ExxonMobil. Cato’s publications are
generating more and more income yearly, covering a
larger percentage of the foundation’s expenses each
year. Legally, the Cato Institute is a nonprofit and tax-
exempt educational foundation, formed under Section
501(C)3 of the Internal Revenue Code.

Media mogul Rupert Murdoch is one of the Cato
Institute’s most well known former board members.
Even though Cato vehemently attempts to retain its ide-
ological independence, many of the institute’s board
members have strong ties to the Republican Party; how-
ever, that does not guarantee that the foundation backs
all of the Republican Party’s decisions. In 2003, it re-
leased numerous publications and statements against
President George W. Bush’s decision to go to war in
Iraq. Years earlier, it was against George H.W. Bush’s
decision to lead a coalition and to participate in the first
Gulf War. Other actions criticized by Cato include the
ongoing War on Drugs and the 1998 multibillion-dollar
tobacco industry settlement.

Advocates at the foundation have, on some occa-
sions, been willing to support positions or actions that
are clearly in conflict with libertarian principles. Cato
has supported the Bush administration’s post-Septem-
ber 11, 2001, decision to restrict civil liberties; dissen-
sion within Cato on controversial positions is often
visible.

Cato’s research and publications concentrate on 10
major focus areas, which are each directed by a senior
staff member. These areas include fiscal policy, energy,
regulation, healthcare, foreign affairs, global economic
liberty, the U.S. Constitution, education, environment,
and monetary policy. The foundation’s positions and
publications in these main areas have evidently gained a
sizeable fan base of avid readers; over 25,000 people
visit the Cato Institute’s website every day. Cato has one
of the most popular political think-tank websites and
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continues to work toward the reestablishment of liber-
tarian principles in American governance.

SEE ALSO
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Censorship
CENSORSHIP IS THE practice of restraining or con-

trolling communication on the basis of content. Be-
cause of the strong tradition of First Amendment
rights to freedom of expression, censorship has nega-
tive connotations in the United States, but in many
other parts of the world it is an accepted part of life.
Censorship may be formal, in which it is part of official
government policy and enforced by police and the
courts, or informal, in which community organizations
indicate their disapproval of objectionable content.
There are four basic types of censorship: morals, mili-
tary, political, and religious.

In the United States, the political right is most fre-
quently associated with morals censorship, and in par-
ticular the suppression of sexual content in the arts.
Conservatives have traditionally been very concerned
about the possibility that such portrayals can erode the
public morality, and as a result have rigorously sup-
ported legislation against obscenity and pornography.
Conservatives have also objected to favorable portrayals
of crime and disrespect for established authority on
similar grounds of endangering good moral order.

Obscenity is defined as language or behavior that is
lewd or indecent, whereas pornography involves writ-
ten or pictorial content. However, in common parlance
the terms are often used interchangeably. The first fed-
eral moral censorship law was passed in 1842 as part of
the Tariff Act, and dealt with the importation of objec-
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tionable materials from abroad. However, the best-
known decency legislation in the United States is the
Comstock Law, passed in 1873 by controversial re-
former Anthony Comstock. This law prohibits the
mailing of indecent material or information on abor-
tion and birth control. While it was probably intended
to be used by police and the courts, in fact it was used
to support postal officials’ seizure of materials they
found objectionable. For 80 years this administrative
censorship continued, but social change in the 1960s
brought an end to the practice, although the law was
never repealed.

MORALS CENSORSHIP

The first blow against formal morals censorship by the
American right was struck in 1957 with Roth v. the
United States, in which the Supreme Court ruled that
the First Amendment guarantee of free speech re-
stricted prosecution to only those materials that a court
had found obscene. The next critical judgment against
broad applications of morals censorship came in 1973
with Miller v. California, which established the “contem-
porary community standards” rule for determining
what constituted indecency. The court also added that a
work could only be considered indecent if it lacked any
literary, artistic, political, or scientific value, protecting
such materials as classical nudes and gynecological
texts.

Although the sexual revolution slowed formal
morals censorship in the United States, informal cen-
sorship by conservative organizations remained strong.
The motion picture and television industries have po-
liced themselves as a result of concern that groups such
as the Catholic Decency League and later the Moral
Majority might otherwise press for legal measures. Re-
strictive protocols such as the Hayes Office have largely
given way to ratings systems such as the Motion Picture
Association of America (MPAA), which informs viewers
of potentially objectionable content and permits parents
to decide what they will allow their children to see while
making adult material available to mature audiences.

Conservative organizations such as Focus on the
Family have been in the forefront of the opposition to
pornography. Dr. James Dobson has argued that expo-
sure to pornography leads directly to sexual degeneracy
by leaving the user jaded to normal sexual experience.
He based his thesis upon interviews with notorious sex-
ual serial killer Ted Bundy and other sex offenders, all
of whom claimed to have begun with soft pornography
depicting consensual intimacy and moved to progres-

sively harder materials depicting violence and degrada-
tion.

In the 1990s, the spread of access to the internet led
to fresh calls for formal morals censorship. To conser-
vatives, pornography on the internet was a threat not
only to societal standards of acceptable sexual conduct,
but also to parental authority over children. While it is
reasonably easy to bar children’s access to adult cine-
mas and bookstores, this new electronic medium made
it easy for children to present themselves as adults. As a
result, Republicans in Congress helped to pass a series
of laws censoring the internet. When the Communica-
tions Decency Act of 1996 was struck down by the
Supreme Court as being excessively broad and violating
the rights of adults, Republican members of Congress
responded with two more carefully written laws, the
Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA), which man-
dated that public libraries receiving federal funds had to
install filtering software, and the Children’s Online Pro-
tection Act (COPA). However, filtering systems posed
problems of their own, including such embarrassing fi-
ascoes as the blocking of lifesaving breast cancer infor-
mation while almost 20 percent of objectionable
content slipped through.

Morals censorship has been common in other
countries when controlled by regimes on the right. The
most notorious was Nazi Germany’s exhibit of “degen-
erate art,” which they accused of eroding the morals of
the German people through images of sensuality and
self-indulgence, painted in other than traditional realis-
tic styles. In the 21st century, formal morals censorship
on the right has been most frequently found in Middle
Eastern countries such as Saudi Arabia and Iran in
which Muslim clerics have a strong influence on the
government, but morals censorship can also be found
in the laws of strongly Catholic countries such as Italy
and Ireland.

MILITARY CENSORSHIP

Military censorship in the United States has usually
been associated with times of actual war. However, even
during peacetime there has been some informal censor-
ship, because the right has often perceived the military
as being besieged by pacifists on the left whose calls for
accountability look more like betrayals of vital informa-
tion.

Even such apolitical publications as Popular Science
have been the recipients of angry letters by self-pro-
claimed conservatives who accuse them of having
stepped over the line by providing detailed coverage of



cutting-edge military technology such as the aircraft
tests at Groom Lake in New Mexico.

During periods of actual warfare, the U.S. govern-
ment has a far greater scope for restricting the discus-
sion of sensitive military topics, both to protect secrets
from enemy intelligence forces and to maintain morale
on the homefront. During the 1991 Gulf War, the Re-
publican administration doled out cleared information
to selected press pools in order to make sure that nega-
tive information would not appear on television at
home, as had been the case during the Vietnam War. In
the 2003 Iraq War, also under a Republican administra-
tion, Fox News reporter Geraldo Rivera was removed
as an embedded journalist after he drew a crude map on
the sand, a breach of rules intended to protect Ameri-
can forces from attacks based upon such information.

However, military censorship has also been used by
conservative administrations to cover for their mistakes
and shortcomings. When the New York Times published
the Pentagon Papers, which revealed the depth of mis-
judgment by the top levels of America’s military, the
Nixon administration accused them of betraying sensi-
tive information and endangering the war effort. The
administration’s injunction against the publication was
blocked by the Supreme Court, although the court did
allow that suppression of information actually critical
to the war effort, such as deployment schedules, was ac-
ceptable, and such revelation could be punished. More
sinisterly, many right-wing governments in other coun-
tries have covered up outright wrongdoing by declaring
it a military secret, the most notorious example being
the Third Reich’s classifying all materials relating to the
Final Solution (Holocaust) as a military secret.

POLITICAL CENSORSHIP

Political censorship by the right has generally involved
the suppression of socialist and particularly Marxist
views. It was particularly pronounced in America dur-
ing the two Red Scares, the first following World War I
and the second during the early 1950s. During the first
Red Scare, numerous anarchist and Bolshevik publica-
tions were closed and their equipment seized. During
the second Red Scare, led by Wisconsin’s Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy, intellectuals in universities and
the media were accused of harboring pro-Soviet views,
and many leading Hollywood figures fell under a black-
list that made it difficult or impossible to find employ-
ment in the entertainment industry. Anyone who spoke
out against the witch hunt ran the risk of being accused
of communist sympathies. So dangerous was dissent
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that Arthur Miller had to frame his own rebuttal in the
form of a historical play about the Salem witch trials,
The Crucible.

After the fall of the Soviet Union and the end of
the Cold War, political censorship subsided until the
September 11, 2001, attacks. The War on Terrorism
brought renewed formal and informal censorship of
political communication. The Republican administra-
tion’s Patriot Act included gag rules that prevented
banks and other institutions from letting customers
know they were being investigated by the government.
Conservative individuals and groups also attacked peo-
ple who publicly opposed or even criticized the War on
Terrorism, the best known being the Dixie Chicks
music band, who were vilified by saying they were em-
barrassed that President George W. Bush was from
Texas.

In other countries, political censorship on the right
side of the political spectrum has generally been fo-
cused upon suppressing socialist and communist orga-
nizations. The most notorious was the suppression of
communists by Nazi Germany following the Reichstag
fire, but many right-wing regimes have suppressed polit-
ical oppositions with methods ranging from mild ha-
rassment to outright violence.

RELIGIOUS CENSORSHIP

In the United States, formal religious censorship has
been precluded by the First Amendment’s provisions
of religious freedom. As a result, statements such as
George W. Bush’s comment during his 2000 presiden-
tial campaign that Wicca is not a real religion are re-
garded with grave concern. Even in the absence of
formal religious censorship, conservative organizations
have frequently urged the removal of materials that
they consider disrespectful to Christianity, such as the
film The Last Temptation of Christ (although this film
was later embraced by the religious right).

In many other countries, right-wing groups and gov-
ernments have far greater latitude to suppress speech
and materials they consider offensive to their religion.
In Saudi Arabia and many other Muslim countries of
the Middle East, proselytization and public observance
of any other religion are a criminal offense. Iran’s 1989
fatwa declaring Salman Rushdie’s novel The Satanic
Verses a blasphemy against Islam sent the author into
hiding in fear of his life. And although the Nazi perse-
cution of Jews was primarily on racial rather than reli-
gious grounds, the Third Reich did pass laws making it
difficult to practice Judaism, laws largely spurred by
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lurid stories in Der Stiirmer about supposed perverse
practices in Jewish ceremonies.

Groups and governments on the right of the politi-
cal spectrum have regularly engaged in censorship. In
democracies, they have described their policies and ac-
tions in terms of protecting society from the assaults of
those who would undermine it, whether morally, mili-
tarily, politically, or spiritually.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Censorship; United States; New Left.
Volume 2 Right: New Right.
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Central America

IN THE REGION of Central America, conservatism
has facilitated the rise of a potent right wing. The right
in Central America has generally been aligned with a
tough military that on numerous occasions has deter-
mined the outcome of political contests. The right in
Central America is politically composed and supported
by members of the upper class, the landowning oli-
garchy, the Catholic Church, and other sectors of the
elite. Recently, the right has witnessed the arrival in its
coalition of the middle classes who have joined the
movement to counter the guerrilla and working-class
movements in Central America.

The historical origins of the right, dominated by
the landed oligarchy, date to the colonial era when Cen-
tral America formed a distinct region within the Span-
ish colonial empire. The major function of the
southern section of the Viceroyalty of Nuevo Espana
was to serve as the southern defensive boundaries of
the Mexican viceroyalty. With the independence move-
ment of Mexico in the early 19th century, the region
underwent a substantial amount of political change as

its role shifted from a dependency in a viceroyalty to a
dependency within the Mexican empire.

In 1821, a congress of Central American Creoles
declared their independence from Spain, to be effective
on September 15 of that year. The Spanish captain gen-
eral sympathized with the rebels. He decided that he
would remain as interim leader until a new government
could be formed. However, this initial independence
was short-lived. On January 5, 1822, the Mexican
leader Agustin Cosme Damién de Iturbide y Ardmburu
decided to annex Central America. Central American
liberals, many members of the landed oligarchy, ob-
jected to the forced annexation, but an army from Mex-
ico under General Vicente Filisola occupied Guatemala
City and quelled any form of dissent and opposition to
the annexation.

When Mexico became a republic the following year,
it surprisingly acknowledged Central America’s right to
determine its own status. On July 1, 1823, the congress
in Central America declared absolute independence
from Spain, Mexico, and any other foreign nation, and
established a republican system of government

In 1823, the nation of Central America was formed.
It was known alternately as “The United States of Cen-
tral America” or “The United Provinces of Central
America,” but most commonly simply as “Central
America” (Centroamerica). The Central American na-
tion consisted of the states of Guatemala, El Salvador,
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. This alliance
would be short-lived, however, as localism and provin-
cialism among the oligarchy led to the alliance’s dissolu-
tion.

Throughout the remainder of the 19th century,
each country in the region was plagued by a political
conflict between the liberal and conservative factions.
There did not exist a profound difference between the
groups except for the fact that the conservatives tended
to be ideologically pro-clerical. By the early 20th cen-
tury, it was apparent that the export-oriented growth,
coupled with the increasing centralization of each of
the Central American nations, would create a profound
sense of political polarization. In the 20th century, the
right within Central America tended to be ideologically
conservative, traditional, reactionary, and nationalistic.
They formed a close alliance between the oligarchs,
members of the traditional landed families, and the mil-
itary, the Church, and the conservative factions.

Throughout the 20th century, the right in Central
America became politically dominant in governing
their particular nations. Essentially, the increase in ex-
ports and the interests of the large landowners—espe-
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The right in Central America, spurred by native conservatism, has played a strong role in nations like El Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala, and
others. The proximity and reach of Cuba’s communism have also fueled reactionary conservative forces in the region.

cially coffee growers—established the economic and po-
litical boundaries of the right. An increase in profits
from the export sector as well as international crises
like the Great Depression, World War II, and the Cold
War facilitated the rise of extremely powerful right-
wing movements.

The onslaught of the Great Depression facilitated
the rise of a right-wing political ideology throughout
the Central American region. Led by a decrease in ex-
ports and a decrease in American interest in the region,
many right-wing governments came to power during
the 1930s. The types of governments varied from con-
servative oligarchical governments to military dictator-
ships. By far, the greatest example of a military
dictatorship occurred in Nicaragua.

In the midst of the Great Depression, Nicaragua un-
derwent a series of economic and social changes. The
international Depression caused a decrease in the price
of export commodities and the ensuing unemploy-

ment, and the conservative right in Nicaragua assumed
political power. In 1933, an American educated military
officer, General Anastasio Somoza, was named director
of the national guard. Over the next few years, Somoza,
with the aid of the right wing, centralized political
power and modernized the nation. During his tenure as
“president” of Nicaragua, Somoza, with the aid of the
right-wing conservatives, was pro-American and fa-
vored foreign investment along with repressing any type
of dissent from opposition groups. Somoza ruled
Nicaragua until 1956, when he was assassinated by a
member of the opposition. His son, Luis, assumed the
presidency and ruled the country in a milder form. In
the 1960s, the conservative wing of the Liberal Party,
led by the Somozas, dominated the country. In 1972, an
earthquake devastated the country and Anastasio So-
moza Debayle was unable to effectively rule the coun-
try. Indeed, his inability, along with the seeming
crassness of the conservative oligarchy, acted as a cata-
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lyst in the rise of a communist opposition known as the
FSLN. In 1979, the conservative oligarchy was over-
thrown by the Sandinistas. With the end of the Cold
‘War, the right in Nicaragua attempted another political
stab at power and failed. In the 1990s, the right in
Nicaragua—for that matter, any extremist groups—has
been shunned by the electorate for their unabashed sup-
port of the United States as well as their exploitative
historical past.

EL SALVADOR

Much like Nicaragua, El Salvador’s historical past facil-
itated the rise of a prominent conservative movement.
For the years prior to the 1970s, the oligarchy main-
tained strict control over the political system. En-
meshed in a country wrought with poverty and
inequality, the oligarchy, in alliance with the political
right, maintained hegemony over the masses. The sys-
tem essentially starved the poor. The oligarchs were able
to control the nation’s wealth as the United States fun-
neled an increasing amount of financial aid into the re-
gion to combat communist influence. With the
escalation of the Cold War in the 1970s, El Salvador’s
right increasingly sought an alliance with the military.
The result was an increasing social tension as the peas-
antry sought social change and the ruling military-oli-
garchal alliance refused to budge to relinquish political
power. With the fall of the Somoza regime, many
thought that the conservative regime, which was pro-
American and pro-elite, would also collapse under its
own weight and pressure. With the aid of the United
States, a cadre of junior officers overthrew the regime.
After the 1979 coup, many conservatives made an at-
tempt to legitimize their actions by calling for “elec-
tions.” The crisis was deepening.

In 1980, Colonel Medrano and Major Roberto
D’ Aubuisson assassinated Archbishop Oscar Romero,
who had been critical of the government’s use of right-
wing death squads to curtail communist influence. The
communist movement splintered into a political wing
and a guerrilla, radicalized wing. The group, the FSLN,
began a communist insurgency against the right-wing
government. The result was the commencement of a
20-year civil war in which the right wing conservatives
sought to maintain political power. As the civil war es-
calated, thousands of peasants and communist insur-
gents were killed by right-wing death squads in the
name of national security.

The oligarchy, with its ties to the land and to foreign
investment, used American financial aid to sustain its

political power. The result was a chaotic and violent
civil war—one of the bloodiest in Latin American his-
tory. By the 1990s, both sides had extinguished ideolog-
ical defenses and sought a peace conference. By the
mid-1990s, the oligarchy had maintained its hold on po-
litical power. Their power melded into an economic and
a sort of behind-the-scenes hegemony.

GUATEMALA

Like the other Central American nations, Guatemala
experienced an intense ideological conflict between left
and right. Historically, the influence of foreign capitals
(the United States) and the socioeconomic division in-
herent in Guatemalan society facilitated the rise of a
prominent conservative movement. The conservatives
within Guatemala, in alliance with the military indus-
trial complex, dominated Guatemalan politics for many
years. In the 20th century, the conservative wing has
come to dominate the political scene. In 1931, a
caudillo named Jorge Ubico, a conservative military
chief, assumed power. Over the next 11 years, Ubico
ruled with the tacit approval of the elites, and with an
iron fist. Fearing communist influence, Ubico became
increasingly repressive toward any subversive elements.
He imprisoned many dissidents in harsh Guatemalan
jails. Moreover, Ubico removed any vestiges of the
local indigenous customs of self-rule and centralized
local administrative power in an intendente (local gover-
nor), who most of the time was of European descent. In
1941, political pressure from an alliance of national
elites, conservatives, and liberals forced Ubico from
power.

Presidential elections were held and a liberal, Juan
Jose Arevalo, was elected. A social democrat, Arevalo,
with his plans of social and economic reform, alienated
many within the conservative oligarchy. In the early
1950s, Jacobo Arbenz was elected as president. More
radical than Arevalo, Arbenz sought not only reform of
the economic and social system, but a complete and
radical transformation of Guatemalan society. These
policies alienated many military and conservative oli-
garchs. On June 18, 1954, Carlos Castillo Armas, a ju-
nior level officer, with the aid of the American Central
Intelligence Agency, invaded Guatemala from Hon-
duras to topple Arbenz and install himself as dictator.
In the successful endeavor, Castillo assumed power and
ruled over the next few months with conservative ac-
ceptance. The removal of Arbenz signaled the begin-
ning of conservative, right-wing ideological hegemony.
In other words, the conservative oligarchy had the tacit



approval from the military and from the United States
to rule as it saw fit.

With the escalation of the Cold War (Bay of Pigs,
Cuban Missile Crisis, and Alliance for Progress) and the
rise of a powerful indigenous guerrilla movement, the
conservative right created an alliance with the military
that proved quite formidable in the long run. In the
1960s and 1970s, the Guatemalan right strengthened its
political power in the political system.

During the 1980s, President Ronald Reagan sup-
ported the Guatemalan military, who by this time had
become large landholders and allied with the reac-
tionary elements in society. In 1982, with the approval
of Reagan and the United States, a conservative oli-
garch, Efrain Rioss Montt, assumed dictatorial powers
over the country. He ruled for a year until he was top-
pled by the oligarchy and the military. Over the course
of the 1980s, the military and the right governed the na-
tion through authoritarianism and repressive measures.
In the early 1990s, the military relinquished formal
power and instituted a liberal democratic system. How-
ever, the conservatives continued to dominate the polit-
ical system.

In 1996, the conservative mayor of Guatemala City,
Alejandro Irigoyen, became president. He initiated poli-
cies of austerity and conservative social government.
Within the context of the democratic system, an elec-
tion was held in 2003. In this election, the right con-
trolled the campaign trail. Three right-wing political
parties, the Great National Alliance, National Unity of
Hope, and Guatemalan Republican Front, dominated
the electioneering and the vote. Clearly, the right in
Guatemala experienced a profound historical and polit-
ical development.

The right in the other Central American nations has
had a more difficult time in achieving the control and
hegemony that existed in the other nations. In Hon-
duras, the right had control of the political system and
did not have a guerrilla insurgency that strained the sys-
tem. In the 1980s, the right wing truly controlled the
system, despite attempts at liberal reform. Receiving aid
from the United States, the large landowners associa-
tion and the Council of Private Business condemned
any attempts at social reform. In Costa Rica, also lack-
ing a concentrated guerrilla movement, the right de-
cided to work within the confines of the democratic
political system.

Thus, the right did not see a need to seek an alliance
with the military to combat any insurgency. To a certain
extent, the right accepted any liberal reforms and did
not submit to repressive measures and tactics.
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Chile

FOR OVER 100 years (from the mid-1800s to 1966),
the Conservative and Liberal parties represented the
right in Chile. The Conservative Party formed in 1857,
primarily to defend the Catholic Church from anticler-
ical attacks by the liberals. It remained a staunch sup-
porter of the church and Spanish traditions, as well as
the political expression of the large landowners who
dominated agricultural production in Chile’s Central
Valley. The Liberal Party drew on key tenets of British
liberal philosophy; it sought to modernize Chile by un-
dermining the power and moral authority of the church
and by promoting democratic freedoms and civil liber-
ties.

Since the Liberal Party reflected the political per-
spective and economic demands of both urban indus-
trialists and the commercial sector, it did not apply
these liberal ideals to the majority of Chileans, many of
whom were peasants or workers. During the 1870s and
1880s, the Liberal Party, along with the equally anticler-
ical Radical Party, controlled the government. They
passed a series of laws that limited the church’s power,
such as making civil marriage compulsory. The Chilean
right has proven itself to be an astute political actor; it
simultaneously projects itself as upholding tradition
and is adept at adopting innovative ideas and practices.

From the 1920s through the 1950s, the growing
middle class and an increasingly assertive working class
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challenged the dominance of these two parties. Al-
though the rightist parties failed to elect their candi-
dates to the presidency, during the 1940s and 1950s they
managed to maintain a plurality in Congress. The fact
that the landowners controlled the votes of the inquili-
nos (tenant laborers) who worked for them and de-
pended on them for a living is one reason why the right
was able to obtain so many votes. However, the Chilean
Congress passed laws in 1958 and 1962 that introduced
secret balloting and ended the practice of purchasing
votes, two measures that undercut the strength of the
right.

The 1960s saw further challenges to the right. The
Catholic Church switched its allegiance from the Con-
servative Party to the Christian Democratic Party and
the left gained increased popularity. Fearing the elec-
toral victory of Salvador Allende, in 1964 the right
failed to field its own candidate, instead giving its sup-
port to Christian Democrat Eduardo Frei. Reeling from
a substantial decline in their political support and real-
izing the need to project a less outmoded image, the two
parties dissolved in 1966 and formed the National
Party.

In 1970, Allende, a socialist, won the presidency
and the National Party went into action against him. It
mounted an ongoing and increasingly antagonistic cam-
paign against the Allende government that ranged from
fielding opposition candidates, to supporting damaging
strikes, to sabotaging production, to promoting the
overthrow of the democratically elected government.
When the Chilean armed forces overthrew the Allende
government on September 11, 1973, the National Party
supported their takeover and the subsequent disband-
ing of Congress and the ending of political life.

AUGUSTO PINOCHET

The majority of the right lined up behind General Au-
gusto Pinochet during his 17-year rule (1973 to 1990).
Members of the right served in his cabinets, provided
the military government with political support, helped
to implement neoliberal (free-market) economic poli-
cies, and remained silent in the face of the human rights
abuses committed by the dictatorship. They backed the
military rule because they believed it was their best de-
fense against the left and the threats the Allende govern-
ment had posed to their status and position in Chilean
society.

A large number of women played a key role in the
right and were one of its key bases of support. In 1917,
the Conservative Party first proposed giving the vote to

women, since it understood that it was the party most
likely to benefit from women’s suffrage. Many women,
often with leadership from female members of the Na-
tional Party or independents, mobilized against the Al-
lende government. Their December 1971 March of the
Empty Pots demonstrated their willingness to trans-
form their roles as wives and mothers into those of po-
litical activists in pursuit of a rightist agenda:
opposition to the socialist government. They volun-
teered to work in projects sponsored by the Pinochet
regime and eagerly campaigned for him when the 1988
plebiscite on his rule came to a vote. After Pinochet’s
arrest in London, England, in 1988, women rallied
around their beloved general and staged weekly protests
in Santiago demanding his return.

In the 1980s, as opposition to military rule
mounted and the possibility of elections approached,
the right created two political parties. National Renewal
(RN, Renovacién Nacional), which to a certain extent
evolved out of the Liberal Party, called for political lib-
eralization and worked to ensure that the coming polit-
ical changes would not endanger the free-market model
they enjoyed. The Independent Democratic Union,
(UDI, Unién Democrata Independiente), the other
party, allied itself closely with Pinochet. Rejecting any
criticisms of military rule, UDI has built a base among
a cross section of Chileans, including the poor, and
emerged in the 1990s as the stronger of the two rightist
parties. In the 2000 presidential elections, its candidate,
Joaquin Lavin (a member of Opus Dei), almost de-
feated Ricardo Lagos, the candidate of the ruling Con-
certacién coalition.
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China

THE MANCHU DYNASTY had continued to rule
China since 1644, in spite of the cataclysmic Taiping re-
bellion of the middle years of the 19th century. The
overthrow of the Manchu (Qing) Dynasty in 1911 in
China began a period of instability that would last until
the establishment of the Communist People’s Republic
in 1949. The revolution led to the establishment of the
Chinese Republic in 1912 by Sun Yat-sen, who wrote in
his autobiography, “in 1912 I assumed office, and or-
dered the proclamation of the Chinese Republic.”

Actual power was soon wrested from Sun by Gen-
eral Yuan Shih-k’ai, who, as head of the Peiyang Army,
led the only modern fighting force in China. Unfortu-
nately, Yuan’s militarist bid for power led to the era of
the tuchuns (warlords), who would regard rational gov-
ernment as an impossibility. The period had a searing
impact on Sun, to whose republic was paid scant atten-
tion by the Western powers or Japan, although China
had supported the Western powers in World War I. At
the Versailles Peace Conference in 1919 after World
War I, Don Lawson wrote in The Eagle and the Dragon:
The History of U.S.-China Relations, “the United States
went so far as to sign an agreement with Japan that rec-
ognized Japan’s ‘special interests’ in China while at the
same time stating that China’s territorial sovereignty
ought to be maintained.”

In 1919, the May Fourth movement marked the
birth of strong, rightist Chinese nationalism—and as an
unforeseen political development, communism. C.P.
Fitzgerald wrote in The Birth of Communist China that
“it was clear that the Western way was not the solution,
and tacitly it was abandoned, even by the revolutionary
element.” The American abandonment of China led
Sun to ardently embrace Russia, where in 1917,
Vladimir I. Lenin had successfully led the Russian
Communist, or Bolshevik, Party to victory. In July
1921, the first indigenous Chinese Communist Party
was formed by Chinese Marxists aided by Russian Gre-
gor Voitinsky. Sun accepted Soviet overtures for a
united front or alliance. In 1923, a formal pact was
made between the Communist International (Com-
intern), which had been set up by Moscow to subver-
sively export communism, and the Kuomintang (the
Chinese Nationalist Party).

However, in 1925, Sun died, leaving in power his
chosen successor, the strongly anti-communist Chiang
Kai-shek. In July 1926, Chiang was able to begin his
Northern Expedition to unite the country by force.
Within a year, he felt strong enough to strike at the com-
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munists, who had worked steadily to gain control of the
united front. In April 1927 in Shanghai, Chiang struck
at the Communist Party with his Kuomintang forces,
shattering them completely. In 1928, Chiang’s Soviet-
trained army would successfully complete the North-
ern Expedition by entering Beijing, the capital. Now, he
turned his energies to his extermination campaigns
against the communists. In September 1930, Wang
Ming replaced Li Lisan as head of the party, with Mao
Zedong still waiting in the wings. Yet in January 1931,
Wang’s fear of assassination caused him to flee to
Moscow. Mao had emerged as leader of those commu-
nists who remained behind in China. In October 1934,
Mao, in the party sanctuary in Jiangxi, decided on a
massive retreat from the blows of Chiang’s extermina-
tion campaign and began the communists’ Long March
to faraway Shensi. Mao and his men arrived in Shensi
(Pinyin: Shanxsi) exactly one year after their departure.
Anne Freemantle wrote in Mao Zedong: An Anthology of
His Writings, “of the army that had left Kiangsi on Oc-
tober 6, 1934, 100,000 strong, barely 20,000 remained.”
In December 1935, the Red Army was refreshed
enough to march to Yenan where, for 11 years, Mao
made his base.

While the war was going on between the commu-
nists and the Kuomintang, the Japanese Kwantung
Army had successfully taken over the Chinese province
of Manchuria in 1931 and 1932. The Japanese had re-
named it Manchukuo, and put on its throne as a Japan-
ese puppet, Pu Yi, who had been a child emperor at the
time of the revolution in 1911. Chiang, however, still fo-
cused his energies on eliminating Mao. But Chiang, in
December 1936, was kidnapped at Sian by the son of
the tuchun, the “Old Marshal,” Chang Tso-lin, the
“Young Marshal,” Chang Hseuh-liang. The Young Mar-
shal’s troops had fought bravely against the Japanese in
Manchuria, without any Kuomintang support. He now
forced Chiang to end the civil war against the Chinese
communists and form a united front against the Japan-
ese invaders. However, the Young Marshal’s deed was
an act of mutiny; yet instead of executing him, Chiang
placed him under house arrest as an honored guest. In
July 1937, in the skirmish at the Marco Polo Bridge out-
side Beijing, Japan initiated a full-scale attempt to con-
quer China. Faced by a severe threat, Chiang reluctantly
joined forces with the communists. While Chiang
fought a more traditional war against the Japanese, Mao
embraced a style of war that embraced both conven-
tional and guerrilla strategy.

When the Japanese were defeated in September
1945, the situation between the communists and the
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A lone protestor, facing tanks, came to symbolize the pro-democracy
movement crushed in Tiananmen Square in 1989.

Kuomintang had already begun to deteriorate. Mao
pushed on with his efforts to conquer China. In spite of
mediation efforts by American General George C. Mar-
shall from 1945 to 1947, open war broke out between
the two factions. In 1946, Mao formed his People’s Lib-
eration Army out of the Eighth Route Army and the
New Fourth Army. With some one million soldiers, he
defeated Chiang, who fled to the island of Taiwan,
which had been regained from Japan. In October 1949,
Mao proclaimed the one-party rule of the People’s Re-
public of China.

Soon after the revolution, the communists forcibly
occupied Tibet, ultimately forcing the ruling Dalai
Lama to seek asylum in India in 1958. From the begin-
ning, Soviet aid had been essential to the establishment
of Mao’s rule in China, but a rift between the two com-
munist countries took place in the 1960s, which in 2004
was still not completely healed. By 1969, relations with
the Soviet Union had deteriorated to the point that war
almost erupted along the disputed Ussuri River fron-
tier. Mao, in retaliation, began normalization of rela-
tions with the United States. In September 1972,
President Richard M. Nixon visited the People’s Re-
public and in the Shanghai Agreement recognized the
People’s Republic as the legitimate Chinese state. While
this normalized relations with mainland China, it con-
signed Taiwan, where Chiang had sought refuge in 1949,
to an uncomfortable political limbo where it languished
into the 21st century.

After Mao died in 1976, ultimately power came to
rest with Deng Xiaoping, who had accompanied Mao
on the Long March. Under Deng, China followed what
were known as the Four Modernizations: industry, agri-
culture, national defense, and science and technology.
However, the government set its face against what re-
formist Chinese called the Fifth Modernization, democ-

racy. Although by 1989, Deng had relinquished most
formal party posts, he authorized the brutal attack on
the democracy demonstrators in Tiananmen Square on
June 4, 1989, in which thousands may have been killed.
Those who could fled to Hong Kong, but hundreds
were sent to the Chinese gulag for “reeducation.”

Deng died in February 1997, with power already
safely transferred to President Jiang Zemin. In June
1997, Hong Kong was returned to China by the United
Kingdom under the “one country, two systems” philos-
ophy. Fears were rife of a creeping communization in
the former Crown Colony, where memories of the
Tiananmen massacre were kept alive by the refugees. In-
deed, in March 1996, Taiwanese elections were intimi-
dated by the People’s Liberation Army firing dummy
missiles into the seas around the island. By the sixth an-
niversary in 2003 of the communist takeover in Hong
Kong, Agence France Press reported that “Hong Kong
will mark its sixth anniversary under Chinese rule on
July 1 with a huge protest march over proposed national
security legislation which many fear will restrict funda-
mental freedoms.”

“In June 2004,” the San Francisco Chronicle re-
ported, “the massacre of the democracy demonstrators
in Tiananmen Square was marked by a demonstration
in San Francisco, home to one of the largest Chinese-
American communities in the United States.” It re-
mains to be seen how long it will be before the Fifth
Modernization, democracy, comes to China, 75 years
after it was first introduced as a political goal in the May

Fourth Movement of 1919.
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Christian Coalition

THE CHRISTIAN COALITION was founded by Mar-
ion Gordon (Pat) Robertson in 1989. Its professed goals
are to strengthen families, protect innocent life, give
local school boards and parents control of education,
reduce taxes for families, punish criminals and restore
the rights of victims, fight pornographic pollution, de-
fend marriage as an institution, and safeguard religious
freedom.

To accomplish those goals the Christian Coalition
(now the Christian Coalition of America) commits it-
self to lobby for family values in whatever political
arena, from local to national; to speak and write in the
media on these issues; to train leaders to be effective so-
cial and political activists; to inform voters about issues
and potential laws; and to protest “anti-Christian big-
otry” while defending the rights of believers. The gen-
eral statements are relatively innocuous, quite attractive
to millions of Americans, but of great concern to mil-
lions of others, especially when rhetoric translates into
specific demands for action.

The organization’s Christianity is conservative both
morally and politically. It is within the American tradi-
tion that traces itself to the early 20th-century funda-
mentalists, who rejected theological modernism. Early
fundamentalist crusades helped to bring about Prohibi-
tion and to outlaw the teaching of evolution in public
schools. The movement peaked in the 1925 Dayton,
Tennessee, trial of a local schoolteacher for teaching
evolution. The trial’s adverse publicity for fundamental-
ism and the death of William Jennings Bryan (who
prosecuted the teacher) seemed to put the movement
into eclipse.

In the 1930s and 1940s, new leaders arose—men
such as Gerald L.K. Smith who were anti-Semitic, anti-
communist, and anti-integrationist. Other fundamen-
talists were Gerald B. Winrod and the Catholic priest
Charles E. Coughlin, whose radio broadcasts reached
millions until the church silenced him. Again, with the
loss of Coughlin’s voice, the movement faded to the
fringes.
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While conservative religious groups watched from
the sidelines, mainstream America went through
decades of what appeared to be moral decline. Flappers,
Hollywood, the repeal of Prohibition, the increasing
secularization of society—all these liberal ideas spread
as fundamentalist and conservative Christians stood
helplessly by. To make matters worse, World War II
seemed to write the finish to political conservatism,
which had emphasized isolationism and limited govern-
ment, both of which had been under assault since the
New Deal. Still, conservatism persisted, found its intel-
lectual breath on the political side, and found its salva-
tion on the religious side. For conservative religion, the
1950s and 1960s meant spreading its message by radio,
then television. Because the free public service required
by the Federal Communications Commission went to
mainstream churches on Sunday mornings, the fringe
right learned quickly how to raise funds to buy broad-
cast time. The radio and television evangelists mastered
the art of the mass-appeal mass mailing.

Their mailing lists and the mailing lists of Richard
Vigurie, veteran of the failed conservative Barry Gold-
water campaign (which had re established the credibility
of conservative ideas), brought the conservatives back
from obscurity. And for two decades, the conservative
politicians took advantage of the conservative religious
believers. The religious right let it happen, not yet con-
vinced of the propriety of mingling religion and poli-
tics.

Then came Roe v. Wade in 1973, which made abor-
tion legal and galvanized conservative morality, as did
the patriotic celebrations of the bicentennial in 1976.
Jerry Falwell conducted “I Love America” rallies at
each state capital. Later, he would found the Moral Ma-
jority in 1979. The right-leaning organizations were
upset that President Jimmy Carter’s administration was
challenging their tax-exempt status because he regarded
them as too political, not quite purely religious organi-
zations. The right had supported Carter as a born-again
southern Baptist, but he had failed to make political de-
cisions based on religion—at least that’s how they saw
it. The right found that there was another way in 1980
when Robertson’s Washington for Jesus campaign
showed that politics might be an arena for leading, in-
stead of just trying to steer politicians such as Carter in
the appropriate direction. The 700 Club and the Chris-
tian Broadcasting Network (CBN) television venues
were powerful resources.

In 1980 the Christian right supported the candidacy
of Ronald Reagan. Robertson and half a million Pente-
costals gathered on the Washington Mall for a Wash-
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ington for Jesus rally, which also brought increased visi-
bility for the Moral Majority, especially with the Rea-
gan victory. Early in the 1980s, Falwell was the visible
leader, but Robertson toiled in the background. He was
creating a televangelical empire, the CBN, which would
give him a springboard for a presidential run in 1988.
Again, as with Carter, Reagan had proved to be a politi-
cian first, a moral rightist second. His eight years had
done nothing to stem the moral decay the religious right
saw in every sector of American life. The Supreme
Court was still pro-abortion, and the National Abor-
tion Rights Action League was still plaguing the anti-
abortionists.

Burned and spurned by Reagan, the right had no
truck with the even more liberal George H.W. Bush, the
next president. Robertson decided that it was time to
quit carrying water for the conservatives and getting
nothing in return. He ran, lost badly, but firmed up the
financial network, the mailing list, and the other lessons
of a serious do-it-yourself political campaign. The can-
didacy was short-lived, but the organization was the
precursor of the Christian Coalition. Under the leader-
ship of Executive Director Ralph Reed, the grassroots
political organization became a serious force in Ameri-
can politics.

The late 1980s was a time of clearing away the pre-
tenders in conservative political religion and religion in
general. The Moral Majority lost its luster, especially
after the Praise The Lord (PTL) and other televangelist
enterprises were accused of fraud, as one preacher after
another was exposed as corrupt or a charlatan and a
huckster.

The Christian Coalition first drew major national
attention in June 1990 when it objected vehemently to
the decision of the National Endowment for the Arts to
fund tasteless art, specifically the “Christ in Urine”
painting of Andres Serrano and the homoerotic pho-
tography of Robert Mapplethorpe. The next year, 1991,
the coalition took some of the credit for Senate confir-
mation of the conservative Clarence Thomas for the
U.S. Supreme Court.

In 1992, after only three years, the Christian Coali-
tion membership was 250,000 and its budget was $8.5
million a year. A decade later, the group has over 1,400
chapters with 1.7 million members. The Christian
Coalition has no consistent theology, being more a po-
litical organization. Its Christianity, the founders claim,
underlies its political positions. Those positions were
Robertson’s as expressed on CBN’s 700 Club. Some of
their claims include: Abortion is murder, “America’s
Holocaust”; the feminist movement is “fanatical and

ugly ... anti-God, anti-capitalism, anti-family, anti-birth,
and heterosexual-heterosexual.” Robertson advocates a
“traditional” family structure, with the man working
and the woman making the home and otherwise subor-
dinating herself to him. The organization opposes ho-
mosexuality, the “liberal” media, and the liberal
entertainers who are bringing on America’s moral de-
cline. Coalition members believe religion must return
to public schools because its absence is leaving them
bereft of moral and religious values, making them one
great social science experiment, leaving them vulnerable
to crime, drugs, alcohol, permissive sex, and violence.
The message of moral decay crying out to be reversed
by Christian America resonates with Americans con-
cerned with the moral state of the nation, and who are
willing to let religion solve the decay. The message of
fundamentalist intrusion into secular areas of Ameri-
can life concerns others who see it as a threat to the sep-
aration of church and state.

Reed kept the coalition at a distance from Robert-
son’s more radical religious views, creating instead an
organization that could fit into the mainstream of right-
wing politics. He stressed the coalition as a pro-family
voice in Washington, D.C. It was tax-exempt, so it
could not be overtly politically partisan in its lobbying
or social welfare activities. The “neutrality” of the or-
ganization tended to align it with the Republican Party’s
positions, specifically when it supported House Major-
ity Leader Newt Gingrich’s Contract with America, by
creating one of its own, a “Contract with the American
Family” supported by virtually all conservative sena-
tors and congressmen. The coalition’s contract called
for preservation of the sanctity of the American family
through opposition to abortion, the Equal Rights
Amendment, and pornography. It also called for a reli-
gious equality amendment that would allow religious
activities at voluntary public events when led by stu-
dents or individuals. It also wanted the return of
schools to local and parental control, school choice,
parental rights legislation (deemphasizing the role of so-
cial institutions in rearing children), and privatizing the
arts.

The coalition does not support candidates. It dis-
tributes political literature outlining candidates’ posi-
tions on issues of concern to its members. Its 1.7
million members are a major electoral bloc, but it also
has the capability of sending 30 to 50 million pieces of
its literature through local churches just before any elec-
tion. The record, for the 2000 election, was 70 million.

The coalition’s success generated liberal opposition.
Among the organizations established to stop it in the



late 1990s were Fight the Right and The Interfaith Al-
liance. People for the American Way, established in
1980, was an organization set up to counter Falwell’s
Moral Majority. The American Civil Liberties Union
objected to the religious right because it manipulated
religion to bring about an extreme political agenda that
infringes on civil liberties. Americans United for the
Separation of Church and State began as a Baptist lob-
bying organization opposed to the coalition’s efforts to
breach the wall of separation and its attempts to impose
its agenda in areas such as abortion, gay rights, and pub-
lic education, an agenda the mainstream would oppose.
Americans United publications opposed the coalition
and its push for school vouchers.

Reed left the organization in 1997, moving into
mainstream Republican political organizing. Without
Reed, the organization lost momentum, and Robertson
eventually proved unable to stem the decline. In the late
1990s, the group was operating on a shoestring budget
of $3 million whereas in the early 1990s it had enjoyed
$25 million budgets. In 2001, African American staffers
in the Washington, D.C., office sued for racial discrim-
ination. Robertson resigned in late 2001, citing a need
to return to the ministry. The reorganized Christian
Coalition of America took on new life under President
Roberta Combs. Much of its agenda seemed to receive
a sympathetic hearing from President George W. Bush.
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Christian Identity

ACCORDING TO an article in the St. Louis, Missouri,
Post-Dispatch on March 5, 2000, the Christian Identity
movement “began in England in the 1840s, [led] by Rev-
erend John Wilson, who preached that Anglo-Saxons
were God’s ‘chosen people’ as the descendants of the
12 lost tribes of Israel. They migrated across the Cauca-
sus (and were so called Caucasians). Thus, the Lost
Tribes were the people who inhabited northern Europe
and the British Isles. Wilson’s teaching moved quickly
to the United States because Caucasian followers sur-
mised that if the English, and not the Jewish people,
were the blood descendants of the ancient Israelites,
then so were the white Americans.” Wilson’s main trea-
tise on the subject is his Lectures on Our Israelitish Origin.

Christian Identity received a major infusion of new
blood in the United States when it was adopted by the
evangelist Gerald L.K. Smith. In 1933, he joined
William Dudley Pelley’s Silver Shirts, which have been
dubbed a fascist group by the liberal press. A major
change came with Smith when he moved to the First
Christian Church in Shreveport, Louisiana. There,
Smith became the national organizer for Louisiana
Governor Huey Long’s Share Our Wealth campaign.
H.L. Mencken, the famed American muckraker, called
Smith “the greatest rabble-rouser seen on Earth since
Apostolic times.” After Long was cut down by an assas-
sin’s bullet in 1935, Smith devoted himself fully to the
development of Christian Identity thought within the
United States. Among other accretions, Smith popular-
ized the addition of the tribe of Mannasseh, the 13th
tribe, to the Lost Twelve. He considered symbolic of
their inclusion such “coincidences” as there being 13
original states and 13 letters in E Pluribus Unum.

It was through Smith’s relationship with Henry
Ford that anti-Semitism and its corollary in their belief
system, anti-communism, merged with the original the-
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ory of Christian Identity. Smith later admitted, “the
day came when I embraced the research of Mr. Ford
and his associates and became courageous enough and
honest enough and informed enough to use the words
‘communism is Jewish.”” His religious bias embraced
such ideas that American public figures as disparate as
President Franklin D. Roosevelt and President Dwight
D. Eisenhower were “closet Jews.” In the late 1960s, his
beliefs moderated somewhat and he admired the diplo-
macy of Henry Kissinger who, although a Jew, was “one
of the greatest diplomats who ever lived.” Significantly,
Smith never abandoned his belief in the American
democratic system.

By the 1970s, however, those championing Christ-
ian Identity moved past the religious-tinged populism
of Smith. They began to feel that America was fast
being betrayed by what they called the Zionist Occupa-
tion Government (ZOG), part of the conspiracy of
world Jewry to control all the nations of the world. At
the same time, the growth of the civil rights movement
had brought about in Identity a profound distaste for
America’s nonwhite population. This extended to non-
white immigrants as well. Louis Beam, one of the rising
stars of the Christian far right, gained notoriety in 1981
when he attempted to stop Vietnamese immigrants
from fishing. A common term for these nonwhites was
“mud people.”

One of the most dynamic figures in the history of
Christian Identity is Robert Miles. As with many on the
Christian right, the 1968 presidential candidacy of Al-
abama Governor George Wallace was a seminal event in
his career. Miles served as the main Wallace campaigner
in Michigan. In 1969, he became the grand dragon
(leader) of the Michigan Ku Klux Klan. Four years later,
as James Ridgeway relates in Blood in the Face, Miles was
sentenced in court for being involved in a conspiracy to
bomb empty school buses in a campaign against a
forced busing program to achieve court-mandated inte-
gration of schools in Pontiac, Michigan. The campaign
against school busing had echoes throughout the nation
at the time, and served to strengthen Christian far right
animosity toward the “mud people”—and the federal
government, which seemed to be advancing their inter-
ests at the expense of the white majority. Affirmative
action policies as well served as a lightning rod that at-
tracted new followers to all groups on the Christian ex-
treme right in this period.

After his release from prison in 1979, Miles’s farm
in Cohoctah, Michigan, became a magnet for like-
minded individuals, as did the compound of Aryan Na-
tions founder Richard Butler in Hayden Lake, Idaho.

Together, they provided a rallying point for figures from
across the right-wing spectrum, from the Ku Klux Klan
to the White Patriot Party of Glenn Miller. Christian
Identity was the theological link that brought all these
groups together. It was in Ridgeway’s film of the April
1986 gathering at Cohoctah that a Christian Identity
pastor made the statement that the white race could be
recognized from all the others because the faces of its
members became red when struck, the idea of “blood
in the face.”

Christian Identity was also the philosophy behind
The Silent Brotherhood, or The Order, the extremist
group that Robert ]. Matthews founded as an offshoot
of Butler’s Aryan Nations. The Order was founded by
Matthews in a frame building he called the “barracks”
in September 1983. Determined to raise money for the
coming white revolution, he and other members of The
Order robbed a Brinks Company armored car of some
$3.8 million in July 1984. Inadvertently, Matthews left
behind a handgun at the scene of the robbery, which
put authorities on his track.

However, it was the killing of Denver, Colorado,
KOA radio station talk show host Alan Berg in June
1984 that brought sensational attention to The Order.
Berg was killed in the garage of his apartment complex
because he was Jewish and a vocal enemy of the ex-
treme Christian right. Matthews was killed in a fiery
gun battle with federal authorities in December 1984.
Richard Scutari, the final member of The Order to be
apprehended, was arrested in 1986. Most recently, Eric
Rudolph, the bomber of the abortion clinics in 1998,
and Burford Furrow, who went on a shooting spree the
next year, have been associated with Christian Identity
beliefs.

In the 2000s, perhaps the most visible Christian
Identity spokesman is the Reverend Jim Wickstrom,
leader of the Posse Comitatus. Another internet web
site belonging to the movement is hosted by The King-
dom Identity Ministries. It describes the group as being
“a Politically Incorrect outreach ministry to God’s cho-
sen race (true Israel, the White, European peoples).” Al-
though violence has been committed by those who
espouse Christian Identity beliefs, this is meant in no
way to reflect on the large majority of believers in the
creed.
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Churchill, Sir Winston (1874-1965)

WINSTON CHURCHILL earned his reputation as one
of the greatest statesmen of the 20th century in a polit-
ical career that lasted more than 50 years. During that
time, he consistently opposed the aggression and totali-
tarianism of imperial Germany, Nazi Germany, and the
Soviet Union. During his long career, he also frequently
employed his impressive oratorical skills and wrote
constantly throughout his public life. This impressive
corpus of speeches, journalism, memoirs, and histories
gives the student of Churchill a thorough map of the
great man’s mind.

Born into British and Tory aristocracy, he was the
eldest son of Lord Randolph Churchill and an Ameri-
can heiress, Jennie Jerome. As a youth, Churchill at-
tended Harrow and Sandhurst (military academy), and
then served as a subaltern in a variety of postings across
the British Empire. While serving on the frontier,
Churchill read extensively to supplement his lack of a
university education, fought in several sharp engage-
ments, and launched his writing career.

In 1900, he was elected to Parliament; he first en-
tered the cabinet as undersecretary for the colonies. In
1911, Prime Minister Herbert Asquith made Churchill
first lord of the admiralty. While there, Churchill over-
saw the Royal Navy in the early years of World War I.
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Because of his consistent opposition to both fascism and commu-
nism, Churchill’s heritage is deeply conservative.

He left the admiralty in 1916 as the scapegoat for the
British failure in the Gallipoli campaign. During that of-
fensive, Churchill had hoped to capture Constantino-
ple, first by naval attack, then with a combined
operation aimed at the Turkish capital. The campaign
turned into a disaster, as British forces failed to advance
up the Gallipoli peninsula. Churchill fell from power
and then went to serve on the western front for several
months. Late in the war, he returned to the cabinet as
minister of munitions and attempted, unsuccessfully,
to secure the necessary support to thwart the Bolshevik
revolution in Russia.

POLITICAL WILDERNESS

Throughout the 1920s, Churchill continued to serve in
a variety of cabinet posts, before being driven into the
political “wilderness” for much of the 1930s. During
that decade, Churchill focused on two projects that
would help to ensure his lasting fame: his colossal biog-
raphy of his great ancestor John Churchill, first Duke
of Marlborough, and his warnings of the rise of Adolf
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Hitler and Nazi Germany. Throughout the 1930s,
Churchill denounced British military weakness and the
appeasement of Nazi policy. His warnings went un-
heeded.

With the outbreak of World War II in September
1939, Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain recalled
Churchill to serve as first lord of the admiralty. In May
1940, following British defeats in Scandinavia and the
Nazi invasion of France, Churchill was called on by
King George VI to form a national government;
Churchill would continue as prime minister until
shortly after the defeat of Germany in 1945. During the
war, Churchill displayed the iron resolve necessary to
keep Great Britain in the war, and his wartime speeches
show that resolve in thrilling detail. Perhaps his greatest
strategic decision of the war was to pay court to
Franklin Roosevelt and to begin laying the groundwork
necessary to secure American aid early in the war. Yet,
once America and Russia entered the war, Britain and
Churchill began to lose influence over the course of
strategy. Churchill was ignored or overruled by Roo-
sevelt and Russia’s Josef Stalin late in the war, notably at
the Yalta Conference. Churchill rightly perceived, far
sooner than many in the West, the growing threat of
Soviet communism to western Europe and the world,
which he attempted to hinder at Yalta and later openly
denounced in his “Iron Curtain” speech in 1946.
Churchill served another term as prime minister from
1951 to 1955.

Due to his change from the Conservative Party to
the Liberal Party and back again, and because of his ex-
tremely long political career, Churchill defies simple
categorization. Because of his veneration of history, his
consistent calls for military preparedness, his vision of
a world in which great powers are inhibited not through
goodwill but through the balance of power, and his
consistent and vociferous opposition to both fascism
and communism, Churchill’s heritage and legacy are
deeply conservative.
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Cold War

THE COLD WAR was a global political, military, ideo-
logical, and economic struggle between the communist
world, led by the Soviet Union, and the capitalist
world, led by United States. Throughout the Cold War,
conservatives staunchly opposed communism and at-
tacked it on moral, political, and economic grounds.

The far left in the Western world, socialists and
communists, were aligned for better or worse with the
Soviet Union via its Comintern policies of spreading
international communism. Meanwhile, the far right in
America saw spies and communists influencing govern-
ment and entertainment. Thus, despite bipartisan anti-
communism in the United States, it was the right that
mainly fought the great ideological battle against the
communists.

Communism and American conservatism are polar
opposites. Indeed, American conservatism reevolved in
the second half of the 20th century partially as a reac-
tion to communism and to the socialist schemes pro-
moted by the political left. Communism sought the end
of private property and the government control of in-
dustry; conservatism recognized the efficiency and dy-
namism of the free market and proclaimed that
property is an invaluable safeguard of liberty. Commu-
nism conceived of people not as individuals, but as
members of groups, and that the group was more im-
portant than any individual. Conservatism cherished a
tradition of individual rights and liberty that is well
rooted in English and American history. Communism
placed the state before all else; conservatives valued lim-
ited government and the rule of law. Communist lead-
ers worked to deny the existence of God; most
American conservatives viewed man through Christian
eyes as fallen, but capable of redemption through God’s
grace.

Even though the Soviet Union was seen, in the
words of conservative Ronald Reagan, as an “evil em-
pire,” America would be forced to confront it not over
moral issues, but over the realities of world power and
geopolitics. The two world powers increasingly clashed



over Soviet attempts to extend Moscow’s influence
abroad, and conversely what the Soviets saw as Ameri-
can imperialism.

Several factors made the West perceive the Soviet
Union as a threat during the years following World War
II: the Soviet leader Josef Stalin himself (a ruthless dic-
tator), the communist ideology, traditional Russian ex-
pansion, and a Soviet desire for border security
following the German invasion of 1941. Equally impor-
tant, the Soviet leaders sought to expand communist
ideology wherever possible.

FIRST POLITICAL SALVOS

An unprecedented era of American peacetime involve-
ment in the world began in 1947 when President Harry
Truman ordered U.S. forces to fill the power vacuum
left by British forces withdrawing from Greece and
Turkey. Without an intervention, the Soviets would
gain control of those countries. Such an acquisition
would give Russia Constantinople, the prize it had
sought for centuries, along with unrestricted access to
the eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East. In late
1944, Britain and the Soviet Union agreed to give
Britain primacy in Greece after the war, in return for
Soviet control of other parts of the Balkans. But post-
war Britain proved unable to maintain a military force
in Greece. British withdrawal would mean that the Sovi-
ets would move in.

Getting the U.S. Congress and the American people
to go along with such a policy took an enormous effort
on the part of the Truman administration. That effort
culminated in the Truman Doctrine. The Truman Doc-
trine asserted that the nations of the world faced a
choice between a free representative government and to-
talitarian oppression. This was realpolitik sold to the
American people under the label of a moral crusade. In
that policy, Truman planted the public seed of what
would later flower as the policy of containment. When-
ever communist forces threatened the free peoples of
the world, the United States would provide military,
economic, political, and diplomatic aid to contain their
influence.

More and more aid would be required to keep Eu-
rope safe from communism. Three years after the end
of World War II, much of Europe still lay in ruins. A
collapse of the frail European economy seemed immi-
nent, so U.S. policy makers set about developing an aid
package to resuscitate the European economy. An eco-
nomic collapse would invite a communist takeover of
the country by overt or covert means. Truman pre-
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sented a multibillion-dollar aid package, which would
become known as the Marshall Plan, although he expe-
rienced difficulty in Congress. Truman also approved
formation of the Central Intelligence Agency to collect
intelligence and conduct covert operations against com-
munists around the world. In order to buttress Europe
against Soviet aggression, America would help to form
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, a collective se-
curity organization designed to resist a potential inva-
sion of Western Europe.

When Stalin attempted to challenge America by
blockading the Western sectors of Berlin, deep within
East Germany, an airlift by the United States achieved
the delivery of the minimum number of tons of sup-
plies needed to keep the city alive. This put Stalin on
notice that America would not roll over at his tactics,
and also that American willpower and industrial might
could work to thwart his policies. The blockade lasted
until May 1949 when Stalin finally backed down.

In its earliest exercises, the Truman Doctrine
showed that while Americans would confront commu-
nism worldwide, the Truman administration saw Eu-
rope as the geopolitical center of gravity when
confronting the Soviet Union. Faced with an alarmingly
small budget, the Truman administration focused on
the defense and recovery of Europe and the slow devel-
opment of conventional military forces. In addition,
men such as Secretary of State Dean Acheson had a life-
long interest in Europe. The Pacific, and specifically
Korea, came low on the list of American foreign policy
and defense priorities. Although tensions in Western
Europe would remain throughout the end of the Cold
War, violent conflict shifted to the periphery. Once the
Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, and NATO were
in place, the price the Soviets would have to pay to
march to the English Channel increased dramatically,
particularly in light of America’s nuclear deterrent.
America would make sure, one war or another, that Eu-
rope, or at least Western Europe, would not fall to the
Soviets. Thus, the focus of the development of commu-
nist societies shifted away from Western Europe.

REGIONAL PROXY WARS

In 1949, communist leader Mao Zedong founded the
People’s Republic of China, after winning a long civil
war against the nationalist forces of Chiang Kai-shek.
With the founding of that state, communist forces con-
trolled much of mainland Asia: Mongolia, the Asian
provinces of the Soviet Union, China, and North
Korea. Shortly after the founding of the People’s Re-
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At the heart of the Cold War was the MAD doctrine, or mutually assured destruction through nuclear weapons. Though it helped maintain a
balance of superpowers, nonnuclear surrogate wars proliferated in Southeast Asia and Central America.

public, Mao moved to form an alliance with Stalin, fear-
ing that the United States would move to conquer
China. Conservative critics in the United States would
hammer the Truman administration for “losing” China.

From the 1950 outbreak of the Korean War to the
end of the Cold War, America and the Soviet Union
would confront each other around the world in proxy
regional wars, where superpower forces would not con-
front each other directly, but rather through surrogate
governments in smaller nations’ pro- and anti-commu-
nist conflicts. Southeast Asia was the scene of pro-
tracted conflict between America and its allies and
various communist entities.

America’s most difficult Cold War conflict came
during the Vietnam War. Conservatives heavily criti-
cized American policy in Vietnam as lacking sufficient
vigor to defeat communist forces there. Democratic
President Lyndon Johnson sought to wage war under a

strategy of “graduated pressure,” which would commu-
nicate American resolve to communist leaders in North
Vietnam, rather than win the war through a resolute ap-
plication of American military power.

The Vietnam War also precipitated a sharp breach
in American society, between those who supported
American involvement in Vietnam and those who op-
posed it. The latter were often allied with the Democra-
tic Party. Although America would not prevail in
Vietnam, conservatives spoke up in favor of American
efforts to preserve a free South Vietnam and praised
American soldiers for brave efforts in a very difficult
conflict.

At home, most Americans feared the spread of
communism. Only a vocal and influential minority sup-
ported communist ideas. Some Western intellectuals
felt that capitalism had failed during the 1930s and that
communism would eventually triumph around the



world. Some who embraced communism eventually
fled the Communist Party at great personal cost and at
the risk of their lives. Whittaker Chambers followed
such a path and became one of the greatest conservative
authors of the early 1950s by publishing his book Wit-
ness, about his break with the Communist Party. Ex-
communists such as Chambers were in a superb
position to denounce the evils of a system that they
knew firsthand.

Other conservative voices would reach a larger audi-
ence with the founding of the National Review by
William E Buckley, Jr. The 1964 presidential campaign
of Barry Goldwater marked a watershed for the conser-
vative movement in America; although he would lose in
a landslide to liberal Democrat Lyndon Johnson, Gold-
water had ideas of limited government and a strong line
against the Soviets that would come to fruition in the
presidency of Ronald Reagan.

Before conservatives took control of the Cold War,
American foreign policy would take another turn. Pres-
ident Richard Nixon developed a new policy known as
détente. Under this approach, America would treat the
Soviet Union as a great power and seek to coexist with
it. Nixon also played traditional balance-of-power poli-
tics by seeking open relations with China, and to bene-
fit from a rift that had developed between the two
largest communist countries. He hoped that such a
move would help to wring concessions from the Sovi-
ets, especially on arms control. Conservatives such as
Buckley and Reagan were uneasy with this approach,
for it caused America to do business with Red China,
which had just completed a brutal slaughter of its own
people in the Cultural Revolution.

Even some Democrats began to view American pol-
icy, as advocated by both political parties, as too weak
against the Soviet menace. These people, known as neo-
conservatives, or “Reagan Democrats,” were Democrats
who preferred a forceful and moral American foreign
policy. Members of this group, such as Richard Perle
and Jeanne Kirkpatrick, would play important roles in
the Reagan administration.

THE REAGAN COLD WAR

American policy changed decisively in 1981 with the
election of Ronald Reagan as president. Unlike earlier
presidents, Reagan condemned the Soviets as an evil
and tyrannical regime, brutal words in the normally soft
language of diplomacy. Rather than accommodate the
Soviet Union or seek a balance of global power, Reagan
moved to win the Cold War. Reagan sought to meet the
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Soviets on ground favorable to America: forcing the So-
viets into an expensive arms race in which they could
not afford to keep up, developing more technologically
sophisticated weapons systems, and aggressively sup-
porting anti-communist groups in Poland, Latin Amer-
ica, and Afghanistan. In addition, Reagan pressed for
the development of the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI), a space-based missile defense system that could
thwart a Soviet nuclear missile attack.

The Cold War reached a climax in October 1986 as
the Soviet economy was finally imploding with defense
costs, and Reagan stood firm against Soviet efforts to
bargain away SDI at a summit with Soviet Premier
Mikhail Gorbachev in Reykjavik, Iceland. Gorbachev
unleashed liberal policies into the Soviet system, suffer-
ing from its own internal contradictions, which, cou-
pled with the U.S. stance, precipitated a communist
collapse. By 1989, East Germans threw off the shackles
of Soviet rule and began to tear down the Berlin Wall,
paving the way for German reunification. Poland and
other Soviet satellites were equally and as successfully
gaining independence from the Soviet bloc. President
George H.W. Bush and Russian leader Boris Yeltsin
presided over the end of the Cold War in 1992.

Throughout the Cold War, American conservatives
consistently called for the strong defense of America
and its allies against Soviet aggression. But it was with
the formulation of Reagan conservatism that winning
the Cold War became a focused top priority. Scholars
continue to debate whether it was Reaganism or the in-
herent weakness of the system that finally did the Sovi-
ets in. Most would agree it was a combination of both
and that the American right is quick to claim credit.
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Colonialism
WHILE COLONIALISM can date from the ancient

world, and Rome’s final vanquishing of its old rival
Carthage in the Punic Wars, modern colonialism could
be measured from the first voyage of Christopher
Columbus for Spain in 1492. Columbus’s voyage was
intended to find a less expensive route to find the riches
of the Orient after the Ottoman Turkish conquest of
Constantinople in 1453 had made the cost of overland
commerce prohibitive. In 1493, the 15th pope, Alexan-
der VI, arbitrarily drew a line at the Treaty of Tordesil-
las to divide the world between Spain and Portugal.
Immediately, the other European countries denounced
this compact and began a heated competition for the
riches of the world.

From this time on, there would be no European
wars that would not have repercussions throughout the
world. Asia was opened to European trade when the
Portuguese Vasco da Gama reached India at the port of
Calicut in 1494. Between 1519 and 1540, Spain had ex-
plored and conquered Central and South America,
with the exception of Brazil, which became a colony of
Portugal. In 1565, Pedro de Menendez had established
Saint Augustine in today’s Florida as the first perma-
nent European settlement in the future United States.
Within 60 years, driven both by the desire for explo-
ration and economic success, the European nations had
virtually spanned the globe with their commercial set-
tlements, or “factories.” The first British settlement in
North America, on Roanoke Island, Virginia, failed in
1587; the second one at Jamestown succeeded in 1607.
While sociologist Max Weber wrote that Protestantism
as a new religion impelled the drive for commercial ex-
pansion, the aggressive colonialist policies pursued by
traditionally Catholic nations like Portugal, France, and
Spain disproves the thesis.

Gradually, a political philosophy arose that has
been used to interpret the explosion of European inter-
ests across the world from the 15th to the 17th cen-
turies: mercantilism. Mercantilism held that the
European countries should acquire overseas “facto-

ries”—and colonies—to provide them with raw materi-
als for the growing manufacturing industries at home.
From the beginning, with the acquisition of the Spanish
colonies in the Americas, colonies were also seen as a
way of using the indigenous inhabitants as slave labor,
working at no wages for their colonial masters.

By the end of the 17th century, England and France
had become embroiled in fierce commercial rivalry,
which spread from the plains of Germany to the rich
colonies that they coveted in India. Earlier, the Nether-
lands, after it had won freedom from Spain, had fought
a series of spirited naval actions against England. In
1678, however, the old animosity was resolved in a joint
treaty directed against the French of King Louis XIV,
the Sun King. In 1688, allied thus with the Netherlands,
William III of England, who had ruled the Netherlands
as William of Orange, entered into a series of wars with
France which that continue with brief interludes of un-
easy peace until 1763. In that year, at the Treaty of Paris,
the final conflict, the Seven Years War, came to a tri-
umphant conclusion for the British. France was effec-
tively removed as a colonial rival in the Americas and
India as well. As an example of how mercantilism dom-
inated French political thought, the French decided to
keep their sugar-rich islands in the West Indies and re-
linquish their vast Canadian colony, New France, to
British rule.

However, as part of the settlement of the North
American colonies, or plantations, the colonists from
Great Britain brought with them their conception of
their political rights as Englishmen. Over time, the idea
of self-government became well established in the thir-
teen British colonies. When the Mother Country at-
tempted to establish tighter control after the defeat of
the French in the Seven Years War, the colonies re-
volted. Armed conflict broke out in the colony of
Massachusetts in April 1775 at Lexington and Con-
cord. The American Revolution had begun. By the time
the Americans, with the aid of France, had decisively
defeated Great Britain at Yorktown, Virginia, in 1781,
they had already declared their political independence
from the Mother Country on July 4, 1776. Thus, ironi-
cally, the political ideal of democracy that the British
colonists had brought with them to the New World ul-
timately led to the destruction of this first British em-
pire, which had been called into existence to serve the
needs of the other predominating political ideal: mer-
cantilism.

Colonialism would continue to dominate European
politics throughout the era of the French Revolution
and the Napoleonic Wars (1789-1815). Indeed, it would



be during the Napoleonic Wars that Great Britain seized
what is now Cape Town in South Africa, opening the
path for British domination of South Africa.

As the working classes and middle classes began to
gain influence in government, the political regimes
began to need their support for colonialism. In 1832,
for example, the great Reform Bill extended the voting
franchise in England, while the revolution in France in
1830 had reaffirmed the growing dominance of the
bourgeoisie, or middle class. In Great Britain, the effect
of colonialism on the electorate in terms of liberal and
conservative political viewpoints is the more marked, if
only because England had the earliest truly functioning
conservative parliamentary system. The rise of literacy
in both France and England made the general public
more aware of the issue of colonialism, and newspapers
vociferously supported views both for and against the
policy.

CONSERVATIVE COLONIALISM

By the middle of the 19th century, strong support for
colonialism became a hallmark of the Conservative, or
Tory, Party in England, while the Liberal Party tended
to be anti-colonialist. A term that gained popularity was
Little Englanders, because they tended to be concerned
mainly about political affairs in England and were
against widening the empire, as happened in 1858 when
India became a colony after the Great Indian Mutiny. It
had previously been owned as a mercantile empire by
the Honorable East India Company, operating with
Crown support. Indeed, what was becoming an ideolog-
ical clash over colonialism (which by the 1870s was con-
sidered synonymous with imperialism) was symbolized
by the perennial rivalry between the Conservative
Party’s Benjamin Disraeli and William Gladstone of the
Liberals. Indeed, it was one of the rare ironies of British
history that, whereas Disraeli had acquired controlling
interest for England in Egypt’s Suez Canal in 1875, it
was the Little Englander Gladstone who had to send
British troops to protect it in 1882.

After Germany became unified in 1871 as the Ger-
man empire, the same political dynamic operated there.
Chancellor Otto von Bismarck astutely co-opted the
concerns of the working class in Germany by beginning
what remains one of the most innovative social welfare
schemes in Europe. Politically, the most influential par-
ties were the Conservatives and the Free Conservatives
on the right, the Centre Party, and the National Liber-
als. Indeed, until the fall of the empire at the end of
World War I, socialists and communists found them-
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selves dumbfounded by the “house that Bismarck
built.” As early as 1869, a Marxist Party had been es-
tablished in Germany. W.N. Medlicott wrote in Bis-
marck and Modern Germany how he had undercut the
National Liberals in part “by giving a lead to more dem-
ocratic political forces with the introduction of univer-
sal [voting] suffrage.” A latecomer in the race for
empires, Bismarck nevertheless secured for Germany
colonies in West and East Africa and the Pacific islands.

When the European empires clashed in World War
I (1914-18), the German, Austrian, and Russian em-
pires were destroyed. The Ottoman Turkish empire,
which had only really been driven out of Europe in the
Balkan War of 1912, also was cast into history. Al-
though the Bolsheviks (communists) under Vladimir I.
Lenin fought until 1922 to hold on to the Russian em-
pire they had gained through the revolution of 1917,
they also promulgated anti-colonialism against their
conservative European rivals, France and Great Britain.
This was not done so much to free the peoples living in
the empires, but to gain Russian influence among them
to supplant that of the colonial masters. Thus, the
struggle for anti-colonialism as advocated by Russia
began during the 1920s, not in the Cold War era.

One of the most important successes that the Rus-
sian Communists had was in China, which had been se-
verely mauled by the colonial powers since the British
took Hong Kong in the Opium War of 1842. The first
president of the Chinese Republic, Sun Yat-sen, was ex-
tremely pro-communist, after the declaration of the re-
public in 1912. His party the Kuomintang, or
Nationalists, remained so until his successor, the con-
servative Chiang Kai-shek, asserted his power in the
anti-communist coup of 1927.

After World War I, even the conservatives in
France and England embraced a more liberal concept of
empire, emphasizing the bringing of civilization and
prosperity to their colonial peoples. Indeed, in what is
now Syria and Lebanon, France’s Henri de Jouvenel
worked to install a progressive regime after a reac-
tionary period immediately after the war.

When Benito Mussolini and his fascists seized
power in Italy in 1922, the liberal empire that had ex-
isted before was replaced by a ruthless imperialism seen
both in Libya (which the Italians had occupied in 1912)
and in Ethiopia.

During World War II, the anti-colonialism of the
Russian Comintern (Communist International) was
muted by the need for support from the Western
democracies by Soviet Russia’s Premier Josef Stalin. In
fact, Russia and Great Britain together occupied Iran
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(then Persia) after 1941 when the ruler Reza Shah threat-
ened to interrupt deliveries of vital war materiel from
British India to Russia from the south. However, after
the war, and especially when Nikita Khrushchev became
premier following Stalin’s death in 1953, anti-colonial-
ist “wars of national liberation” began to be warmly
embraced in a Russian bear hug.

In Southeast Asia, Ho Chi Minh led the communist
Viet Minh in the struggle against the restoration of the
rule of the French in Indochina, especially in what is
now Vietnam. In this effort he had the support of both
Russia and China. Later, especially in Africa, Russia and
China would be bitter rivals for leadership of the “anti-
colonialist camp.” Within the French Army, which had
been badly split between Free French and the collabora-
tionist Vichy French forces in the war, the struggle to re-
colonize Indochina became in effect a way to redeem its
honor through a right-wing crusade against commu-
nism.

After defeat in Indochina at Dien Bien Phu in May
1954, France was almost immediately embroiled in the
war in Algeria, where the National Liberation Front
(FLN) began its revolt in November 1954. When in
1958, Charles de Gaulle, who had led the Free French
in the war, became the leader of the Fifth French Re-
public, he did so with the ultimate intention of relin-
quishing Algeria to the FLN so as to focus on restoring
France’s position in Europe. When news of his plans
became public, in April 1961, elements of the French
army in Algeria under General Maurice Challe staged a
rightist coup. Although supported by units like the
First Foreign Legion Paratroop Regiment, the coup
failed because of the army’s overall loyalty to de Gaulle.

By 1961, with the ending of the French and British
colonial roles in Africa and Southeast Asia, the United
States became embroiled in a bitter third world Cold
War with Russia and, to a lesser extent, China. The as-
sassination of the pro-communist premier of the
Congo, Patrice Lumumba, after the Congo gained its in-
dependence from the Belgians in 1960, effectively
marked the beginning of the superpower Cold War in
Africa.

The war saw the introduction of unique surrogates
on both sides, as Cuban mercenaries supported the
communist “liberation” forces in the fighting in Angola
and the Israeli Mossad carried on a bitter struggle
against the Chinese in the Congo. Indeed, from 1961,
when he took power from Lumumba, the United States
saw President Mobutu Sese Seko of the Congo as a bul-
wark against communist expansion in Africa. Africa
would remain a battlefield between the United States,

which continued to back stable regimes like Mobutu’s
in the Congo, and the Soviet Union, which aided com-
munist leaders like Robert Mugabe, in today’s Zim-
babwe, until the collapse of the Soviet federation in
1991.

Throughout its long history from the days of
Columbus’s first voyages, colonialism has been a right-
ist policy combining mercantilism and imperialism, and
has provided surrogate third world stages for conflict
between superpowers, whether they be the French and
British of the 19th century, or the Americans and Sovi-
ets of the 20th.
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Conservatism
CONSERVATISM IS A MODERN way of thinking

that favors historical continuity and the establishment,
proposes the maintenance of traditional institutions,
and opposes changes in the status quo ante. It has be-
come a major political force, exerted strong social im-
pact, and disseminated reactionary values. Therefore, it
can take the form of an ideology, a political organiza-
tion, or a cultural movement.

Conservative ideas became aroused in the 18th cen-
tury as an anti-intellectual initiative against liberalism.
As a political group and a party in the 19th century,
conservatives reacted against liberals in the British par-
liament and against modernists and revolutionaries in
Europe. They gained force in the 20th century as an
anti-revolutionary movement opposing the Soviet revo-
lution and the spread of communism after World War
II. Later on, they backed the opposition to civil rights,



counterculture, welfare policies, and human-rights ini-
tiatives in several countries. At the beginning of the
21st century, conservatism had embraced the war
against terrorism and established a new approach to in-
ternational relations.

THE EUROPEAN ROOTS OF CONSERVATISM

Conservatism originated as a reaction to modern insti-
tutions promoted by the liberal industrial bourgeoisie.
Its initial project was to defend the ancien regime (a
term for the prerevolutionary French monarchy) and
aristocracy, based on the principles that society has its
own natural laws and history is the magistra vitae, which
teaches about the future as it mirrors tradition. One
auspicious moment for an assemblage of conservatives
was the French Revolution, when conservatism became
a counterrevolutionary ideology elaborated by several
European political thinkers.

Edmund Burke was an important philosopher and
politician who published Reflections on the Feelings of the
Beautiful and the Sublime in 1753 and A Vindication of
Natural Society in 1756. He emphasized tradition,
morals, and religion, as well as pragmatism in dealing
with the British colonies, arguing that popular cus-
toms—religious rituals, funeral ceremonies, and class
divisions—should receive special deference. Even
though he supported the revolutionary movement for
the independence of English colonies in America, in Re-
flections on the Revolution in France, published in 1790, he
criticized the French Revolution for being violent, non-
traditional, and corrupt. The English poets Samuel Tay-
lor Coleridge and William Wordsworth continued
formulating conservative ideas for the British Tories, al-
beit in an aesthetic fashion.

In France, conservatism was developed by Joseph de
Maistre, Louis de Bonald, and Hugues Felicité de La
Mennais. De Maistre wrote Considérations sur [’histoire
de France in 1797, criticizing the Constitutional Assem-
bly for not including French traditional values in the
constitution. He also opposed the republicans and
made an apology of monarchy and the pope, going so
far as to suggest the extermination of intellectuals, Jews,
republicans, and others who were a threat to the sover-
eignty of his planned monarchic theocracy. De Bonald’s
major work was Théorie du pouvoir politique et religieux
dans la société civile, published in 1796, while he was an
anti-revolutionary emigré in Heidelberg, Germany. He
valued categories such as order, monarchy, and theoc-
racy, and developed a point-by-point refutation of the
Enlightenment, arriving at the following conservative
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formula: “A general will, a general love, and a general
force achieve the aim which is the conservation of social
beings.” La Mennais contributed to Francois
Chateaubriand’s journal Le Conservateur, founded in
1818, before investing in what later became known as
the Parti Conservateur in France.

These ideas were present also in Germany and
reached the Americas in the 19th century. In Germany,
Justus Moser and Adam Miiller were the first to em-
brace conservatism as a philosophy of history. Later,
Karl von Savigny applied conservatism to juridical
thinking, founding the school of historical jurispru-
dence. In North America, conservatism arrived as both
a British and a French heritage. In Canada, a Parti Con-
servateur was founded in Quebec. In the United States,
conservative ideas were expressed in the organization of
the American Founding Fathers, the Federalist Party of
John Adams, and the initiatives of politicians such as
Adams, Alexander Hamilton, John Roanoke, and John
Caldwell Calhoun. Conservatives in Mexico supported
the wars of independence from Spain, but then tried to
establish a monarchy of the Bourbon family in Mexico
City, while in Argentina and Brazil conservatism arrived
later, directly from France, as both countries had their
own Partido Conservador.

Conservative thinkers have reacted to several revo-
lutions—the Industrial Revolution, French Revolution,
American Revolution, the revolutions of 1830 and
1848 in Europe, and the independence of South Amer-
ican countries. They also reacted to liberalism, anar-
chism, socialism, communism, and other movements in
different countries during the 20th century. This ex-
plains the meaning of the term reactionary, often inex-
tricably linked, as in reactionary conservatism. However,
conservatism is by no means a whole and uniform
block, but rather the expression of several—and some-
times contradictory—tendencies in different contexts.

CONSERVATISM IN THE UNITED STATES

Even though there were traces of conservatism in the
18th century, conservatism in the United States actually
started in the second half of the 20th century and has
since then shaped American politics.

Authors such as Friedrich von Hayek and Russel
Kirk represent an awakening process that took place
after World War II. In 1944, Hayek published Road to
Serfdom and in 1953 Russel Kirk published The Conser-
vative Mind: From Burke to Elliot, establishing a line be-
tween 18th-century Britain and the contemporary
United States. Both argued for the need for strong con-
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servative values in order to guarantee the cement of so-
ciety. Several shorter articles after these publications
served as a political thermometer of that epoch. In
“The Conservative Mood,” published in Dissent in
1954, Wright Mills critically reviewed the ideas of Kirk.
Bernard Crick raised questions about the meaning of
conservatism in the United States in “The Strange
Quest for an American Conservatism,” which appeared
in the Rewview of Dolitics in 1955. Following a similar
path, Samuel Huntington suggested, in his article “Con-
servatism as an Ideology,” published in American Politi-
cal Science Review in 1957, that conservatism was an
extemporaneous ideology that would arise as a reaction
to any attack on given institutions but that still lacked
an appropriate theory.

The development of conservatism as a political the-
ory can be seen as an attempt to respond to these issues.
First, conservatism was embraced by partisan politics
and by organizations of the so-called right. Based on
this articulation, the Republican Party tried to elect
Douglas MacArthur to the presidency in 1944, 1948,
and 1952; supported the presidential campaign of
Barry Goldwater in 1964; and elected Ronald Reagan in
the 1980s and George W. Bush in 2000.

Finally, conservative action through radical activism
was promoted by the creation of associations, publica-
tion of newspapers and magazines, and the use of
media such as telephone, radio, and television, among
others. During the 1950s and 1960s, these strategies
backed the anti-communist activities of McCarthyism,
the opposition to civil rights by groups such as the Ku
Klux Klan, the American Liberty League, the John
Birch Society and others, as well as the anti-ecumenical
propaganda against mainline churches by fundamental-
ist preachers. During the “culture wars” of the 1980s,
there were similar initiatives by the Christian right and
the Moral Majority, which opposed affirmative action,
feminism, and liberal theology. By 2000, several groups
had developed a culture of opposition to the welfare
state, to the United Nations, and to foreign ideas.

The challenge, however, is how to connect these var-
ious positions to conservatism. Their links are assumed
in times of need (in opposition to communism or to
terrorism, for instance), but not easily established in a
clear way—especially because they also seem to be re-
jected whenever these groups or associations go too far
astray. Social scientists have then tried to explain and
measure the impact of radical activism. Daniel Bell ded-
icated two books (The New Right in 1955 and The Radi-
cal Right in 1964) to the study of these movements.
Allen Broyles published The John Birch Society: Anatomy

of a Protest in 1964 and David Chalmers presented sta-
tistics about the Ku Klux Klan in Hooded Americanism:
The History of the Ku Klux Klan in 1965. In The Politics
of Unreason: Right-Wing Extremism in America (1970),
Seymour Martin Lipset attempted to show how the rad-
ical right was a form of extremism similar to the radical
left, with belligerent and irrational strategies that soon
separated the right wing from traditional conservatism.

It was only with the greater impact of the Christian
right on American politics, first electing Jimmy Carter
in 1976 and then supporting Ronald Reagan as presi-
dent of the United States, that a new interest arose in
the study of the relationship between conservatism and
religion. The book American Evangelicalism: Conserva-
tive Religion and the Quandary of Modernity, written by
James Davidson Hunter in 1983, and Sara Diamond’s
Roads to Dominion: Right-Wing Movements and Political
Power in the United States (1995) are good examples of
analyses of this trend.

TYPES OF CONSERVATISM

The different aspects mentioned above and the histori-
cal development of conservative ideas, organizations
and social groups indicate that conservatism has not re-
mained unchanged. First, the historical situation has
changed since the 18th century. Second, conservatism
was inserted in different countries and cultural con-
texts. And finally, it continuously adapts its strategies.
Therefore, it is necessary to differentiate conservatism
according to different issues that run parallel to the ac-
counts above. For that purpose, the following categories
can be applied:

Traditional conservatism is defined by Jirgen
Habermas as a hermeneutic philosophy that emphasizes
tradition and existing institutions in Europe. In the
United States, this trend is represented by Kirk, who re-
lied on traditional southern politics, well described by
Paul Gottfried and Thomas Flemming in The Conserva-
tive Movement (1988), and by Eugene Genovese in The
Southern Tradition: The Achievement and Limitations of
an American Conservatism (1994). This form of conser-
vative thinking continually gained more adherents, in-
volving also politicians, journalists, lobbyists, and
organizations.

New conservatism is a label applied to a turn that
occurred in the 1940s under the influence of Hayek’s
Road to Serfdom and Peter Viereck’s Conservatism Revis-
ited. But its popularization occurred with William F.
Buckley in the 1950s, as he published God and Man at
Yale and McCarthy and His Enemies and launched the



National Review—which became the most important
U.S. conservative journal. In Britain, Michael Oakeshott
defended this new form of conservatism from 1947 until
his death in 1990, while in Germany, Ernst Forsthoff and
Arnold Gehlen were its main representatives.

Neoconservatism has sometimes been identified as
the ideology of frustrated socialists who broke ranks
with liberalism and joined the Reagan administration.
The list includes sociologists such as Bell, Irving Kris-
tol, Daniel Moynihan, and Nathan Glazer, among oth-
ers. As trained sociologists influenced by the political
theory of Leo Straus, they understood the rationality of
distinct spheres of society, and integrated newer cate-
gories to political discourse, exerting considerable intel-
lectual influence during the Reagan administration.
This trend was represented in Germany by Hermann
Liibbe and Robert Spaemann in France by Raymond
Aron and Alain de Benoist, and in Brazil by José Guil-
herme Merquior and Vamireh Chacon.

Ethnic neoconservatism is a label than can be ap-
plied to a series of representatives from different minor-
ity groups, who became involved with neo-conservatism
and brought their arguments to the public sphere. This
was first identified with the term black neoconservatism
applied to African American authors such as Thomas
Sowell and Stephen Carter, who opposed affirmative ac-
tion. However, this label was later dropped in order to
include Asian and Latino writers such as Francis
Fukuyama, Dinesh d’Souza, Linda Chavez, and many
others.

Compassionate conservatism is a program based on
the thinking of Marvin Olasky, a view that was em-
braced by George W. Bush when he was governor of
Texas. Elected president of the United States, Bush fol-
lowed Olasky’s advice and combined it with the policies
of the Republican Party, proposing a government ad-
ministration that should be more sensitive to social is-
sues. One part of this new policy was the Faith-based
and Community Initiative; another was the inclusion of
the issues of the poor within the government domestic
agenda.

All things considered, there is a line uniting the sev-
eral conservative ideas and groups outlined above. We
can confirm that conservatism has ideological, organiza-
tional, and cultural aspects. It favors historical continu-
ity and stability and defends traditional institutions,
arguing for the preservation of the status quo. However,
conservatism is not static. In order to defend these
ideas, it embraces strategies of modernity, changes its
form, and integrates new groups, always adapting to
changing situations.
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Conservative Party, UK

THE CONSERVATIVE Party is the oldest British polit-
ical party and arguably the oldest political party in the
world. It has given rise to some of Great Britain’s great-
est leaders, is unofficially referred to as the Tory Party,
and its members are called Tories. Under a system fa-
voring two dominant parties, this center-right party is
the only party with a realistic prospect of providing a
counterbalance to the Labour Party. Throughout its ex-
istence, the party has stood for stability and order. It
was early identified with the lesser aristocracy, the
church, the monarchy, property rights, and agricultural
interests, but during the Industrial Revolution it strove
to align itself with the urban working class and pro-
duced significant reforms. It would subsequently be-
come the party most associated with empire, the middle
class, and business.

Conservatives today advocate private enterprise,
lower taxes, and government reduction and efficiency.
The party is also less enthusiastic than the Labour Party
about the movement toward European integration and
includes elements known as “Euroskeptics” who object
to a European currency and the surrendering of sover-
eignty to the European Union. Divisions over the Euro-
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pean Union have caused internal party bickering, al-
though Conservatives are suppressing these differences.
The party is achieving new unity in opposing Labour’s
domestic policies and constitutional reforms. Even
though usually advocating measures promoting social
stability and traditional values, since the party’s found-
ing, it has demonstrated a determination to remain rele-
vant to contemporary issues, while avoiding long-term
doctrinal disputes or ideological rigidity. It has also
shown agility in rebounding from serious splits and
electoral defeats and a willingness to renew and democ-
ratize itself.

THE TORIES OF PITT AND PEEL

Party origins are traceable to the loose Tory faction ap-
pearing in the late 17th century. The Tories found per-
manent cohesion under William Pitt the Younger, who
began his political career championing parliamentary
reform and became prime minister in 1783. Pitt’s re-
forming zeal cooled with concerns over the influence of
the radicalism of the French Revolution, and he became
the implacable builder of anti-French international
coalitions. After Pitt, Lord Liverpool, who served as
prime minister from 1812 to 1827, masterfully built the
party.

Under the anti-reform leadership of the Duke of
Wellington, the aristocratic victor over Napoleon at
Waterloo and a reluctant politician, the Tory Party frac-
tured and lost power because of the adoption of reform
measures granting political rights to Catholics. The de-
mocratization of the Great Reform Act of 1832 further
reduced Tory parliamentary representation. Its strength
would not be rebuilt until Robert Peel, the father of the
modern Conservative Party, assumed leadership of the
Tories and attracted middle-class and business con-
stituents. Under Peel, the “Conservative Party” name
came into use, the Tamworth Manifesto of 1834 an-
nounced the tenets of conservatism, and in the same
year Peel served briefly as a minority prime minister.

By 1841, the Conservatives were the majority in
Parliament and Peel was firmly established as prime
minister. In 1846, however, the party divided over the
issue of repeal of the protectionist Corn Laws and Peel
resigned. Eventually many of Peel’s free trade support-
ers called “Peelites,” most notably William Gladstone,
joined the Whigs and formed the Liberal Party.

The 14th Earl of Derby, who led minority govern-
ments in the 1850s and 1860s because of Whig divi-
sions, revived Conservative fortunes. But it was due to
the creativity and political skill of Benjamin Disraeli

that Conservatives regained a majority in Parliament.
The road to power was paved by Disraeli’s achievement
in securing enactment of the Reform Act of 1867,
which extended the franchise. With significant support
from industrial workers, Conservatives managed to
form a majority government with Disraeli as prime
minister in 1874. Disraeli devised a strong party organ-
ization, including the opening of the Conservative Cen-
tral Office in 1870, and the party associated itself with
far-flung imperial successes, business enterprise, patriot-
ism, and progressive policies promoting inclusion of
the working class called Tory Democracy. Nevertheless,
a resurgent Liberal Party commanded by Gladstone,
benefiting from an economic downturn, defeated the
Conservatives in 1880, but the Tories returned to
power under Disraeli in 1886 due to the Liberals’ divi-
sion over Irish Home Rule.

SALISBURY, UNIONISTS, AND DEFEAT

Even after Disraeli’s departure, the Conservative Party
enjoyed broad-based appeal and benefited from sup-
port of disgruntled Unionist Liberals who opposed
their party’s stance on Ireland. Accordingly, Conserva-
tives regularly won elections under the 20-year leader-
ship of the able Third Marquis of Salisbury. In 1895,
the Conservative-Liberal Unionist coalition was active
albeit unofficial, but by 1912 the coalition became offi-
cial and the term Unionist was regularly used in the
place of Conservative through the 1920s. The Conserva-
tives in Scotland would be called Unionists until the
1960s. After Salisbury’s retirement in 1902, the party
declined under Salisbury’s nephew, Arthur Balfour. Ex-
acerbating Unionists’ troubles was disagreement over
proposed tariff reform, which encountered opposition
from a small but determined free trade faction within
the party and working-class worries about higher prices
resulting from higher duties. In 1906, the party faced re-
jection at the polls.

COALITION, REBELLION, AND BALDWIN

While out of power, Unionists opposed Liberal reform
proposals, which led to new party divisions and the res-
ignation of Balfour. After a Unionist House of Lords
defeated the government’s budget in 1910, partisan bat-
tle ensued in the House of Lords, and the Liberals
countered with measures to reduce the power of the
lords. Within the party, the position of party chairman
was established to manage the Central Office. Andrew
Bonar Law became party leader and aggressively chal-
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Election posters produced by the Conservative Party in the United Kingdom focused on anti-Labour Party messages. The posters are from the

elections of, from left to right, 1929, 1929, 1951, and 1955.

lenged the disunited Liberals. Due to effective party
leadership, restoration of morale, unpopularity of Lib-
eral constitutional reforms, and perceived mismanage-
ment of the early days of World War I, the
Conservatives gradually returned to power, first in a
coalition formed in 1915 with Liberal Prime Minister
H.H. Asquith, and, commencing in 1916, as the domi-
nate party in a coalition led by Liberal Prime Minister
David Lloyd George.

The coalition would continue into the postwar pe-
riod. With Bonar Law’s departure in 1921, an unpopu-
lar Austen Chamberlain became party leader. Yet in a
revolt led by Law, Chamberlain was removed, the coali-
tion collapsed, and Law became prime minister. The re-
form-minded and popular Stanley Baldwin, who was
viewed as the embodiment of English virtues and ap-
pealed to business and professional voters, became
party leader and prime minister in 1923. Due to the
world economic crisis, another coalition was forged,
called the National Government, in 1931 under Liberal
Prime Minister Ramsey MacDonald. Baldwin returned
for his third premiership in 1935.

WORLD WAR II, CHURCHILL,
AND POSTWAR DIFFICULTIES

On Baldwin’s retirement in 1937, a popular Neville
Chamberlain became party leader and prime minister,
but resigned over failure of his German appeasement
policy. In a time of war, Conservatives and the nation
turned to the indomitable leadership of Winston
Churchill. But at war’s end, voters ousted Churchill and

the Conservatives in 1945. The party nevertheless re-
turned to office under an aging Churchill in 1951 and
accepted much of Labour’s social reforms. After
Churchill’s retirement in 1955, Conservatives held
power until 1964 under Prime Ministers Anthony
Eden, Harold Macmillan, and Sir Alec Douglas-Home.
However, Conservative administrations of the 1960s
and 1970s faced economic ills and a resurgent Labour
Party. In 1965, Edward Heath was named party leader
and became prime minister in 1970. Heath led Britain
into the European Common Market, but after losing
elections in 1974, was defeated as leader by Margaret
Thatcher in 1975. She was the first leader since before
the war not to come from the party’s moderate main-
stream.

THATCHER AND MAJOR

Thatcher was more ideological than her recent prede-
cessors and moved the party to the right. She was
elected Britain’s first woman prime minister in 1979
and was reelected in 1983 and 1987. The “Iron Lady”
achieved victory in the Falklands War, a close relation-
ship with President Ronald Reagan, and greater Euro-
pean cooperation in foreign affairs, and she
championed free enterprise. Although her domestic
policies sometimes proved unpopular, she was success-
ful in curbing the trade unions and privatizing many
government-controlled industries. Despite achieving
much of her domestic agenda, known as Thatcherism,
many Conservatives in Parliament tired of her leader-
ship and resistance to European integration and feared
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the next election. After failing to achieve victory on the
first ballot of party members in Parliament, Thatcher
resigned in 1990.

John Major, chancellor of the exchequer, won the
race to replace Thatcher and went on to lead the party
to a close victory in the 1992 general election, only to
confront leadership challenges in the mid-1990s.
Throughout his premiership, Major continued with
much of Thatcher’s agenda, but the Conservative ma-
jority declined to a tenuous level and party division
over the European Union increased. Scandals, reces-
sion, hostile press coverage, and a reinvigorated and
more moderate Labour Party resulted in an unsurpris-
ing Conservative defeat in 1997.

Back in opposition, the Conservatives turned to the
youthful leadership of William Hague. He instituted
changes in the leadership selection process to include
the party’s rank and file, but proved unable to dislodge
Labour in the 2001 election and resigned. With the sup-
port of Thatcher loyalists, lan Duncan Smith was se-
lected as leader by a vote of the party membership.
Smith was more moderate than expected and ended
open party dissension over the European Union, but
was seen by many as a lackluster challenger to Labour
Prime Minister Tony Blair. After losing a confidence
vote of parliamentary Conservatives, Smith resigned
and the party swiftly unified behind Michael Howard in
November 2003.

As a former home secretary and Conservatives’ eco-
nomic spokesman in Parliament, Howard offered expe-
rience, a statesmanlike image, and the hope of
presenting a party ready to govern. To the delight of
Conservatives, he proved to be an enthusiastic parlia-
mentary debater against Blair, and mounted a television
campaign and toured Britain attacking Labour’s record
on government services, crime, education, and taxation,
and criticized proposed reform of the judiciary and a
proposed European constitution. Howard has also re-
emphasized Conservative beliefs in limited and efficient
government and streamlined party organization at the
Central Office and in Parliament.
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Coolidge, Calvin (1872-1933)

THE 30TH PRESIDENT of the United States, Calvin
Coolidge, was born on Independence Day, 1872, in Ply-
mouth, Vermont, as John Calvin Coolidge. Later in his
life he dropped the “John” from his name. He was the
son of John Calvin Coolidge, a man of many trades (in-
cluding storekeeper, teacher, politician, and farmer) and
Victoria Josephine Moor Coolidge. His mother died at
age 39 when Coolidge was 12. In 1895, he graduated
from Ambherst College with honors. Following his grad-
uation, he studied law in Northampton, Massachusetts,
in the offices of John Hammond and Henry Field.
After being accepted to the bar in 1897, he opened his
own practice where he did collection work for business
houses, managed estates, performed title work for
banks, and dealt with real estate issues.

Throughout his life, Coolidge was very involved in
politics and was an active member of the Republican
Party. On December 6, 1899, he was appointed city
councilman, the beginning of his public service career.
He continued to move up the political ladder, holding
many government positions. Coolidge became gover-
nor of Massachusetts at the age of 47 on November 5,
1918.

During his service as governor, he became nation-
ally known for his stand during the Boston Police Strike
on September 11, 1919. He believed that the police
should not be allowed to go on strike. Coolidge de-
clared: “There is no right to strike against the public
safety by anybody, anywhere, anytime.” He dispatched
the National Guard despite warnings by colleagues that
it might destroy the Republican Party in Massachusetts
and also his career. When the strike was over, Coolidge



did not allow the strikers to return to work. He was re-
elected that fall.

In 1920 he took a run at the presidency, but Warren
G. Harding received the Republican nomination.
Coolidge was selected vice president. That November,
the Harding and Coolidge team won by a landslide.
Harding died on August 2, 1923, and Coolidge became
president. His father, who at the time was a notary pub-
lic, swore him in. During the one year that was left of
the term, he gained enough support within his party to
receive the presidential nomination for the 1924 cam-
paign, which he won easily. He received about 72 per-
cent of the electoral votes. During his second term as
president, he successfully achieved most of his goals.
He was known for his conservative views, perhaps best
summarized in his public statement: “We do not need
more intellectual power, we need more moral power.
We do not need more knowledge, we need more charac-
ter. We do not need more government, we need more
culture. We do not need more law, we need more reli-
gion.”

His domestic economic policies successfully fol-
lowed the conservative Republican line: He cut the na-
tional budget almost in half, he kept unemployment at
3.6 percent, and the nation’s wealth increased by 17.5
percent. Educational spending increased and illiteracy
was cut in half. On June 2, 1924, he signed a bill that
made all Native Americans citizens of the United
States.

Coolidge is known for supporting the Kellogg-
Briand Pact, is a multilateral pact under which 62 coun-
tries renounced war as a means of international policy,
which was later turned into international law. It was rat-
ified by the U.S. Senate and signed by Coolidge on Jan-
uary 17, 1929. Throughout his presidency, he was one
of the most popular presidents in American history. He
was also known to be very quiet and always calm. Some
historians point out that Coolidge’s economic policies,
especially his laissez-faire attitude toward American
business, helped contribute to the causes and effects of
the subsequent Great Depression of the 1930s.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Roosevelt, Franklin D.; New Deal.
Volume 2 Right: Conservatism; Republican Party.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Calvin Coolidge Memorial Foundation, “Calvin Coolidge
Chronology,” www.calvin-coolidge.org (April 2004); The
White House, “Calvin Coolidge,” www.whitehouse.gov

(April 2004); Cal Thomas, Silent Cal Speaks: Why Calvin

Corporatism 601

Coolidge Is the Model for Conservative Leadership Today (The
Heritage Foundation, 1996); University of Kansas, “Calvin
Coolidge Biography,” American Presidency, www.grolier.com

(April 2004).

ARTHUR HoOLST, PH.D.
WIDENER UNIVERSITY

Corporatism
CORPORATISM, derived from the Latin word corpus,

is a political or social system in which a government or
society creates alliances with professional, social, and
economic groups to promote an agenda. In general
terms, a corporatist system usually refers to govern-
mental systems. Essentially, corporatism alludes to the
parts of a society contributing to the development of
that particular entity. However, on the social level, it can
refer to social systems in relation to the Catholic
Church or other interest groups.

Historically, the idea of corporatism evolved in the
medieval era, in the 1300s. Medieval society was cen-
tered around the Catholic Church or societal guilds.
Thus, corporatism in the pre-Reformation era centered
on social guidance, rather than on any political or eco-
nomic goals. In more recent times, however, the idea of
corporatism emerged in an increasingly political envi-
ronment.

In the late 19th century, industrialization gripped
Europe. In a previously rural and agrarian society, the
onslaught of mechanization and technology signaled
the end of a tranquil way of life. Industrialization led to
migration to the cities in search of employment and
more stable living conditions. Arriving in the crowded
cities, many worked in crowded factories with long
hours, earning low wages and subject to horrible work-
ing conditions. The result of the process of industrial-
ization was an increasing sense of hostility and
alienation.

Many joined syndicalist unions and conglomerates
to protect against the exploitative practices of employ-
ers. Especially in the late 19th century, radical ideolo-
gies of communism, socialism, and anarchism
permeated many of these unions. The unions, in turn,
became radicalized as the groups promoted radical ac-
tion against capitalism, specifically in the form of vio-
lence and protests. This pattern occurred in many
European societies, from Spain to Germany.
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In the mid-19th century, with radicalism and union-
ism threatening to tear European society in half, many
observers began to look for alternatives to the radical-
ism of the communists or anarchists. The earliest
known expression or reaction to corporatism surfaced
from the writings of the ebullient Adam Muiller. Miiller
professed his views in response to the egalitarianism of
the French Revolution and as a critique of Adam
Smith’s Wealth of Nations. Miiller argued that there ex-
isted a contradiction in 18th-century Europe between
the notions of community and capitalist individualism.

Utilizing Miiller’s concepts of individualism, and in
response to the economic chaos of 19th-century indus-
trialization, the ideology of corporatism emerged. In
1884, in the German town of Freiburg, local church
leaders met to discuss social ills and poverty, which
were endemic throughout Europe. The church leader-
ship demanded that the state solve society’s social prob-
lems. The meeting essentially served as a base of
operations for a rejuvenated Catholic Church. On May
15, 1891, Pope Leo XIII issued an encyclical named
Rerum Novarum. With the subtitle, “Condition of
Labour,” the encyclical discussed the travails of the
working class in the late 19th century. It proceeded to
refute the ideological claims of the socialists and com-
munists on the importance of private property and, in-
deed, promoted the capitalist notion of private
property. Finally, the encyclical demanded that the state
form an alliance with the worker, against capital, for
both mutual protection and self-protection. As a result
of the Rerum, the basic component of corporatism sur-
faced. That is, an alliance between the state and the
workers, excluding the unions and syndicates, would al-
leviate the power of the communist unions and de-
crease political radicalism. Essentially, the Rerum
provided an alternative route, or what later corporatist
theorists would call the Third Way.

The impact on the ideological basis of corporatism
by the Catholic Church must be looked at in relation to
the influence of other philosophical stimuli. Most im-
portant was the impact of German philosopher W.E.
Hegel. Hegel argued convincingly that the state is an ex-
pression of the community. The community’s primary
(sole) purpose is to attain a common good. The commu-
nity is also composed of distinct components or corpo-
rations, and these corporations must manage private
property and organizing the principles of the organiza-
tions so that the state can function efficiently. This idea
would become an essential component of corporatism.
A final source of corporatism emerged from the [talian
corporatists of the early 20th century. Reconstituting

the corporatism of the church with that of Hegel and
Saint Simon, Constantine Panunzio argued that corpo-
ratism would be effective with the impetus of national-
ism. The Italians promulgated a secular, nationalistic,
authoritarian, and materialistic version of corporatism.
It is this brand of corporatism that, in the 20th century,
has emerged as the driving force behind the different
forms of national corporatism.

In the early 20th century, it became quite evident
that corporatism would emerge in societies that carried
a long tradition of Catholicism and centralism. The
first example would emerge in Italy. In the 1920s, the
fascists promoted the ideals of the corporatist model.
Led by Benito Mussolini, the fascists organized the em-
ployers in the country as “corporations,” according to
their particular industries. These corporations were
given representation in a legislature known as the cam-
era dei fasci e delle corporazioni. In the Italian example,
corporatism assumed both a traditional corporatist as
well as a personalist form.

Another corporatist brand, with less ideological
and personalist forms, emerged in the Iberian penin-
sula. In the 1920s, the conservative governments of
Spain and Portugal supported corporate organizations
in competition with the radical unions and syndicates.
Spain’s Primo de Rivera, in his conservative dictator-
ship, attempted to co-opt the major union, the UGT,
(Union general de trabajadores) into his alliance. In Por-
tugal, Antonio de Oliveira Salazar created organizations
like Federacao Nacional para a Alegria no Trabalho
(FNAT) to organize cultural events in the country.

In Latin America, especially after the 1930s, corpo-
ratism assumed a new form. Whereas in Europe corpo-
ratism was closely aligned with the church, Latin
American corporatism assumed a populist tinge. In Ar-
gentina, where Juan Peron initiated his own brand of
corporatism, the working class was given freedom to
react and was integrated into the particular political sys-
tems.

AMERICAN CORPORATISM

To a certain degree, corporatism hit the shores of the
United States in the 1930s. In 1932, Democrat Franklin
Roosevelt was elected president to alleviate the eco-
nomic collapse caused by the Great Depression. Roo-
sevelt’s program, the New Deal, sought to placate
certain economic and social sectors. For example, the
National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA) sought to
bring the working class into the Roosevelt coalition.
Under the New Deal’s early experiment with the Na-



tional Recovery Administration (NRA), the Code Au-
thorities included representatives of industrial associa-
tions, labor unions, and the general public (usually
represented by academics). In setting prices, standards,
and labor conditions, the Code Authorities resembled
the Italian corporazioni. However, when the Supreme
Court declared the NIRA unconstitutional, the New
Deal moved in the direction of control by regulatory
body and by federal programs of direct employment.
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Corsican Separatism

THE STORY OF CORSICAN separatism rightfully be-
gins in the history of France. In 1768, the island was ac-
quired by King Louis XV from Italian Genoa. Under
the dynastic politics of the era, it was only another
transfer of territory, much as France had earlier ceded
its colony of New France (Canada) to Great Britain by
the Treaty of Paris in 1763.

However, to the Corsicans, they themselves were
the citizens of a free republic. Pasquale Paoli declared
that on “January 30, 1735, ... Corsica is declared inde-
pendent by Cunsulta of Orezza which voted the first
Corsican constitution, the first modern democratic
constitution. The legislative power is entrusted at an as-
sembly made up of deputies selected by the people and
the executive power is entrusted to a junta of six mem-
bers elected by the assemblée [assembly].” Corsicans
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thus rightfully consider themselves to have had one of
the first republics in Western political history.

From the time of the meeting of the Cunsulta, Cor-
sicans fought for their freedom against Genoese rule.
But, to paraphrase the English historian Hillaire Belloc,
the Genoese had the maxim gun, and the Corsicans did
not. Giacintu Paoli became the leader of the Corsican
resistance, and was forced to flee the island under perse-
cution from Genoa in 1739. By 1768, Genoa had had
enough of attempting to suppress the Corsican desire
for freedom and representative government. Thus, the
Genoese transferred authority to France.

King Louis sent large forces to suppress Corsican
independence, and soon Paoli’s forces were compelled
to withdraw. As Emil Ludwig writes in Napoleon, “there
was a terrible retreat through the dense forests and the
rugged mountains.” Paoli was forced to flee his beloved
island in June. His adjutant, Carlo Buonaparte, made
peace with the conquerors. In August 1769, his son
Napolione was born. Carlo became a loyal servant of
the French and was duly rewarded with the title of
count. His son Napolione was sent to France for educa-
tion in the military and studied artillery. The son now
took on the name by which he is known to history:
Napoleon Bonaparte.

The “Little Corsican,” as he would always be
known, seized power in France in November 1799, 30
years after his native Corsica had surrendered to the
French. Ironically, the extreme centralization that
Napoleon imposed on France made Corsican indepen-
dence even more of an impossibility. It was now just
one of the départements (provinces) of France, ruled
from Paris, with none of the sense of respect for the in-
stitutions or traditions for the regions of France that
still marked the old monarchy until it fell in the French
Revolution of 1789. However, the Corsican people jeal-
ously kept alive memories of their independence and
celebrated their own culture, writing in their own lan-
guage, Corsu.

In the 1970s, however, the desire for Corsican inde-
pendence—or separatism—took a dangerous turn. The
Corsican National Liberation Front (CNLF) allied itself
with terror organizations like the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO) and the Popular Front for the Lib-
eration of Palestine (PFLP). Thus, it became a target for
French intelligence, the SDECE, the Service de Docu-
mentation Extérieure et de Contre-Espionage, and the
DST, the Direction de la Surveillance du Territoire,
which was concerned more with French internal secu-
rity. Ironically, most of the members of the special Ac-
tion Branch of the SDECE were Corsicans, and some
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would form the anti-independence movement Francia.
Beginning as early as July 1960, Radio Corse had trans-
mitted Corsican nationalist views. However, the identi-
fication of Corsican nationalism with anti-French
terrorist acts caused the government in Paris to take
drastic action against it.

According to Roger Falligot and Pascal Krop in La
Piscine: The French Secret service Since 1944, “a team of
frogmen from SDECE landed on the island on the
morning of 14 August [1978] and blew up the station’s
transmitter.” Since 1997, the Manca Naziunale has been
the leftist organization dedicated to Corsican sepa-
ratism. On its internet site, the Manca Naziunale de-
clares: “Since the month of November 1997, patriots of
the left decided to enter into a free, public, and plural
process. A Manca Naziunale defines itself as a political
guidance of the Left which fight[s] for the right of self-
determination for Corsican People.”

Two other Corsican political parties exist, the
Corse Nouvelle (New Corsica) and Corsica Nazione
(Corsican Nation). Corse Nouvelle states its position, in
keeping with traditional Corsican emphasis, “we will al-
ways be faithful to our beliefs” for Corsican identity,
yet it also states that it holds to “the close interrelation-
ship of cultures, Corsican and French.”

From 2000 to 2002, violence struck Corsica again,
leading to the assassination of the governing French
prefect. According to the International Herald Tribune,
“for French governments, Corsica is a political issue
that, like hot tar, sticks unpleasantly to anyone who
dares touch it.”
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Coughlin, Charles E. (1891-1979)

FATHER COUGHLIN was a Canadian-born Catholic
priest noted as founder of the million-member Na-
tional Union for Social Justice (Union Party), but more
known for his weekly radio sermons from Birmingham,
Michigan, that drew an audience of around 30 to 40
million. Those 40 million listeners were approximately
one-third of Americans. Coughlin was one of the first
to realize the potential of radio, and his message of
sympathy for the distressed person, dislike for ex-
ploitive big business, and indifferent big government
resonated with millions of listeners.

Coughlin was a natural public speaker, almost mes-
merizing. With strong encouragement from his mother,
he entered the priesthood in Toronto, Canada, in 1916.
His first work was as professor at Assumption College,
Windsor, Ontario. His ability to manipulate through
words was such that he convinced his students to build
him a house. He left Assumption in 1923 because the
Basilican order required a vow of poverty. He became
assistant pastor at St. Leo’s Cathedral, Detroit, Michi-
gan, and quickly became popular for his powerful fun-
damentalist sermons. He attracted the attention of
Michael Gallagher, bishop of Detroit, who in 1926
made Coughlin head pastor of a small church in Royal
Oak, a suburb of Detroit. The church, The Shrine of
the Little Flower, had problems with the anti-Catholi-
cism of the local Ku Klux Klan (KKK), whose fiery
cross partially burned the church. It was also a poor
parish in need of more money. Coughlin began broad-
casting over the radio to bring the church money and to
neutralize the KKK. Beginning on October 17, 1926, he
preached on the Columbia Broadcasting System
through the 1930s until the church silenced him in
1942. His voice was warm, emotional, almost ingratiat-
ing, and a natural attraction for millions.

Coughlin originally broadcast sermons and talks
with children. He soon began expressing his political
beliefs. After the stock market collapsed in 1929, he
began calling for religion and leadership to get America
through the crisis. His popularity continued growing,
and in 1930, CBS began broadcasting his sermons na-
tionwide. Coughlin established the Radio League of the
Little Flower. A year later, he averaged 80,000 letters re-
ceived each week. Many included money. Coughlin had
the means to finance the improvement of his parish.
More important, he had the funds to spread his politi-
cal views.

Initially, Coughlin blamed the economic hard times
on Herbert Hoover, president during the collapse.



Coughlin supported the presidential candidacy of
Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1932. He campaigned for the
Democrat on his broadcasts with slogans such as “Roo-
sevelt or Ruin.” Coughlin wanted a position in the Roo-
sevelt administration, but he received nothing. He
continued to speak against the evils of capitalism. His
radio league continued to grow. One New York radio
station poll in 1933 found 55 percent of those polled
agreed that he was the most useful American other than
the president.

Coughlin initially thought that Roosevelt was as
radical a reformer as he was. Roosevelt’s rhetoric about
chasing the money changers from the temple resonated
well with Coughlin’s populist monetary reforms. When
Roosevelt lost interest in reform, Coughlin felt betrayed
and double-crossed by Roosevelt.

Coughlin established the National Union for Social
Justice on November 11, 1934. The union advocated for
private property, the Roosevelt administration (if it
could be made to move faster on monetary reform), and
easier money policy based on the silver standard. Roo-
sevelt rejected the idea and arranged for publication of
an article listing the largest holders of silver in the
United States. Among the largest owners of silver were
Father Charles Coughlin and the National Union for
Social Justice.

Coughlin became disenchanted with the slow pace
of New Deal reform, and he declared it to be a commu-
nist conspiracy. He began associating more closely with
right-wing organizations, and his anti-Semitism became
more pronounced. His radio talks became attacks on
Roosevelt’s policies and personal behavior.

Coughlin’s National Union for Social Justice, as the
Union Party, ran its own presidential candidate against
Roosevelt in 1936. Congressman William Lemke of
North Dakota received no electoral votes, although
Coughlin spoke viciously of Roosevelt and the New
Deal. Coughlin had rashly promised to give up broad-
casting and campaigning if his man received fewer than
9 million votes. Because Lemke received just over
900,000, Coughlin retired from broadcasting, but only
until 1937.

On his return, he was even harsher in his criticism.
He persisted in calling the New Deal a communist con-
spiracy, and his sermons became more conspicuously
anti-Semitic. After Kristallnacht, the Nazi-led anti-Se-
mitic riot in Germany in 1938, his broadcast was so anti-
Semitic that one radio station refused to carry his next
one. The Nazis railed at Coughlin’s censorship. Cough-
lin’s publications included the anti-Roosevelt, anti-Se-
mitic Social Justice, which also propagandized about an
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alleged government conspiracy. He also published a ver-
sion of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, the classic anti-
Semitic forgery.

Coughlin’s popularity faded quickly once the U.S.
entry into World War Il ended any American sympathy
for the Axis or fascism. The Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation wanted him off the air and his publications out
of the mails, but his right to free speech was protected
by the First Amendment. After a 1942 grand jury in-
dictment for violating the Espionage Act, Coughlin lost
his second-class mailing privilege, a mortal blow to mail
solicitations and, thus, to fundraising. The bishop told
Coughlin to leave the air, and he returned to the Little
Flower congregation, serving as pastor until his retire-
ment in 1966.

Coughlin wanted the silver standard, the end of pri-
vate banking, and the establishment of a central bank to
control prices. More money, to his thinking, would
spread the wealth. He was on the side of the little peo-
ple. There is a lot of the old populism in Coughlin’s
monetary thinking. Unfortunately, his legacy lives, if at
all, in the efforts of extreme right-wing groups today,
which make him an elder statesman of their racist
movements.
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Coulter, Ann H. (1961-)

IN THE LATE 1990s, lawyer and author Ann Coulter

established herself as one of the most aggressive conser-
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vative commentators in America. While other colum-
nists prefer to moderate their criticisms for a politically
correct age, Coulter wrote with an instinct for the jugu-
lar and the will to employ that instinct. Indeed, Coulter
stands apart even from other staunch conservatives,
such as Sean Hannity, in the unmitigated ferocity with
which she carves into her opponents.

Born in Connecticut, Coulter attended Cornell
University and later earned a J.D. degree from the Uni-
versity of Michigan. Coulter enjoyed a prestigious early
legal career, serving as an editor of the University of
Michigan law review and clerking for Eighth Circuit
U.S. Court of Appeals Judge Pasco Bowman II, before
entering the Department of Justice Honors Program.
She later practiced law in New York City, and worked
for the Senate Judiciary Committee, and for the Center
For Individual Rights. During the Bill Clinton scandals
involving extramarital affairs, Coulter performed pro
bono work for the sexual harassment suit Paula Jones
brought against Clinton.

Beginning in the late 1990s, Coulter began to estab-
lish herself as a television commentator and she ap-
peared on a variety of television shows, including
Hannity and Colmes and Politically Incorrect. She briefly
wrote for the conservative National Review magazine,
but left shortly after the September 11, 2001, terrorist
attacks. In response to those attacks, she wrote a col-
umn arguing that the United States should invade Mid-
dle Eastern countries and convert their populations to
Christianity, an idea that was not well received in many
quarters.

Her first book, High Crimes and Misdemeanors, ar-
gued in favor of the impeachment and conviction of
Clinton and offered a brief history of impeachment
and historical examples of high crimes and misde-
meanors. Coulter forcefully argued that “high crimes
and misdemeanors” need not refer strictly to criminal
acts, but that they could also refer to personal misbe-
havior. According to Coulter, Clinton’s sexual relation-
ship with an intern in the Oval Office, and then lying to
cover up the offense, more than qualified as grounds for
impeachment.

Her first book became a New York Times bestseller,
as did her second book, Slander. In that book, Coulter
introduced quotation after quotation of shrill and ex-
treme liberal rhetoric. She also included a several-page-
long list of people in the news media with extensive
Democratic political ties, along with another list show-
ing instance after instance of conservative books being
described as “surprise bestsellers.” One of the
strengths of the book is Coulter’s repeated demonstra-

tion of a liberal preference for engaging in ad hominem
attacks on its conservative opponents, rather than actu-
ally arguing with them.

Coulter’s third book, and third bestseller, Treason,
argued that liberals have consistently supported ene-
mies of America over the last 50 years. She included a
spirited defense of Senator Joseph McCarthy (known
for McCarthyism, strident anti-communism) and de-
scribes in precise detail the support for communism
from the American left. She also cited numerous exam-
ples of liberal attempts to invoke the Vietnam War at
every opportunity, a comparison that has continued
with numbing regularity throughout America’s War on
Terro and Iraq War.

By arguing that big-government, statist liberals are
the enemy of America’s heritage of liberty, Coulter
continues the work of a long line of conservative writ-
ers that traces at least as far back as EA. Hayek’s The
Road to Serfdom. Coulter excels at the task of filleting
her opponents by quoting their own words to demon-
strate the ridiculousness of their ideas. In Treason, as in
almost all of her writings Coulter lays out an aggressive
case that liberalism undermines all aspects of American
life and American values.
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Courts and Law
THE COURTS AND THE LAW together are integral

parts of a complex system that regulates the lives of all
people in a structured and organized society. Laws may
be natural, which means that they are an inherent part



of human nature. Natural laws are the foundation upon
which acceptable human behavior in a society is based.
Man-made laws, the jurisprudence of a society, encom-
pass all the rules, regulations, and procedures that are
written down, and they may certainly be derived from
natural law. Jurisprudence also includes the history of
legal decisions and precedents that structure subse-
quent legal decisions.

The court system is a component part of the legal
system. Simply put, legislators write the laws, bureau-
crats implement laws, the police enforce the laws, and
the courts interpret the laws. All of these components
of the legal system need to work in concert; of course,
with so many different roles and multiple actors in-
volved, this is a system that necessarily leads to dis-
agreement, misinterpretation, and confusion. However,
this is also a system that permits the members of soci-
ety who are bound by the laws to have many avenues of
input into the system. Also, changes in society’s atti-
tudes and new ideas can be introduced into this compli-
cated, fragmented, and flexible system.

The United States is a federal system, which means
that there is both a national government and a series of
state governments. This further means that each level of
government makes laws within its area of jurisdiction,
and there necessarily needs to be a court system at each
level to interpret these laws and deal with any conflicts
that might arise. So in the United States, there are, in ef-
fect, two court systems, a national court system (called
the federal court system) and a state court system. But
it gets a bit more complicated, because each state may
determine its own court structure, so there is variation
among the state systems. Also, there is interaction be-
tween the court systems.

STATE COURT SYSTEM

Each state decides the structure of its courts as well as
the method of judicial appointment. The court system
is hierarchical: there are lower courts (referred to as
minor trial courts), where cases originate, and then a
case may be appealed to a higher court (first, a major
trial court, then sometimes also an intermediate appel-
late court, and finally the state’s highest court). The
grounds for appeal also vary by state and according to
the crimes or issues involved in the case. In some states,
the highest court is called the court of appeal; in other
states, there is a state supreme court. Ultimately, a case
may be appealed to the country’s highest court, the U.S.
Supreme Court, but only if the case meets the require-
ment for appeal to the Supreme Court, that is, if the
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case involves claims arising under federal law, which in-
cludes the Constitution.

Although there are five primary methods of judicial
selection, each state has its own unique variation, and
sometimes a state uses different selection methods for
different levels of state court. It has been stated that
there is perhaps no other office in the United States
that offers such diversity in selection. Virginia is the
only state that currently uses legislative appointment,
whereby the state legislature has the sole appointment
power. This used to be more widely used, but now exec-
utive appointment is a more common variant, whereby
the state governor has sole appointment power. Some
states require that the governor’s appointment be con-
firmed by the legislature. The most common method re-
quires that a judicial hopeful be elected. The election
may be partisan or nonpartisan. In a partisan election,
the judicial candidate usually runs in a party primary to
gain nomination and then runs again in a general elec-
tion where his or her party affiliation is listed on the
ballot. In a nonpartisan election, there would be no
party primary and the ballot at the general election
would not have any party affiliation listed.

Last, there is the merit plan of selection (also called
the Missouri Plan, as Missouri was the first state to in-
stitute this method, in 1940). This is a hybrid method.
Typically, the governor nominates a judge for a short
term of office. Then, in a “retention election,” the vot-
ers are simply asked whether the judge should retain his
or her office. If the people decide not to retain the
judge, the process starts again with a gubernatorial
nomination.

There is a “federal court myth” that holds that the
federal court system is the most significant part of the
American judicial system. However, state courts handle
approximately 95 percent of all the legal cases that arise,
and this belies the impact of the federal court system.

FEDERAL COURT SYSTEM

The jurisdictional limits of the federal court system are
set by the Constitution (Article III) and Congress. Like
the state court system, the federal court system is also
hierarchical. At the base of the structure are the federal
district courts, and there are currently 94 federal district
courts in the United States. Each state has one to four
federal district courts, and the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, the territories of the Virgin Islands,
Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands also each
have a district court. The district courts are the courts
of original jurisdiction (the first court to hear a case) for
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the federal court system, except for cases that are heard
in specialized federal courts.

The specialized courts include the Court of Ap-
peals for Veterans’ Claims, the Court of Appeals for the
Armed Forces, the Tax Court, the Court of Federal
Claims, and the Court of International Trade. The
Court of Appeals for Veterans’ Claims, for example, is
composed of seven judges who are appointed for 15-
year terms by the president, and these appointments are
confirmed by the Senate. This court may review final
decisions of the Board of Veterans’ Affairs (although it
is not connected to the BVA). Most of the cases the
court hears concern the entitlement to and/or amount
of disability or survivor benefits. There are 12 Courts
of Appeal that hear appeals from the District Courts.
The District Courts are assigned a “circuit,” and courts
from each circuit may appeal to their assigned Court of
Appeal. For example, the Second Circuit includes the
various District Courts in Connecticut, New York, and
Vermont, and appeals from the District Courts in these
states go to the Court of Appeal for the Second Circuit.
The top of the federal court hierarchy is the Supreme
Court. The Supreme Court has appellate jurisdiction
over appeals from the 12 Courts of Appeal and the jus-
tices of the Supreme Court are assigned at least one cir-
cuit to oversee. The Supreme Court also has original
jurisdiction over specific cases specified in the Consti-
tution (this means these special cases may be brought
directly to the Supreme Court, bypassing the previ-
ously explained hierarchical structure of the federal
court system). These cases involve matters where a state
is a party to the matter or an ambassador is involved.
(This is not a frequent occurrence; in fact, there have
been fewer than 200 cases of original jurisdiction
brought before the justices in the Supreme Court’s his-
tory.)

JUDICIAL INDEPENDENCE

The Constitution recognizes the need for a Supreme
Court and puts its creation and existence in the hands
of Congress. Article III, section 1 of the Constitution
guarantees the principle of judicial indepen-dence: fed-
eral court judges are to be appointed, not elected, and
they hold office for life (or more accurately, as long as
they show “good behavior”; federal judges may be im-
peached if they commit crimes or accept bribes, but
they are protected from removal just because the deci-
sions they may make are unpopular). Further, federal
judges are protected from Congress reducing their pay
(the Founding Fathers anticipated that one branch of

government, Congress, might be tempted to interfere
with the independence of federal judges by threatening
their compensation).

There is also an “upper-court myth” that concerns
the belief that the lower courts are guided strictly by de-
cisions coming from the Supreme Court. Although the
Supreme Court is the highest court in the land, it pos-
sesses considerable discretion in the cases it selects.
There are more than 7,000 applications made to the
Supreme Court every term, yet the court hears oral ar-
gument and releases its written opinion in fewer than
100 cases per term. This allows members of the
Supreme Court considerable leeway in selecting a case
with issues that attract the court, and in selecting cases
with narrow facts (this means that the court is not inter-
ested in settling every conceivable aspect of an issue,
but instead deals with an issue incrementally).

Further, Supreme Court decisions may be misun-
derstood, the facts of a case may be different from sub-
sequent cases, and Supreme Court decisions are very
broad in scope, leaving room for creativity on the part
of trial judges. Thus, it is difficult for lower courts to be
strictly guided by decisions from the Supreme Court.

The various courts and the laws the courts interpret
are part of an amazingly complex and vibrant system
that impacts all aspects of life in America. New court
decisions, at all levels of court, are made every day. The
ability to negotiate through this system, the internal
procedures of this system, the decisions that courts
reach, as well as questions of justice and fairness—all
indicate the constant scrutiny this system endures. And
yet the system does endure.

Courts and law in the United States are concepts as-
sociated with the right or conservatism. Though both
the left and the right use the courts and law to effect
change in American society, it is mainly the right that
holds to judicial and legislative authority. Often, the left
may disregard the concepts of courts and law in favor
of more radical action to seek change.
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Czech Republic

THE LANDS THAT became the Czech Republic in
1993 were part of communist Czechoslovakia from
1948 to the collapse of totalitarianism in 1989. During
that period all right-wing political activity was perse-
cuted. During the 1950s, political opponents of the
regime were killed and imprisoned. But the late com-
munism of the 1970s and 1980s suppressed dissident
initiatives more mildly. Dissidents lost their jobs and
their children were barred from higher education. Some
came under pressure to become informants or emigrate.
But only a few were jailed for considerable periods of
time. In that environment, the dissident human rights
movement of Charter 77 came into being as a coalition
of anti-communists from Hapsburg monarchists on the
right to reform communists on the left.

The philosopher Jan Patocka, who was one of the
first three spokespersons of the Charter 77 movement
and died following a police interrogation in 1977, was
particularly influential in dissident circles. Under the in-
fluence of his teacher, the phenomenologist Edmund
Husserl, Patocka blamed the decline and self-destruc-
tion of Europe on the scientific-instrumental concept
of politics, devoid of values and meaning. Following
Martin Heidegger, he considered modern society to be
alienating human beings from their essence. He consid-
ered sacrifice and the solidarity of those ready to sacri-
fice themselves (dissidents) as ways to overcome
alienation and materialism. Vaclav Havel applied this
philosophy to analyze communism as a form of alien-
ation. Other right-wing dissidents were influenced by
Catholicism or Hussite-Protestant theology and the nat-
ural law tradition.

Economists, who were neither dissidents nor com-
munists at the Institute for Economic Prognostication
of the Academy of Science in Prague, were in a privi-
leged position in the communist system by having ac-
cess to literature in “capitalist” economics. This group
of economists, including Vaclav Klaus, was influenced
in particular by free-market economists like Ludwig von
Mises, Friedrich von Hayek, and Milton Friedman.
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In November 1989, student demonstrations that
won popular support brought down communism. Civic
Forum, an umbrella movement led by Havel that in-
cluded all anti-communists, replaced the communists.
Civic Forum was an uneasy coalition between former
dissidents, intellectuals, and professionals mostly from
Prague who were concerned with human authenticity,
ethics, and values, and others who were more con-
cerned with economic reforms and personal advantages
for themselves and their supporters. This tension dom-
inated Czech right-wing politics.

Initially, the former Charter 77 dissidents led Civic
Forum and the Czech half of Czechoslovakia. Play-
wright and philosopher Havel became president, and
historian Petr Pithart (who translated Roger Scruton’s
book on conservatism) was prime minister. Of the
economists, only Vaclav Klaus served in the Czech cab-
inet as minister of finance. In 1991, Klaus and his sup-
porters advocated liberalization of price controls and
reduction in subsidies. This led to the division of Civic
Forum and the founding of two right-wing parties, the
Civic Democratic Party, led by Klaus, and the Civic De-
mocratic Alliance, led by another economist, Vladimir
Dlouhy. The nonpolitical dissidents formed the Civic
movement led by Pithart, Jiri Dienstbier, and Martin
Palous (a follower of Eric Voegelin).

The 1992 elections resulted in a right-wing victory
in the Czech lands. New Prime Minister Klaus formed a
coalition with the Civic Democratic Alliance and the
more centrist Christian Democrats that ruled the Czech
Republic until 1997. Since the Slovak part of Czecho-
slovakia elected a nationalist government, tensions be-
tween the two halves of Czechoslovakia were resolved
by the division of Czechoslovakia into independent
Czech and Slovak Republics.

After the “Velvet Divorce,” the Klaus government
continued its policy of coupon privatization, the distri-
bution of coupons to all adults that can be used only to
buy shares in privatized industries. Coupon privatiza-
tion was advertised as a method for privatization when
ordinary citizens have no capital. It was politically wise
because it made the Czechs a nation of shareholders
with a small stake in capitalism; it prevented interna-
tional corporations and foreign individuals from visibly
owning Czech firms that would have been unpopular in
the xenophobic culture that communist isolationism
encouraged, while preventing the former communist
elite with stolen funds from grabbing all legally. Addi-
tionally, some small businesses, shops, and houses were
restored to their precommunist owners or purchased by
their tenants. The government continued to own strate-
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gic properties, the banks, the insurance monopoly, and
utilities.

Though small privatization was on the whole suc-
cessful, coupon privatization proved an unmitigated
disaster. Since it distributed ownership in society with-
out a legal framework by which owners may control
management, the “red” managers stole the properties
they were entrusted to manage by stripping their assets,
selling their products to family and friends. The govern-
ment reacted by concentrating ownership through buy-
ing back the coupons through its banks that created
privatization funds for this purpose. This led to even
greater corruption when management continued to
steal but spread their gains by bribing bankers, bureau-
crats, and politicians for receiving more and more
“loans” from the banks to cover mismanagement and
theft. Despite the government’s free-market rhetoric, in-
dustry was not restructured or privatized. The Czech
Republic had the lowest employment in Europe and the
economy collapsed.

President Havel and the former dissidents who were
quite passive and weak during the mid-1990s were em-
boldened to bring down the government. For a few
months, Havel managed to use the political stalemate to
gain power, but after the 1998 elections, Klaus preferred
to bring the Social Democrats, his ideological rivals,
into power rather than go back into coalition with his
ideological allies and political rivals from the Freedom
Union Party. He made the smaller right-wing parties
and President Havel politically irrelevant, ensured im-

munity from prosecution for his corrupt party leaders,
and left a Social Democratic government in a situation
where it was forced to undertake unpopular reforms.

The Social Democrats gradually privatized the
banks and allowed some of the inefficient industries to
collapse, leading to unemployment. Nevertheless, the
Social Democrats won a second term in 2002, this time
in coalition with four right-wing parties. They con-
cluded the negotiations over accession to the European
Union. Meanwhile, Klaus’s rhetoric has become in-
creasingly nationalistic and even xenophobic. He suc-
ceeded in replacing Havel as Czech president in 2003 by
cutting a deal with the Communist Party. As ideological
and personal feuds within the smaller right-wing parties
multiplied, the Civic Democratic Party is the only sur-
viving ideologically right-wing party.
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The Right

Darwinism

CHARLES DARWIN (1809-1882) laid the foundation
of a theory that sheds light on the “problem of adapta-
tion” in the animals and plants by means of “natural se-
lection.” Tooby and Leda Cosmides have elaborated on
Darwin’s initial thought, which led to the whole new
perspective, known as Darwinism, that extends Dar-
win’s biological hypothesis to explain social behavior.
Thus, a biological theory, which came into prominence
by providing explanation of the human anatomical fea-
tures and basic survival behaviors, became equally use-
ful for understanding social behaviors as well. This
innovation led to a new term, social Darwinism, which
was coined in the late 19th century to describe the idea
that humans, like animals and plants, compete in a
struggle for existence in which natural selection results
in survival of the fittest. Based on Darwin’s basic hy-
pothesis of adaptation in the species, social scientists es-
tablished the modern version of evolutionary theory,
which attempts to extend Darwin’s logic and tries to an-
alyze mental mechanisms that help us filter information
from our environment and translate that into human
behavior. However, the ability of evolutionary theory to
explain and predict the complex of behaviors of every-
day life and politics has been questioned.

However, some social Darwinists started to argue
that governments should not interfere with human

Charles Darwin’s “survival of the fittest” evolutionary theories were
applied to politics with the advent of Darwinism.

competition by attempting to regulate the economy or
cure social ills such as poverty. Instead, they advocate a
laissez-faire political and economic system that favors
competition and self-interest in social and business af-
fairs. Social Darwinists typically deny that they advo-
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cate a “law of the jungle.” But most propose arguments
that justify imbalances of power among individuals,
races, and nations because they consider some people
more fit to survive than others.

Thus, the term social Darwinist is applied loosely to
anyone who interprets human society primarily in
terms of biology, struggle, competition, or natural law.
Social Darwinism characterizes a variety of past and
present social policies and theories, from attempts to re-
duce the power of government to theories exploring the
biological causes of human behavior. Many people be-
lieve that the concept of social Darwinism explains the
philosophical rationalization behind racism, imperial-
ism, and capitalism. The term has negative implications
for most people because they consider it a rejection of
compassion and social responsibility.

DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL DARWINISM

Social Darwinism originated in Britain during the sec-
ond half of the 19th century. Darwin did not address
human evolution in his most famous study, On the Ori-
gin of Species (1859), which focused on the evolution of
plants and animals. In his other book The Descent of
Man (1871), Darwin directed his theory explicitly to the
single species homo sapiens. Much of the book is de-
voted to developing the evolutionary significance of
sexual selection—that is, the preferential choice of re-
productive partner. Apart from that, the argument fol-
lows two main lines. The first is physical: The
immediate evolutionary forebears of mankind are un-
known. Darwin never represented man as deriving from
apes. He did establish that man must in all probability
be descendant from species that are classified among
primates, and further that man and the higher apes re-
semble each other anatomically more closely than the
latter resemble the lower primates.

The second line of argument is behavioristic. It
maintains that intellectual and social faculties are them-
selves adaptive and in their variations make for the
greater or lesser survival of the creatures that possess
them. Other species besides man subsist with the aid of
rudimentary or developed forms of social organization
and communication, and Darwin could see only differ-
ences of degree between these and the characteristics of
human community and moral awareness.

The last of Darwin’s expressly evolutionary trea-
tises carries behavioristic comparisons even further.
Probably The Expression of the Emotions in Men and An-
imals (1872) is the most dated of Darwin’s writings.
Nevertheless, in comparing phenomena like the physi-

cal manifestation of hostility in dog and master—the
similarity of the snarling jaw to the drawn lips—and
many other states of temper, Darwin did carry biology
into treatment of faculties traditionally reserved for
moral studies.

The application of Darwin’s theory of natural se-
lection specifically to human behavior was interpreted
as justifying cruel social policies at home and imperial-
ism abroad. The Englishman most associated with early
social Darwinism, however, was sociologist Herbert
Spencer, a social philosopher, often regarded as one of
the first sociologists. Spencer coined the phrase “sur-
vival of the fittest” to describe the outcome of compe-
tition between social groups. In Social Statics (1850) and
other works, Spencer argued that through competition,
social evolution would automatically produce prosper-
ity and personal liberty unparalleled in human history.

In the United States, Spencer gained considerable
support among intellectuals and some businessmen, in-
cluding steel manufacturer Andrew Carnegie, who
served as Spencer’s host during his visit to the United
States in 1883. The most prominent American social
Darwinist of the 1880s was William Graham Sumner,
who on several occasions told audiences that there was
no alternative to the “survival of the fittest” theory.
Critics of social Darwinism seized on these comments
to argue that a “dog-eat-dog” philosophy of human be-
havior that justified oppressive social and political poli-
cies cannot be rationalized by the hypothesis of
“natural selection.”

HEREDITARIANISM

Studies of heredity contributed another variety of so-
cial Darwinism in the late 19th century. In Hereditary
Genius (1869), Sir Francis Galton, a British scientist and
Darwin’s cousin, argued that biological inheritance is
far more important than environment in determining
character and intelligence. This theory, known as hered-
itarianism, met considerable resistance, especially in the
United States. Sociologists and biologists who criticized
hereditarianism believed that changes in the environ-
ment could produce physical changes in the individual
that would be passed on to future generations, a theory
proposed by French biologist Jean-Baptiste Lamarck in
the early 19th century. After 1890, hereditarianism
gained increasing support, due in part to the work of
German biologist August Weismann. Weismann reem-
phasized the role of natural selection by arguing that a
person’s characteristics are determined genetically at
conception.



THE STRUGGLE SCHOOL

Toward the end of the 19th century, another strain of
social Darwinism was developed by supporters of the
struggle school of sociology. English journalist Walter
Bagehot expressed the fundamental ideas of the strug-
gle school in Physics and Politics (1872), a book that de-
scribes the historical evolution of social groups into
nations.

Bagehot argued that these nations evolved princi-
pally by succeeding in conflicts with other groups. For
many political scientists, sociologists, and military
strategists, this strain of social Darwinism justified
overseas expansion by nations during the 1890s. In the
United States, historian John Fiske and naval strategist
Alfred Thayer Mahan drew from the principles of so-
cial Darwinism to advocate foreign expansion and the
creation of a strong military.

REFORM DARWINISM

After 1890, social reformers used Darwinism to advo-
cate a stronger role for government and the introduc-
tion of various social policies. This movement became
known as reform Darwinism. Reform Darwinists ar-
gued that human beings need new ideas and institutions
as they adapt to changing conditions. For example, U.S.
Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., rea-
soned that the Constitution of the United States
should be reinterpreted in light of changing circum-
stances as American society progressed through the
decades.

Some reformers used the principles of evolution to
justify sexist and racist ideas that undercut their pro-
fessed belief in equality. For example, the most extreme
type of reform Darwinism was eugenics, a term coined
by Sir Francis Galton in 1883 from the Greek word eu-
genav, meaning “well-born.” Eugenists claimed that par-
ticular racial or social groups—usually wealthy
Anglo-Saxons—were ‘“naturally” superior to other
groups. They proposed to control human heredity by
passing laws that forbid marriage between races or that
restrict breeding for various social “misfits” such as
criminals or the mentally ill.

SOCIAL DARWINISM IN THE 20th CENTURY

Although social Darwinism was highly influential at the
beginning of the 20th century, it rapidly lost popularity
and support after World War I. During the 1920s and
1930s, many political observers blamed it for contribut-
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ing to German militarism and the rise of Nazism. Dur-
ing this same period, advances in anthropology also dis-
credited social Darwinism. German American
anthropologist Franz Boas and American anthropolo-
gists Margaret Mead and Ruth Benedict showed that
human culture sets people apart from animals. By shift-
ing the emphasis away from biology and onto culture,
these anthropologists undermined social Darwinism’s
biological foundations. Eugenics was discredited by a
better understanding of genetics and eventually dis-
graced by Nazi dictator Adolf Hitler’s use of eugenic ar-
guments to create a ‘master race.” During World War
II, the Nazis killed several million Jews, Roma (Gypsies),
and members of other groups, believing them inferior
to an idealized Aryan race.

Social theories based on biology gained renewed
support after 1953, when American biologist James
Watson and British biologist Francis Crick successfully
described the structure of the DNA molecule, the
building block of all life. During the 1960s, anthropolo-
gists interested in the influence of DNA on human be-
havior produced studies of the biological basis of
aggression, territoriality, mate selection, and other be-
havior common to people and animals. Books on this
theme, such as Desmond Morris’s Naked Ape (1967)
and Lionel Tiger’s Men in Groups (1969), became best-
sellers. In the early 1970s, American psychologist
Richard ]. Herrnstein revived the social Darwinist argu-
ment that intelligence is mostly determined by biology
rather than by environmental influences.

During the 1960s, British biologist W.D. Hamilton
and American biologist Robert L. Trivers produced
separate studies showing that the self-sacrificing behav-
ior of some members of a group serves the genetic well-
being of the group as a whole. American biologist
Edward O. Wilson drew on these theories in Sociobiol-
0gy: The New Synthesis (1975), where he argued that ge-
netics exerts a greater influence on human behavior
than scientists had previously believed.

Wilson claimed that human behavior couldn’t be
understood without taking both biology and culture
into account. Wilson’s views became the foundations
of a new science—sociobiology—and were later popu-
larized in such studies as Richard Dawkins’s The Selfish
Gene (1976). Wilson’s critics have alleged that sociobiol-
ogy is simply another version of social Darwinism.
They claim that it downplays the role of culture in
human societies and justifies poverty and warfare in the
name of natural selection. Such criticism has led to a
decline in the influence of sociobiology and other
forms of social Darwinism.
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Despotism
DESPOTISM CONNOTES autocracy, the absolute

rule of one or a select group and exercise of power
without imposed limits. The word is closely associated
with a host of other concepts, including tyranny, domi-
nation, absolutism, dictatorship, oppression, and servi-
tude. In politics, it refers to a specific model of
governance regarding the ability to make others do what
one wants them to do despite their possible opposition.

Despots come into a position of power in a number
of different ways: seizing power through inheritance
(the cases of Roman Emperors Caligula and Nero),
through military means and then legitimizing their posi-
tion once in power ex post facto (the case of Roman
Emperor Augustus), and through revolution and blood-
shed (Josef Stalin following after Vladimir Lenin in the
new Soviet Union), through bids for power supported
by the religious or other key establishments in the soci-
ety (Alexander the Great of ancient Macedonia). It
should be kept in mind that despotism was not always
regarded as a dangerous political practice. Its dubious
heritage is related to the fact that the word demokratia
did not even exist before the 5th century.

Furthermore, the ambiguities around the meaning
of the word tyrant were part and parcel of ancient
Greek politics. In effect, tyranny practically meant a
transitional government in the Greek polis that emerged

in times of crisis, one that served to weaken an over-
bearing and exclusivist aristocratic government, one
that can manage rapid economic change and enlarge the
range of citizenship. According to Aristotle, for in-
stance, tyrants were commonly champions of the many
and the poor against the few and the rich. They were
thus seen as the engines of transformation that initiated
a shift from oligarchy to democracy. It is only later in
history that tyranny and despotism began to be associ-
ated with evil and cruelty guarded by a narrow,
unchecked, and more often than not class-based rule.
Still, the ancient tyrants themselves also had class ties:
many of them had aristocratic origins and sought after
further fame, fortune, and power. Their main difference
perhaps was that they wanted to weaken the rule of
older, more traditional aristocracy. In other words, an-
cient forms of tyranny had a lot to do with internal
class feuds within the aristocracy, although the tyrants
opted for populism while the settled aristocrats tended
to favor elitism. This characteristic was generally main-
tained by later instances of despotism in history.

Plato’s tyrant is, by definition, a person governed
solely by desire and hence totally out of balance, as he
or she is indifferent to both reason and honor. Whereas
the philosopher-ruler purposes rationality and priori-
tizes justice and well-being of the society, the tyrant is
portrayed as someone chasing after narrowly defined
satisfaction and as enslaved by pleasure. This character-
ization of tyranny is also present in the writings of
Aristotle, Tacitus, and later Machiavelli. Neither Plato
nor Aristotle defined despotism as the opposite of free-
dom. Their problems with despotism or a particular
despot were related more to the issues of virtue, excel-
lence, and justice.

Similarly, Charles de Montesquieu described des-
potism as part and parcel of the rule of French mon-
archs, that is, an integral part of the political system. It
was only in the 19th century that despotism assumed a
decidedly negative face. In particular, founding fathers
of sociology were deeply troubled by what they identi-
fied as new forms of tyranny, despotism, and what they
perceived as the iron hand of the burgeoning modern
life, the city, bureaucracy, and technology. Alexis de
Tocqueville, for instance, was worried about the invisi-
ble tyranny of modern life in society without the exis-
tence of an identifiable tyrant to blame. Others, on the
other hand, were warning against the mechanisms of
bureaucracy as an internalized system with which citi-
zens tyrannize themselves.

The common ground among all these differing def-
initions is that the despot does not have to answer to



anyone, and does not seem to have a moral compass
that can legitimize this ultimate exercise of power. A
derivation of this simplified formula for despotism is
that it is a model of governance composed of unwilling
subjects and run according to arbitrary rules. Hence, in
observing a despotic system, there is marked concern
about the well-being of the polity at large, as well as
rulers’ lack of consideration for general interest and ab-
sence of mechanisms of control over the actions of the
government.

These concerns, in turn, are expected to be taken
care of via democratic rule. In summary, although des-
potism may meet at least some of the basic physical
needs of a society, from Plato to Hannah Arendt there
is consensus among political thinkers that it is the least
conducive form of human governance to fulfill what
may be called higher human needs. Despotism forces
the political aspirations of human nature to be
shunned, to be kept away from the public realm by way
of silencing opposition and refusing to provide a plat-
form of interaction between the rulers and the ruled.
As citizens are eliminated from the public sphere and as
their active participation in politics is curtailed via
mechanisms of fear and violence, city halls, streets,
parks, theatres, and public auditoriums are isolated and
forced to remain quiet.

Surrounded by a loyal army, police force, militia, se-
cret police, spies, and informers, from ancient times on-
ward, despots needed protection from their own people
to sustain their rule. Interestingly, this need for protec-
tion from one’s own also constitutes the very factor that
makes despotism a highly fragile political model that
can only be maintained for a limited period of time and
at great cost.

Although despots have been found on both the
right and left ends of the political spectrum, right-wing
despots have tended to justify their hold on power by
claiming to protect a nation from foreign domination or
from disloyal groups within, while left-wing despots
justify their rule on the grounds that they alone can im-
plement the doctrine of the revolution or revolutionary
party with which they associate themselves.
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Volume 2 Right: Totalitarianism; Fascism.
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Dewey, Thomas E. (1902-1971)

THOMAS E. DEWEY achieved prominence during
three terms as governor of New York and twice as the
Republican presidential nominee, in 1944 and 1948.
Thomas Edward Dewey was born above his grandfa-
ther’s general store in Owosso, Michigan, to George M.
and Annie (Thomas) Dewey. The Deweys were distant
relatives of Admiral George Dewey. Thomas’s father,
George Dewey, was the local newspaper publisher and
active in Republican politics. Dewey had perfect atten-
dance from kindergarten through high school. He grad-
uated in 1923 from the University of Michigan with a
degree in choral music and went on to law school at Co-
lumbia University. This brought him to New York City,
where he would make his career as a lawyer and politi-
cian. One of Dewey’s hobbies extending from his child-
hood was singing, and it was as a young lawyer in New
York that he met his wife, the former Frances Hutt, at
their vocal teacher’s studio. She was a star of the musi-
cal theatre on Broadway. They were married in 1928. To
this union were born two sons, Thomas E. Dewey, Jr.,
and John M. Dewey.

Dewey was in the private practice of law in New
York City from 1925 until 1931, when he was appointed
chief assistant to the U.S. attorney. Dewey briefly
served as U.S. attorney after his superior resigned in
1933. In 1935, he was appointed special prosecutor by
Governor Herbert Lehman to investigate organized
crime. Dewey achieved much success with his prosecu-
tions, and as a result of his newfound fame, he was
drafted by Fiorello H. LaGuardia to run for district at-
torney of Manhattan (New York County). He then con-
tinued his prosecution of organized crime on the state
level. During his first year in office, he made his first
run for governor, against Lehman, to whom he lost nar-
rowly.

In 1940, President Franklin D. Roosevelt was finish-
ing his second term, and it was expected that he would
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not run again, as no president had sought a third term.
Dewey, who was still only a county-level official, was
nevertheless one of the best-known Republicans in the
country, and he was urged by many to seek the presi-
dency. Dewey was nominated at the national conven-
tion but lost to Wendell Willkie. It may have been just
as well for Dewey, as Roosevelt indeed sought a third
term and easily defeated Willkie in the election.

Dewey next turned his attentions to the buildup
preceding World War II. He headed an effort by the
United Service Organizations for National Defense
(USO) to equip military bases with social facilities, rais-
ing more than $16 million for the cause. He did not seek
reelection as district attorney. Instead, he ran again for
governor in 1942. Lehman had decided to retire, and
there was a split on the political left. This was one of
the first electoral contests for a new party, the American
Labor Party (ALP), which represented a left-wing break
from the Democratic Party. (The ALP later merged into
the Liberal Party of New York, which is still a factor in
state and national politics in the Empire State.) Dewey
won with a majority despite a three-way race. He made
a thorough house-cleaning of the state government
through a series of appointments, the Republicans not
having held the governorship for 20 years. One of the
hallmarks of his tenure as governor was the passage of
the first state law barring religious and racial discrimina-
tion in employment.

Dewey was nominated nearly unanimously by the
Republican Party in 1944 to challenge Roosevelt, who
was running for an unprecedented fourth term. Dewey
chose as his running mate John W. Bricker, governor of
Ohio. Although the race was closer than Roosevelt’s
first three victories, he and Harry S Truman defeated
Dewey and Bricker decisively. Roosevelt was aided by
the country being at war, and there was a general feeling
that it would be a bad time to change leaders. Dewey
was reelected governor in 1946. He chose to run for
president again in 1948, this time against Truman, who
had succeeded to the office upon Roosevelt’s death.
The Republicans nominated California Governor Earl
Warren as Dewey’s running mate, giving the party a
ticket consisting of the governors of the two largest
states. The Democrats had stumbled badly in the 1946
congressional elections, losing control of both cham-
bers, and polls throughout the year had suggested that
Truman would lose. Dewey was perhaps too confident
of his expected victory and did not campaign effec-
tively enough. (There was also a suggestion that the
polls had been influenced by the use of telephone
polling at a time when affluent voters, who usually

voted Republican, were more likely to have telephones.)
Truman turned the poor Democratic Party performance
of 1946 into a plus for him by running against the “do-
nothing” Republican Congress. It was a close election,
and Truman and Alben W. Barkley won, but only after
some newspapers had gone to press proclaiming Dewey
the victor. Dewey was reelected governor again in 1950.

In each of his national races, Dewey had carried the
banner of the internationalist, progressive, liberal wing
of the Republican Party. He opposed the isolationism
of the conservative wing of the party. By 1952, it was
clear that Dewey was finished as a presidential con-
tender. The party was ready to move on to others who
had not suffered two losses. It was perhaps Dewey’s
greatest triumph that he was able to support to victory
an internationalist candidate, Dwight D. Eisenhower.
Eisenhower’s triumph over Robert A. Taft served to
bury isolationism, possibly forever.

Dewey declined to seek reelection as governor in
1954. He returned to private law practice. Dewey died
in Bal Harbor, Florida, on March 16, 1971, and was
buried in Pawling Cemetery in Pawling, New York.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Roosevelt, Franklin D.; Democratic Party.
Volume 2 Right: Republican Party.
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Dos Passos, John (1896-1970)

JOHN DOS PASSOS found a unique place in the his-
tory of American literature and politics with his shift
from the radical left of his early career to the conserva-
tive right that lasted until the end of his life, with both
stances informing and structuring his writing. Born in
the midst of worldwide social upheaval, Dos Passos had
a youth that followed the template of the privileged:
private schools, the European tour, and Harvard Uni-
versity. It was at Harvard that he began his exploration



of perceived social injustices and Europe’s various so-
cialist uprisings. In 1917, Dos Passos joined many
young Americans, including Ernest Hemingway and
other literati, in Europe as a volunteer ambulance
driver. As with most of the young and naive Americans,
he was horrified by the brutality, the senselessness of
the deaths, and the lies of the leaders. From his experi-
ences during this time, Dos Passos formed the back-
ground for his novel, Three Soldiers, which signaled the
beginning of his self-“declassing” and further explo-
rations into social awareness.

From this early beginning until his disillusionment
during the Spanish Civil War, the young author aligned
himself with various socialistic enterprises. Dos Passos
explored various methods of infusing his work with a
social perspective, addressing the inequities of the
American capitalist social structure. His interests in so-
cialism and the dehumanizing effects of modern indus-
trialization on the working class pervade his most
famous works: Manhattan Transfer (1925) and the tril-
ogy U.S.A. (1929-36).

Dos Passos also acted upon his interests in the
plight of the modern worker. From the mid-1920s
through the late 1930s, he wrote for the leftist publica-
tion The New Masses and for the radical theater group
New Playwrights Theatre. Although his political stance
was decisively leftist during this period, Dos Passos
never joined the Communist Party. He explained this
refusal to friends and political compatriots by denounc-
ing the bloody violence of the communist revolutions
in Europe, as well as claiming that the Communist Party
was another bureaucratic machine trying to control the
masses through lack of education and control of the
wealth. Fascism was “a disease of sick capitalism,” he
wrote.

By the mid-1930s, his socialist ardor began to cool,
but he continued to look for solutions to the condition
of the working class both in America and abroad. In
1937, his work as a reporter eventually took him to
Spain during the Spanish Civil War, where he found fas-
cists and the Republican government in an alliance to
suppress the newest social revolution. When he re-
turned from Spain, the once angry and fervent socialist
began exploring other options for reform instead of
revolution. Demoralized and bitter, Dos Passos turned
from Europe and its widespread anarchy and toward
American tradition and democracy for the answers to
his search for the freedom of the individual in the midst
of the “bureaucratic industrial organization.” His shift
to the conservative right began. Convinced that only in
American traditions and democracy would the country
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solve its social problems, Dos Passos immersed himself
in the lives and events of 17th- and 18th-century Amer-
ican history.

Through his reading, the now middle-aged author
found a host of radicals working for noble ends, self-
sacrificing and dedicated to democracy and individual
freedom. This successful search provided a message of
hope and a direction for Dos Passos. He continued an
active involvement in politics, sponsoring and joining in
groups and activities that focused on civil liberties and
individual freedom. During the Second World War, he
traveled across America and to England, reporting on
the effects of the war at home and abroad. Again, war
fueled political fervor in Dos Passos, but this time it
also inspired a deep chauvinism in the previously pro-
European.

Once an avid proponent for radical and far-reaching
change, he now advocated the continued prosperity of
postwar productivity and feared change and centralized,
concentrated power. During the last two decades of his
life, the radical-turned-conservative abhorred commu-
nism and, as always, any bureaucracy. In 1947, Dos Pas-
sos wrote about the failure of socialism, especially
Marxism, in a complete about-face from his former be-
liefs in an article for Life magazine appropriately titled
“The Failure of Marxism.”

As with his earlier writings, Dos Passos wanted to
include and illustrate his new political and philosophi-
cal views in his mature work. However, few of these
later works ever achieved the power and innovation of
his trilogy. The most successful of his later works, in
terms of sound writing and innovation, is The Grand
Design (1949), in which he continues his lifelong attack
on bureaucracy and explores the dangers of social re-
form originating from the top and not from the workers
themselves. Most critics agree that his work in the
1950s and 1960s never matched the creativity and
power of his earlier works, but they never agree on
whether or not the failure of these works is a reflection
of his change in political perspective.

SEE ALSO
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BIBLIOGRAPHY

Robert C. Rosen, John Dos Passos: Politics and the Writer (Uni-
versity of Nebraska Press, 1981); William Solomon, “Politics
and Rhetoric in the Novel in the 1930s,” American Literature
(v.68/4, December 1996); Daniel Aaron, Writers on the Left
(Octagon Books, 1974); Robert C. Rosen, “John Dos Passos



618 Drudge, Matt

1896-1970,” The Heath Anthology of American Literature,
http://college.hmco.com (May 2004).

GLORIA J. HICKS
UNIVERSITY OF W YOMING

Drudge, Matt (1966-)

MATT DRUDGE, a popular and controversial internet
journalist, grew up in the suburbs of Washington,
D.C.,residing in the town of Takoma Park, Maryland.
During his youth, Drudge was a relative loner and spent
a lot of his time listening to talk radio, which is in abun-
dance in the capital region. He specialized in current
events and embraced the information and news-heavy
culture of the nation’s political center. In school,
Drudge only succeeded in subjects that he could relate
to current events, graduating 325th out of a class of 350
students.

Drudge held an array of jobs before succeeding as
an internet journalist, including doing the night shift at
a 7-11 convenience store, selling Time Life books over
the phone, and working in a CBS gift shop. While work-
ing at the gift shop, Drudge overheard a variety of gos-
sip from the news studio, where he thought of the
premise for his overwhelmingly popular Drudge Report
website. When he heard gossip, Drudge wondered what
success he would have if he relayed it on the internet.

Acting upon his ideas, Drudge moved to Los Ange-
les and established his website in 1994. Gathering news
stories from across the internet and working from his
small apartment, he originally started it as a low-cost
and low-income venture created on an old 486-based
computer, but the website and Drudge quickly gained
notoriety due to its right-wing slant.

Drudge’s website is a collection of links to stories
about entertainment, politics, current events, and daily
columns by popular journalists. Occasionally, he au-
thors his own articles, often when he is writing about a
rumor or unconfirmed story. In 2004, Drudge lived in a
lavish condominium in Miami, Florida, evidence of his
website’s quick rise to fame and continued advertising
income.

Conversing with connections within the news in-
dustry and political realm, Drudge is often able to break
big stories before they are released in the mainstream
media. His website first received national attention in

1996 as a result of one of Drudge’s breaking stories; he
reported Senator Robert Dole’s selection of running
mate Jack Kemp in the presidential election before the
story ran on the major news channels, and before it was
announced by Dole himself. His largest “exclusive”
which made an impact nationwide was the Drudge Re-
port’s announcement of the occurrence of an inappro-
priate relationship between President Bill Clinton and a
White House intern, launching the Monica Lewinsky
scandal, which was subsequently reported by
Newsweek. Throughout the scandal, Drudge remained
on the forefront, reporting developments or other ru-
mors before other media sources.

Drudge faces harsh criticism for his questionable
contributions to journalism since many fellow re-
porters accuse him of publishing stories that are discov-
ered or researched by other journalists. His treatment
of the Monica Lewinsky scandal made him a hated tar-
get of some Clinton supporters, including well-known
celebrities and politicians. In 1997, Drudge was sued for
libel and defamation by one of Clinton’s lawyers, Sid-
ney Blumenthal, following a story in the Drudge Report
that claimed that Blumenthal beat his wife. Drudge im-
mediately apologized and removed the story, later
reaching a settlement in the case in his favor. In response
to Drudge’s success, singer and actress Barbara
Streisand even began to publish replies to his articles on
her personal website.

Regardless of his questionable journalism, Drudge
has been a runaway success. Income from his website
exceeds $1 million. Some have tried to copy his success,
while political pundits try to label him as the leader of
online conservative thought, even though Drudge
claims to promote libertarian values. With the success
of his website, Drudge has changed the rules of journal-
ism and the future of news on the internet.

SEE ALSO
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The Right

Education

AMERICAN PUBLIC education has been a battle-
ground for opposing political viewpoints since the mid-
1950s, and became more intense in the 1980s. Although
mainstream views have prevailed for the most part, con-
servatives have made significant progress in instituting
their educational agendas. All conservatives are not reli-
gious. Nor are all liberals anti-religious. Nevertheless,
educational battle lines have been drawn with the right
supporting religious education in both private and pub-
lic schools, and the left insisting on separation of
church and state.

Ronald Reagan entered the White House in 1981
with the intention of restoring prayers to public schools
and obtaining funding for private Christian schools. De-
spite Supreme Court decisions that ban prayer in pub-
lic schools, conservatives have continued to work
toward reinstating student-led prayers, if not those led
by school officials. Advocates of school prayer offer
polling data to support their position. They contend
that large majorities are in favor of prayer in the
schools, displaying the Ten Commandments, and teach-
ing creationism. However, only 40 percent of the Amer-
ican public believe that creation should replace
evolution in science classes. Conservatives have rallied
behind a proposed constitutional amendment that
would permit voluntary prayers in all public schools.

Just what goes in America’s school textbooks is a matter of debate
between conservatives and liberals.
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Liberals point out that ultraconservatives are not
concerned with putting religion back in the public
school. Rather, they are determined to restore Chris-
tianity to public education. According to liberals, ultra-
conservatives have little tolerance for other religions.
They find it hard to accept the fact that the religious
freedom granted by the First Amendment encompasses
the right to protect Christian children from exposure to
other religious beliefs, just as it shields Muslim, Bud-
dhist, and Hindu children from being exposed to Chris-
tian beliefs in government-supported public schools.

The Supreme Court’s position on using public
funds for religious schools has been somewhat confus-

Proponents of school choice want parents to be able to shop for the
school that will best suit the interests of their children.

ing. For instance, public funds may be used to purchase
textbooks, mandated services, and standardized tests.
Government funds may not pay for teacher-prepared
tests, charts, and maps. Since 1997, public school teach-
ers have been allowed to offer remedial help to students
in religious schools. Decisions on what public funds can
and cannot be used for in religious schools are
grounded in the Establishment Clause of the First
Amendment. Laws that allow government involvement
in religious schools must pass the three-tier test estab-
lished in Lemon v. Kurtzman (403 U.S. 602, 1971). Such
laws must have a secular rather than a religious purpose,
may neither advance nor inhibit religion, and must
avoid “excessive entanglement” of church and state.

Those who disagree with the court’s position on using
public funds in religious schools claim that such laws
should be dealt with under the Free Exercise Clause
rather than the Establishment Clause.

Religious groups have continued to be a constant
presence in many public schools. Because of the Free-
dom of Access Act, which requires public schools to
allow religious groups to meet on school campuses out-
side of school hours, religious groups have the backing
of Congress and the Supreme Court. The National Net-
work of Youth Ministries estimates that approximately
37,000 secondary schools around the country have vol-
untary, student-led youth ministries. Members of the
religious right also regularly distribute copies of the
Bible and the Ten Commandments.

Some conservative parents have grown so deter-
mined to protect their children from anything that even
hints at “secular humanism” that they have engaged in
campaigns to keep certain materials out of the public
schools. Such a situation occurred in several states
when conservatives demanded that Impressions, a Holt,
Rinehart, Winston reader containing material written
by A.A. Milne, Laura Ingalls Wilder, C.S. Lewis, Alice
Walker, and Lewis Carroll, be withdrawn because they
deemed it inappropriate for conservative children.
Some parents objected to the fantasy in the reader,
while others found fault with the reality. Parents also
objected to environmentalist material because it was
seen as anti-capitalism.

In the 1950s and 1960s, large numbers of white par-
ents joined in the “white flight” movement, putting
their children into private academies and religious
schools to avoid integration of the public schools. By
the 1980s, a number of black students were attending
those same schools to avoid what many critics have de-
fined as the debacle of public education. The National
Center for Educational Statistics reports that 62 percent
of children in private schools today live in homes where
the total income is less than $20,000. The total of
parental incomes for children in religious schools is
$15,000. Many social conservatives who do not con-
sider themselves part of the religious right have chosen
to send their children to private and religious schools to
avoid school violence and what they see as a lack of
morals, respect, and discipline in public schools. Many
parents are also attracted to the smaller student-teacher
ratio and greater parental involvement in private and re-
ligious schools.

In response to the parents who reject public educa-
tion, conservatives have been the loudest voices behind
the movement for government-subsidized school



vouchers, which would give each parent a certain
amount for children to attend private or religious
schools. Opponents to school vouchers argue that using
tax funds to subsidize private and religious schools is a
violation of separation of church and state. Many edu-
cators also oppose the use of vouchers because they be-
lieve it would cut desperately needed funding from
public schools.

Proponents, on the other hand, maintain that the
voucher system is not unconstitutional. They point to
the fact that most Western democracies subsidize de-
nominational and alternative schools. In June 2002,
voucher advocates won a victory when the Supreme
Court upheld Ohio’s pilot voucher program in Zelman
v. Simmons-Harris. The program allotted vouchers in
amounts up to $2,250 to parents of children in grades
kindergarten through 8. Of the 56 private schools cov-
ered under the voucher program, 46 were affiliated with
churches.

Originally, the concept of school choice referred to
the process of allowing parents to selectively choose
among various educational alternatives. In practice,
school choice has come to describe the right of parents
to shop for schools and teachers that best fit the needs
of their children without violating their own value sys-
tems. Since public schools are financed in large part ac-
cording to tax dollars generated at the local level, many
parents with the right to choose opt for schools in more
affluent neighborhoods. This is the major reason that
some African American parents have come out in favor
of school choice, even though they tend to be liberal
rather than conservative. Ironically, conservatives led
the effort to take desegregation plans out of the hands
of federal judges and back under the control of local
school boards. They were successful in great part be-
cause of conservative judges who backed away from en-
forcing federal guidelines. As a result, many schools
continued to be heavily segregated.

In 2004, one out of every 25 students in America
was home schooled. Parents choose to home school for
anumber of reasons, and all parents who opt to person-
ally educate their children are not conservative. How-
ever, the bulk of the home school movement is made
up of conservative parents who do not want their chil-
dren exposed to the “liberalism” of public education.
Home schooling is now legal in all 50 states. Twenty-
eight states require that students pass official evalua-
tions, while 13 states simply require that parents notify
officials of their intent to home school. Texas has no re-
strictions at all on home schooling. The George W.
Bush administration has encouraged home schooling
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because it works to Republican advantage. Seventy-six
percent of 18-to-24 year olds who were home schooled
vote in presidential elections, as opposed to 29 percent
of the general population in that age group. Most of the
ballots cast by those who were home schooled vote Re-
publican.

While criticizing public schools is not limited to
conservatives, they have been the most articulate in ar-
guing that public schools do not work. Myron Lieber-
man, a vocal opponent of public education,
recommends that schools be run for profit. In Lieber-

Conservatives have proposed a constitutional amendment to allow
prayer in public schools.

man’s view, competition, not government involvement,
is the key to solving the education dilemma. His more
radical suggestions include “load shedding,” which
would mandate government withdrawal from public ed-
ucation, the privatization of all educational services,
and the sale of government educational assets.
Education scholar Joel Spring contends that much
of the criticism of public education, which motivates
the conservative education agenda, originated with con-
servative think tanks and not conservative parents.
Spring cites such examples as the Heritage Foundation,
the Olen Foundation, and the American Enterprise In-
stitute. Conservative think tanks were closely involved
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in forming the educational policies of Ronald Reagan
and George W. Bush.

In the late 1990s, thousands of American public
schools introduced the concept of values education in
the belief that students would act more responsibly if
they were taught traditional American values. Both con-
servatives and civil libertarians have criticized the pro-
gram. Conservative parents argue that the values being
taught are not necessarily those in which they believe.
Multiculturalism, political correctness, and religious
tolerance are particularly abhorrent to many conserva-
tive parents. They also refuse to endorse any curricu-
lum, including sex education, that mentions abortion
and homosexuality. Liberals have been concerned with
the potential for imposing conservative values on the
children of liberal parents.

Rather than implementing reforms suggested by ed-
ucators who know the problems with public education
firsthand, many conservatives want to “throw the baby
out with the bathwater.” One of the programs most in
jeopardy from conservative cuts is Head Start, which
originated in 1965 as part of Lyndon Johnson’s War on
Poverty. The program was designed to improve school
readiness for disadvantaged children. Through ex-
panded programs, Head Start now serves low-income
children from birth to five years of age, as well as preg-
nant women, by promoting parental involvement in ed-
ucation and offering healthcare screening, vaccinations,
dental care, and assistance with special-needs children.

Republicans have traditionally been critical of Head
Start. Reagan tried to eliminate it. In the Reagan tradi-
tion, Bush proposed $177 million in cuts to Head Start
in fiscal year 2006. The losses are predicted to be greater
if Bush follows through on his plan to fund Head Start
through block grants to individual states. The Bush ad-
ministration insists that Head Start is not needed be-
cause states already offer enough help for disadvantaged
families.

The main plank of the Bush administration’s educa-
tional reform package was the No Child Left Behind
program, which received bipartisan support. The pro-
gram also received bipartisan criticism. Democratic
Senator Ted Kennedy, a major architect of the plan,
suggests that the Senate will likely reconsider parts of
the program. Most of the criticism centers on the fact
that funding is insufficient to meet the requirements of
the program. Critics also object to the increased testing
and paperwork, and to the growth of bureaucracy gen-
erated in the course of implementing the program.
Many educators would prefer to spend educational
funds where they might be of more use, namely on lim-

iting class sizes, hiring and retaining qualified teachers,
funding salaries for support professionals, and provid-
ing up-to-date books and materials for classroom use.

SEE ALSO
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Egypt

THE MODERN HISTORY of Egypt dates from Sep-
tember 13, 1882, when the British army under General
Sir Garnet Wolseley defeated an Egyptian force under
Colonel Arabi Pasha at Tel-el-Kebir. Great Britain had
been keenly interested in the fate of Egypt since it had
purchased the controlling interest in the Suez Canal
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The right in Egypt’s modern history has been especially active in pursuing nationalistic goals, whether trying to oust the British or fomenting
Islamic extremism to topple the secular government and replace it with a theocracy.

under Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli in November
1875. The canal provided the shortest maritime route to
India, which had formally become part of the British
Empire after the defeat of the Indian Mutiny of 1858.
When Arabi roused extreme nationalists against for-
eigners and undermined the role of the modernizing
Khedive Tewfik, the British forces were sent in to re-
store order. As M.]. Williams wrote in Victorian Mili-

tary Campaigns, after Tel-el-Kebir, the Egyptian forces
either “disarmed or simply demobilized themselves.” In
fact, as Lord Kinross had written in Between Two Seas:
The Creation of the Suez Canal, “Disraeli’s purchase of
the canal shares was generally assumed to be a prelude
to some form of British control over Egypt.” Evelyn
Baring, the future Lord Cromer, came to rule Egypt in
what would be called the “Veiled Protectorate.” Rather
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than depose the khedive (ruler) and govern directly, as
was the case in India, Baring established the model of
the British proconsul remaining in the background and
allowing the khedive to actually rule.

No sooner had the British become de facto rulers of
Egypt than they became embroiled in a massive revolt
in Egypt’s southern colony of the Sudan, which Mo-
hammed Ali had seized in 1820. The Sudan erupted in
the first modern Islamic extremist revolt under Mo-
hammed Ahmed, the Mahdi, “the Expected One” of
Allah, when the Egyptian army under General William
Hicks was annihilated at EI Obeid in November 1883.
An effort to evacuate Egyptians and British from the
Sudanese capital of Khartoum ended in disaster. It
would not be until September 1898 that Anglo-Egypt-
ian forces under Sir Horatio Kitchener would free the
Sudanese from the benighted Mahdist regime. The
Mahdi’s successor, Khalifa Abdullah, would be killed in
1899.

During the first years of British rule in Egypt, the
main problem was to control what was called “brig-
andage,” the widespread epidemic of criminal gangs in
the country. While reforming the Egyptian system of
justice, much effort was applied to abolishing the use of
torture, specifically flogging, to gain information from
suspects in criminal cases. However, although Lord
Cromer attempted to end the practice of baksheesh, or
“bribes” for government bureaucracy officials, bak-
sheesh may still continue to the present day. At the same
time, the British attempted to reform the educational
system in Egypt and contributed greatly to the country
through projects like the first Aswan dam on the Nile
River.

EGYPTIAN NATIONALISM

Nationalism did not end with the defeat of Arabi in
1882, but under British tutelage it developed in the par-
liamentary system. The Wafd Party later became the
spokesman of those who wished Egyptians would once
more freely govern themselves; unlike Arabi, Wafd
Party spokesmen tended to be conservative and mod-
eled their party after political parties in England. Yet,
extremism continued as both a political and religious
threat in Egypt. In 1910, Boutros Ghali, a long-time
public servant, was assassinated by extremists for being
perceived as betraying Egyptian nationalism.

World War I, beginning in August 1914, thrust
Egypt into prominence again as the defender of the
vital Suez Canal. Any attempts at furthering Egyptian
self-government were put on hold in the interests of

British imperial defense. The Ottoman Turks, the allies
of imperial Germany, nearly captured the Suez Canal. It
was not until 1917 that British General Sir Edmund Al-
lenby would be able to mount the counterattack that
would carry the British army into Palestine, Syria, and
beyond, thoroughly routing the Turkish forces. T.E.
Lawrence, the celebrated Lawrence of Arabia, served
with British intelligence in the Arab Bureau in the
Egyptian capital of Cairo before he joined the Arab Re-
volt in 1916.

After World War I, Egypt retained its imperial im-
portance, a fact demonstrated by the speed with which
England put down an uprising there in 1919. The upris-
ing was the real birth of the Wafd Party under Zaghlul
Pasha, who later became a prime minister, as did two
other nationalist leaders: Ismail Sidky Pasha and Mo-
hammed Mahmoud Pasha. The first party they formed
was the Liberal Constitutional Party. As when Arabi
was exiled after his rising instead of being executed, the
nationalist leaders were simply bundled off the stage
rather than dramatically put before a firing squad. Once
again, the British channeled Egyptian nationalism in a
conservative and parliamentary direction. Allenby was
installed as the new proconsul and followed an enlight-
ened approach toward Egyptian nationalism. The
monarchy was established: Fuad, the son of Khedive Is-
mail, became the first king. Peter Mansfield observed in
The British in Egypt that “British dominance in Egypt
was sharply reduced.”

In 1936, a treaty was signed that formed a step to-
ward true independence for Egypt. However, as the oc-
cupying power, Great Britain weighted the treaty in its
behalf. Peter Mansfield remarked that “the inequality
implicit in the treaty could hardly have been tolerated
by Egypt indefinitely. [But] the question remains aca-
demic because within three years of the treaty’s ratifica-
tion the outbreak of war with Germany [in September
1939] caused Britain to invoke Article VIII which, in
placing all Egypt’s facilities at its disposal, implied the
virtual re-occupation of the country.” The result was
that when World War II broke out, King Farouk de-
clared Egyptian neutrality, although Egypt remained the
center of British warfare in the Middle East. Extreme
nationalists formed groups like the Organization of
Green Shirts, which patterned itself after the fascist
Brown Shirts of Adolf Hitler and the Black Shirts of
Benito Mussolini. The Green Shirts was the offshoot of
the Misr al-Fatat, the “Young Egypt” movement, which
had been founded by the nationalist lawyer Ahmad
Hussein in 1933. Young Egypt was a close political ally
of the religious extremists of the Muslim Brotherhood,



which had been established by Hassan al-Banna in 1928.
After the war, Farouk was toppled from his throne in
the Free Officers Association coup of 1952. Many
members of the new regime, like Gamal Abdel Nasser
and Anwar Sadat, had membership in the Green Shirts.
Nasser, who fought in the 1948 war against Israel, be-
came leader of the country, although General Mo-
hammed Naguib was titular head of state.

From 1954 on, Nasser ruled in name as well. In
1956, he caused the Suez Crisis when he nationalized
the Suez Canal Company, precipitating invasion by Eng-
land and Israel. Nine years later, his determination to
have United Nations peacekeeping forces removed
from the Sinai region led to the Israeli attack and vic-
tory in the June 1967 war. Throughout his tenure,
Nasser also attempted to spread his influence by initiat-
ing the short-lived United Arab Republic in 1958 with
Syria and waging a campaign in Yemen.

Upon Nasser’s death, Anwar Sadat became presi-
dent of Egypt. Being concerned about the growing So-
viet presence in Egypt, he removed Soviet advisers from
Egypt, who had helped Nasser in his plan for the Aswan
High Dam. In October 1973, Sadat launched a surprise
attack against Israel in the Yom Kippur War. Although
defeated, he achieved his goal of proving Egyptian mili-
tary prowess after the humiliating defeats under Nasser
in 1956 and 1967. In retrospect, it appears he may have
launched the attack as a prelude to making peace with
Israel from a position of strength. In September 1978,
at the Camp David accords, Sadat negotiated with Is-
raeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin the first peace
treaty between Israel and an Arab state. However,
Sadat’s peace with Israel marked him for death by the
Islamic extremists linked to the Muslim Brotherhood.
In October 1981, he was killed while watching a mili-
tary parade ironically celebrating his 1973 war with Is-
rael. As Ahron Bregman and Jihan El-Tabari noted in
Israel and the Arabs, “Sadat’s peacemaking had dramati-
cally reduced the probability of war between Israel and
the Arabs.”

Beginning with Sadat’s death, Egypt became in-
creasingly involved in a civil war with the Islamic ex-
tremists. Hosni Mubarak, who succeeded Sadat, missed
assassination at their hands in June 1995. In spite of the
struggle against extremism, Mubarak’s Egypt has been a
country that has followed a pro-Western foreign policy
and has been a supporter of the War on Terror.

SEE ALSO
Volume 1 Left: Egypt; Socialism; Third-Worldism.
Volume 2 Right: Middle East.
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Eisenhower, Dwight D.
(1890-1969)

DWIGHT EISENHOWER was an American military
commander and president. Born on October 14, 1890,
in Denison, Texas, and reared in Kansas, Eisenhower at-
tended the U.S. Military Academy. There he first devel-
oped a love of poker and created a “poker face” that
would serve him well in later years. During his long mil-
itary career before World War II, he served under dis-
tinguished generals such as John J. Pershing and Douglas
MacArthur. Eisenhower studied MacArthur’s flair for
drama during a long stint with him in the Philippines; in
his later career he would develop into an even more ca-
pable politico-military commander than MacArthur,
but with a far less egotistical way of operating.

Serving as a staff officer on the eve of World War
II, Eisenhower was promoted above more senior offi-
cers to command Operation Torch, the Allied invasion
of North Africa. The following July, he commanded the
invasion of Sicily. In December 1943, Eisenhower was
made supreme commander of the Allied Expeditionary
Force. He moved to the United Kingdom from where
he oversaw planning of the Allied invasion of Western
Europe.

In that role, he would handle the most difficult
coalition of Allies, and the most complicated diplo-
matic mission of any coalition commander since John
Churchill, first Duke of Marlborough, waged war
against Louis XIV in the early 18th century. Eisenhower
faced the bewildering task of dealing with such a diffi-
cult array of personalities as Winston Churchill,



626 Electorate, U.S.

Bernard Montgomery, Charles de Gaulle, Omar
Bradley, and George Patton and keeping them working
together toward the goal of the destruction of Nazi
Germany. That Eisenhower could work with such a dif-
ficult group of men and prevent any major splits in his
coalition or his command testifies to his diplomacy.

Though Eisenhower would be famous as an anti-
communist while president, during World War II he fo-
cused almost exclusively on harnessing the power of
the Allies on the destruction of Nazi Germany. In the
final months of the war in Europe, Eisenhower and the
American high command trusted Soviet goodwill and
did not conduct their military operations with an eye to
a postwar power struggle. After the war, Eisenhower
served as president of Columbia University and also as
commander of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
He published his military memoir, Crusade in Europe, in
1948.

In 1952, he ran for president as a Republican and
defeated Democratic challenger Adlai Stevenson. Four
years later, Eisenhower and his vice president, Richard
Nixon, would be elected to a second term, once again
defeating Democratic challenger Adlai Stevenson.
Eisenhower inherited the Korean War from his prede-
cessor, Harry Truman, and ended the war with an
armistice in 1953, but only after threatening to use nu-
clear weapons against North Korean and Chinese tar-
gets. The cease-fire ended open warfare but left North
and South Korea facing each other over a demilitarized
zone in a standoff that continues to this day.

Eisenhower supported the development of the hy-
drogen bomb, an exponentially more powerful nuclear
weapon than that used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
Japan. He launched the Atoms for Peace program to
foster the spread of nuclear technology for peaceful
purposes, such as the generation of electricity and
medical research, leading to the export of American-
designed nuclear power reactors over the next decades.
During his presidency, Eisenhower also fought the Cold
War covertly. In 1953, the newly formed Central Intelli-
gence Agency thwarted a communist coup in Iran and
reinstalled the pro-United States shah. The following
year, the CIA helped thwart a communist takeover of
Guatemala. Communism did have two notable suc-
cesses during the Eisenhower years: communist forces
drove the French from Indochina and took control of
North Vietnam, and communists also took control of
Cuba. Both of these events would challenge American
policies for years to come.

At home, Eisenhower served as president during
the waning days of the power of Wisconsin Senator Joe

McCarthy. His tenure as president also saw the first im-
plementation of forced desegregation of American
schools, as ordered by federal courts. He ordered troops
to Little Rock, Arkansas, to execute a court order to de-
segregate schools.

Often underestimated, Eisenhower was a very
gifted man with almost two decades of experience in
positions of grave national responsibility by the time
that he retired from public life in 1961. Eisenhower did
not become a conservative icon after his retirement in
the way Ronald Reagan did. Nevertheless, his practical
contributions to human freedom by defeating Nazi Ger-
many and standing fast against global communism
earned him a place in history as the leader against the
two great 20th-century totalitarian regimes, from both
the right and the left. In his last years, Eisenhower re-
tired to a farm in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, near Amer-
ica’s most famous battlefield. He died on March 28,
1969.
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Electorate, U.S.
THE ELECTORATE is the voter en masse. The elec-

torate is as fickle and predictable as the population is,
and for political strategists and organizers, elusive to
quantify as well. The electorate in the United States has,
since 1947 and 1948, been sending mixed signals by



sending split tickets of elected officials to the White
House, Senate, and Congress. Harry Truman had to
deal with a Republican Congress, just as Dwight Eisen-
hower had to deal with a Congress that had increased
Democratic majorities in it. Since Eisenhower’s 1956
election, the electorate has been sending something
other than a cohesive Congress and White House to
‘Washington, D.C.

This split has caused both political strategists and
theorists to wonder whether a divided government
makes a difference in policy making, and whether this is
a demonstration by the electorate that they cannot be
labeled too easily as to what they want in a representa-
tive in the White House or Congress. By sending a di-
vided group to Congress and the White House, the
electorate may just be sending the checks and balances
that were promised in the U.S. Constitution.

Even when Democratic presidents have had the
electorate send them a Democratic Congress to deal
with, such as Bill Clinton and Jimmy Carter, they have
not had the same productive relationship as their coun-
terparts like John Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson. In
fact, Clinton was at his most productive when dealing
with the electorate that sent him a Republican Con-
gress. In the 2000 presidential election, a total of $3 bil-
lion was spent on trying to find, talk to, persuade, and
attract the electorate of the United States to one party
or another, mostly coming from groups that had very
specific interests to advance.

To win, President George W. Bush and his cam-
paign strategists needed to recognize and compartmen-
talize the electorates into their appropriate clusters in
order to communicate with them and prompt them to
react in the way the communicator or source of the
message wanted them to. Political scientists can label
two of the constituencies that Bush mobilized to win,
one being those who did not think highly of politics or
politicians, the other being the “indignant moralizers,”
as Norman Birnbaum calls them, who were generally
antagonistic toward the Democratic Party and belonged
to the fundamentalist Protestant churches. This was one
of the groups of the electorate the Bush campaign tar-
geted for their success in the election by identifying and
locating where these voters were: generally centered in
the south and west of the country. To get this vote,
Bush’s team relied on mobilizing the people of this
group at the local level, and addressed their issues on
the rights of the local and state government.

The Bush team based their message on research
techniques that told them they could get the vote if that
message was about gun control, race relations, and abor-
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tion in terms that agreed with the indignant moralizers.
The message included, as well, promising deregulation
along with large tax cuts to the upper income categories
and elimination of taxes on inherited property. Al-
though Bush won 500,000 fewer votes than Democratic
candidate Al Gore, Bush won enough votes in the dis-
tricts that would provide him with the highest return in
the U.S. Electoral College, the institution that the
founders of the republic conceived to protect the coun-
try against direct democracy.

Ralph Nader is often blamed for the failure of
Gore’s presidential campaign, as he won 98,488 votes in
Florida, purely based on the assumption from research
that says the votes that Nader got would have gone to
Gore. It is a dangerous assumption that the electorate
who voted for Nader nationally, about 2.7 million,
would have voted for Gore. One has to look at why the
electorate voted for Nader, and if they would have
shown up at the polls at all without Nader on the ballot.
Then one must look at why Nader attracted them from
their electorate armchair, and could that attraction be
copied or was it unique to the message of Nader? Other
questions abound when looking at the electorate’s vot-
ing habits and attitudes, to find out whether they will
even show up to vote in the right states to make a differ-
ence on election night.

Other also-rans of note in the recent past include
Pat Buchanan who garnered 448,868 votes in the 2000
presidential race, and Ross Perot’s 1992 presidential
campaign. Perot attracted 19 percent of the vote in the
1992 race, and fell to 8.4 percent of the vote in the fol-
lowing 1996 presidential race.

A revolution in how American politicians look at
the electorate took place almost three decades ago. The
election industry has been at the leading edge of the de-
velopment of the most sophisticated marketing and de-
mographic research tools. In fact, much of the research
and development has been commercialized and
stretched to encompass the needs of the large retailers
and businesses looking for the all-elusive consumer.

Alexis de Tocqueville provides perhaps the best and
simplest portrait of the American electorate, in his
Democracy in America. The electorate is the citizen who
belongs to an association, or club, or attends a town hall
meeting or other forms of interpersonal interactions. It
is this electorate that gives the theory of democracy its
reality and it is this electorate that every campaigner
wants 