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Dear Fellow Conservative,
I hope this finds you well during these tumultuous times.

It is with great enthusiasm that | present The Harbour League’s latest newsletter. In this issue we focus on
values and the detriment of a lack of a solid civic education. With contributions from Herbert London (THL
Trustee), Victor Davis Hanson, Grover Norquist (THL Trustee) and others, this promises to be a most
enjoyable read.

Others may have been more successful in influencing congress, but in DJJI it was Thomas Paine who moved
the people, particularly through his paper entitled Common Sense.

At the Harbour League we, as was Thomas Paine, are committed not to changing “congress”, but rather the
people. It is only by educating the people can we change congress and our legislature and it is for this reason
that we chose to call this issue of our newsletter “Common Sense”.

Thomas Paine wrote, “Society in every state is a blessing, but government, even in its best state, is but a
necessary evil; in its worst state an intolerable one...” The purpose of the Harbour League is to promote
conservative and free-market thought on the state level throughout the country, not to influence the elected
officials, but rather an educated electorate. Only then can we have a potentially tolerable government.

It is for this reason that | am pleased to say that John Yoest will be heading up the Harbour League Young
Leadership’s new YL blog that will include entries and guidance from all THL trustees. John, by far the
youngest THL member, is all of 13 years old and already has years of blogging experience.

Most young leadership programs will begin on the college level, although more and more high schools have
political (i.e. Democrat and Republican) clubs. We believe that if we can educate students when they are still
young, by the time they reach the college level they will be able to counter the liberal influences of most
universities.

On July 9t the Harbour League hosted its first public event in our newest chapter in Albany, NY. Our guest
speaker was THL trustee and ACU president David Keene. The topic of Mr. Keene’s talk was the importance
of promoting conservative dialogue.

Although the recently opened Albany chapter is the Harbour League’s first non-Maryland chapter, it is
certainly not the last. We are currently working to open chapters in, Philadelphia PA, Denver CO, Austin TX
and Palm Beach FL. What is so amazing about these chapters is that they are all being opened at the request
and with the assistance of concerned conservatives in their respective locations.

The next event in Albany featuring Herb London (THL trustee) discussing “America’s Secular Challenge”, will
take place on October 30th.

Beginning on September 3rd thru the 2009 legislative session, The Harbour League Maryland will host
important briefings on issues and their impact on the Free State & how voters can influence these policies. This



is a non-partisan conference call series of discussions with elected representatives talking about issues relevant
to the voters of their district and the state. All are invited to participate.

As a staunch supporter of the free market system, open dialogue, government transparency and so many
other vital conservative ideas and values, | am sure you are comforted to know that there is an organization
like the Harbour League which actively supports and promotes the growth of these ideals. In order to perform
this important work, The Harbour League relies exclusively on the generosity of its supporters to meet the
ongoing financial needs of a growing organization.

I understand that at times it may be difficult to contribute; | am therefore happy to be able to offer our
supporters an opportunity to contribute to The Harbour League on a monthly basis by way of an automatic
monthly charge to a credit card. This gives you the ability to spread out your donation or payment for
membership over the course of a year instead of paying for it in one lump sum. For example, if you wanted to
take out a Leadership Circle membership with annual dues of $300, a monthly charge of $25 can be made to
your credit card; for a Supporting family membership, a charge would be made to a credit card in the amount
of just $15 per month. Please consider supporting this worthy cause.

Sincerely,

Eli M. Gold
Chairman
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because it is a world issue. In my opinion, unfortunately,
our civilization may be doomed because it appears that
Western civilization does not have the willpower to shoot
women and children who are participating as terrorists.
Yet these extremists are willing to fight to the death in the
name of Islam. | say let them as long as it favors our
purposes. Unfortunately, extinction of Western civilization
does not suit our purposes, which means welcome to
another cold war! However, this time it's against extreme
parts of a religion that has constantly committed acts of
violence against Westerners.

In conclusion, we need an experienced leader who has a
proven backbone. The advantage to having an experienced

warhorse like McCain is because his qualifications,
experiences, and long record in the Senate give him the
reputation of being one of the toughest individuals alive. I
fear that Obama is a weak individual who seems to have no
core values. He seems to go by the latest opinion poll and
changes his view to match it. To put the country in his
hands would be the equivalent of having the nation in a
guillotine.

Matthew Gold is a student at Wilkes University and a
student member of the Harbour League. He can be reached
at Matthew.Gold@Wilkes.edu.

IN THE FINAL ANALYSIS, IT’S ABOUT PERSONAL VALUES

JEFFREY FERGUSON

| want to take timeout from headlines about campaign flip-
flops, international wars, Olympic gold and economic
distress and talk about three people who lives positively
impacted others and whose personal standards serve as
benchmarks for many to emulate. This year brought the
deaths of William F. Buckley, Tim Russert and Tony
Snow. They came from very different socio-economic
backgrounds and grew up in geographically diverse areas
but touched a large segment of our population because of
their human qualities. | never met any of the three in
person. But, when they died, | felt like | had lost a friend
because of how much time | had spent watching them,
reading their messages and thinking about what they had to
say. | knew that spending time with them would provide
the opportunity to learn something and perhaps apply what
| took from them to my own daily living. | used them as
role models to others. Each had wonderful traits that made
them admired and respected by each end of the political
spectrum.

Bill Buckley loved the intellectual jousting with his guests
and with his readers. For him, it was the joy of challenging
his side of the argument or point of view. It was never
personal (except with Gore Vidal). He wanted you the
reader, or the guest to push back at him about what he was
saying. Be hard on the issue, but do it in a way that was
not a personal attack. For Tim Russert, it was preparation
and doing your homework and ultimately striving to be the
best that your abilities would allow. | remember a quote
from him where he said that he might not be the smartest
person in his business, but that he would always be the best
prepared. Tony Snow demonstrated great courage and
perseverance in the face of one of life's ugliest and
deadliest diseases. He wouldn't let it get him down or keep
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him from achieving what he wanted and hoped to
accomplish. His optimism was indefatigable.

They also shared two common traits that kept them
grounded and made them what they were as genuine
people - a strong faith and a love of family and their
spouses. Ironically, they each found their faith in
Catholicism. Their religious beliefs gave them strength in
difficult times and solace when | am sure that they had
their rough moments. Family ties were most important to
each of them. When Tony's staff cleaned his office when
he was away on a business trip, his first question upon
returning was "where are my pictures?" Forget about the
papers and folders, he wanted to see the reminders of what
was important to him.

So what do these remembrances mean to us as
conservatives? We each need to be true to our values.
When you lose your way and abdicate what is important to
you, bad things tend to happen. Just as these three people
demonstrated the joys and pay-offs of remaining true to
their values. We need to do the same in bringing basic
values that have underpinned our country back into focus
and keep them front and center before we lose what is
important to our society.

Dr. Jeffrey Ferguson is CEO of Sentient Medical Systems
in Hunt Valley, MD. He currently sits on the Harbour
League board of advisors.



RECENT EVENTS

May 13, 2008

The Harbour League
Presents

America's Secular Challenge

Herbert London Addresses
The Rise of Secularism In The United States

(BALTIMORE, MD) — Herbert London is the president of the Hudson Institute. London is a noted social critic, whose work has appeared in
every major newspaper and journal, including The Wall Street Journal, Commentary, National Review, The New York Times, The Washington
Post, New York Magazine...

Dr. London will suggest that the rise of secularism in the United States is a flaccid response to the challenge presented by the fanaticism of
radical Islam. In the so-called war of ideas we are handicapped in our ability to thwart the inroads of fanaticism by a reflexive belief in
relativism, one dimension of secular humanism.

The rise of secular humanism not only challenges the traditional antecedent of the nation, it is an ineffective response to the challenge of Islam.
The result? If you don't know what you believe in, you are unable to defend what is worthwhile.

April 16, 2008

The Harbour League
Presents
Willful Blindness: A Memoir of the Jihad

Andrew C. McCarthy Takes A Look Back To
The Real Beginning Of The War On Terror

(BALTIMORE, MD) — Andrew C. McCarthy is a former federal prosecutor and a contributor to National Review Online. McCarthy takes us
back to the real beginning of the war on terror—not the atrocities of September 11, but the first bombing of the World Trade Center on
February 1993, when radical Islamists effectively declared war on the United States.

March 27, 2008

The Harbour League
Presents

Grover G. Norquist

(BALTIMORE, MD) - Join the Harbour League for an evening of discussion with Grover Norquist regarding the two
competing coalitions in American politics, how they are organized, what makes them stronger or weaker. What
each can achieve and what they cannot do. And how you may fit into the contest as well as gain a deeper
understanding of American politics—where it's been, where it is and particularly where it will go—through a series
of eye-opening economic, demographic, and political trends that will shape these coalitions in the years to come.
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MEMORY AND CIVIC EDUCATION:
THE PERILS OF CULTURAL AMNESIA

Victor Davis Hanson

THE TRADITIONAL—and classical—definition of civic
education rested on the assumption of a people’s collective
memory. Citizens in constitutional governments had to be
reminded, taught—even indoctrinated—about the great
deeds of their own past if they were to have any notion of
their own present privilege or the obligations that
accompanied their citizenship and maintained it. The
second-century A.D. biographer Plutarch—Iate in the
classical tradition—simply reflected a long-standing
ancient interest in offering moral exemplars from the past.
Contemporary Roman generations could measure their
own worth by studying the biography of a Demosthenes or
the Gracchi, and thereby learn to be better citizens by both
emulation and critique of the mistakes of “illustratious
Greeks and Romans.”

The Funeral Oration of Pericles, as recorded in the second
book of Thucydides’ history, is the locus classicus of civic
memory with the statesman’s famous pronouncement, “I
shall begin with our ancestors.” Pericles then goes on to
make several points. The first is to remind the Athenians
that they were simply born lucky: the imperial grandeur
that they enjoyed was due to their fathers and grandfathers,
who “handed it down free to the present time by their
valor.”

Such gratitude and humility in the moral sense are, of
course, important for a free people, likely to think their
present success is all their own, and therefore, in their self-
congratulation, prone to hubris and a lack of reflection.
Recitation of the accomplishments of earlier others also
reminds Athenians that they are a mere link in a larger
chain. And therefore they carry obligations to their
children not to squander what the sacrifices of their parents

achieved. The desired aim is to accept delayed
gratification; that is, to warn the present generation not to
expend capital bequeathed from others, and thereby rob
their own children of a collective and rightful
inheritance—and therein forfeit the continuance of
democratic society.

Finally, Pericles assumes that appreciation of this
enormous responsibility will serve as a moral guide to
Athenians, in the same manner in which religion, the
family or community reputation can all curb our dangerous

13

appetites. Athenians must take on the responsibilities of
citizens not just in regard for the advantages of the present,
but also to avoid shaming those now dead by becoming
lesser folks than were their fathers.

How odd it would be today for a contemporary statesman
to remind us that we as Americans were born lucky, given
our ancestry and the gifts we inherited from others. Just as
rare would be to hear that the citizen should not damage
the public good—by slandering his country or avoiding his
taxes—in fear that he might break faith will all those
beneath the white crosses of our national cemeteries who
died in god-awful places like Shiloh, Tarawa, and Chosun
for the continuance of the freedom and material options
that we now take for granted.

Unless we have an active memory of, and feel a certain
awe for, those now dead and too often forgotten—who
built our universities, erected our majestic buildings,
crafted the protocols of our government, and won our
wars—then we become dead souls of a sort, who drift
among the infrastructure they left behind, which at best we
take for granted but otherwise know nothing about, and, at
worst, convince ourselves that we in fact built it.

I. THE DRUDGERY OF THE PAST

Of all the damage that political correctness has wrought,
none has been worse than this cultural amnesia about, and
disdain for, our own American past. Americans seem to
have lost any empathy for what our ancestors suffered in
the most basic physical sense. The history of the Western
frontier expansion, for example, has become reduced often
either to the atrocities at Wounded Knee or the Trail of
Tears, as mountain men, cowboys, and pioneer women all
become cardboard representations of environmental
exploiters and criminals involved in premeditated genocide
of the native Americans.

But lost in this melodrama is tragedy. We make no
allowance for the horrific frontier experiences of millions
of poor immigrants of all races, whose real enemies were
not always each other, Native Americans, or the
“system”—the nebulous “they” who do all sorts of
injustices in the mind of the present generation—but rather
the physical world itself. In pre-industrial times, how did



people head westward without good maps, with only
horse-powered wagons, when a strep throat, a pregnancy,
or an infected small cut could mean a painful death? If
today’s American is inconvenienced after a few days of
camping in the rough, how did families of fifteen in tiny
cabins address problems of clean water, sewage, and food
preparation without modern science and technology?
Would appreciation of that material adversity in some way
mitigate common condemnation of our ancestors as
somehow less liberal than us, if, for example, we
remember that they had neither toilet paper nor antibiotics?

Politically-correct history forgets that the enemy of
liberalism is drudgery. Those who spent hours cooking
meals were a harvest away from starvation. They assumed
that a fourteen-hour work day was a requisite for survival,
and that they often had too little time to speculate about
radical changes in the material world about them,
accepting that change could come safely only in small
increments. In that sense of having no margin of error,
reactionary rote was safer than liberal experimentation.

All that appreciation of past ordeal is lost in the present
practice of tabulating in the abstract the various racial,
class, and gender transgressions of a dominant culture. Yet
in some sense, there was not so much a dominant culture in
eighteenth- or nineteenth-century America as instead
millions of victims subject alike to nature’s awful whim. |
say victims, but, of course, nineteenth-century Americans
triumphed over nature and thus the roads, schools, airports,
and prosperous cities of the modern West only emerged
once our forefathers settled the countryside and established
a template for what followed.

In this regard, | think of my grandmother, born in 1890, as
a typical turn-of-the-century pioneer. Georgia Davis
reached my present grandfather’s farm in central California
after a rough childhood on the New Mexican frontier in
which her twelve-year-old brother was gunned down while
sweeping a saloon and her sister perished from diphtheria.
She was later to spend a year near death, without
antibiotics, from a ruptured appendix that was never
removed. | imagine that she developed prejudices, but they
seemed incidental in comparison to the sheer exuberance
she displayed by surviving to ninety-three and knowing
that the progress, both moral and material, of her country
between 1890 and 1983 was simply a collective reflection
of her own odyssey.

1. WHAT WAS IMPORTANT?

A second legacy of our collective amnesia about the past—
due to the nature of history instruction in our schools and
the bridles of political correctness—is the complete loss of
any notion of magnitude. Quite simply, how do we
determine what is important in the past? How do we
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distinguish between what was merely significant and what
were landmark occurrences that changed the lives of tens
of thousands and the future of hundreds of thousands
more? And if we can’t ascertain what of importance
happened in our past, how then can we have any fair guide
to our present ordeal?

In our school history texts, when students arrive at the
Civil War, the noble Harriet Tubman and Sojourner Truth
often merit more notice than William Tecumseh Sherman,
who split the Confederacy, took Atlanta, saved the 1864
election for Abraham Lincoln, and helped General Grant
destroy the Confederate resistance. Why? Not because the
work of Tubman and Truth to end slavery was more
seminal than preserving the Union that alone could stop
slavery in America, but because, as women of color, they
far better serve as valuable milestones in the narrative of
American pathology, while offering racial and gender role
models for the present.

Note that most of our children know of Hiroshima and the
Japanese internment—as the now infamous Reverend
Wright apparently evoked repeatedly in his sermons—as
proof of American malevolence during World War I1. But
they have little clue about Guadalcanal or Okinawa, where
at great cost imperial Japanese expansion was checked and
then defeated. Why again? Because the story of American
violence and racism resonates more than the narrative of
Americans sacrificing to stop a racist imperialist Japan
doing to the United States what it systematically had done
to China and most of the eastern Pacific. The Vietnam War
is usually the story of student protests and My Lai, not
amazing American victories at Tet and Hue that for a time
saved South Vietnam from a cruel Stalinist tyranny. Why?
Because the war is useful in reminding Americans not of
the need to protect others from communism, but rather in
emphasizing our own amorality.

The loss of a proper notion of magnitude about the past not
only means we elevate the less important over the seminal,
but also lose any yardstick of the past by which to measure
the present. Today we speak of the 4,000 American dead in
an ongoing war for a democratic Iraq as part of the “worst”
decision in American diplomatic or military history. But
only a generation that was ignorant of the nearly 23,000
casualties suffered in a single day at Antietam, or the
81,000 dead and wounded lost at the Battle of Bulge, or the
over 5,000 Americans killed in the first four years of the
Philippines insurrection could employ such superlatives of
their own experiences with war in Iraqg.

If there is any measurement of what now warrants our
attention and what does not, it is often what | would call
oppression studies—to what degree does a past life or an
incident serve the contemporary goal of victimology and
further an equality of result. Recently Barack Obama
called for more emphasis on the history of various racial,



gender, and religious victims, arguing for more African-
American history “as well as women’s struggle for
equality, the history of unions, the role of Hispanics in the
U.S. and other matters that aren’t given enough attention. |
want us to have a broad-based history even including more
of the Holocaust as well as other issues of oppression
around the world.” Note how “broad-based history” is seen
as equivalent to “issues of oppression around the world.”

We elevate the individual narratives of particular Native
Americans, African-Americans, and women over the
collective achievement of prior generations of Americans,
because thereby we serve the noble aim of racial
inclusiveness in the present—but also the ignoble goal of
alleviating our own present guilt about the past by
demonizing or ignoring those others who left us the very
prosperity and tradition of free speech that has allowed us
to caricature them.

I1l. BAD OR WORSE?

Another result of our cultural amnesia is the inability to
understand dilemmas, or the need to accept a bad choice
when the alternative is far worse. For example, we hear the
constant refrain that the United States gave intelligence
information to Saddam Hussein when he was fighting the
Iranian theocracy that had stormed our embassy and taken
our diplomats hostage. We are remonstrated that in Anbar
province in lragq we recruited ex-insurgents to turn on their
former allies, the far worse al-Qaeda terrorists. We fault
ourselves for disbanding the Baathist-led army that left a
security vacuum, as if keeping an authoritarian force of
Saddamists would have posed no similar dilemmas.

History is not melodramatic therapy, but rather tragedy. To
defeat an horrific Nazi Germany America allied itself with
an horrific Soviet Union in 1941, not much more than a
mere decade after its mass annihilation of twenty million
of its own. And then after successful completion of the
war, the United States promptly refocused its effort against
Soviet expansionary communism. The feeling of the cruel
irony of it all was strong in 1945. General George Patton
and others lamented that a war to keep Eastern Europe free
and independent from Nazi aggrandizement in 1939 had
ensured it would not be free from Soviet terrorism in 1945.

Yet a prior generation, understanding the value of a Soviet
alliance to defeat Hitler, likewise understood the
immediate need to resurrect Europe and Germany to defeat
Soviet communism—rightly aware that we are mere
humans, not gods, and cannot guarantee that today’s ally
won’t be tomorrow’s enemy, only hope that in such
contortions the nature and aims of America as foes of
totalitarianism remain constant. If we do not understand
the sometimes bleak choices of history, then in the present
and for the future we place upon ourselves such utopian
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burdens that almost any result will be caricatured and
second-guessed. And the ultimate result with be a moral
stasis, and the bankrupt notion that inaction is not an error
of omission.

IV. PRESENT HYPOCRISY

Another symptom of our neglect, or denigration, of our past is
hypocrisy. There are two subsets. The first is the
implausibility of well-fed and secure scholars and teachers
passing casual judgment on those whose deeds they
themselves are simply incapable of emulating. By easily
condemning the fire raids over Hamburg and Tokyo as
amoral—in the luxury of peace once there is no longer an
ascendant fascist German or Japanese empire to threaten our
daily lives—we forget that few professors or teachers of
history could climb in a blister gun turret and fly sixteen hours
over the Pacific from the Marianas to Japan—three times a
week, amid foul weather, hostile fire, and in often unreliable
airplanes in the belief that they were one of the few tools
available to Allies to stop Nazi barbarity.

It is easy now to sermonize about American racism in the
island campaigns of World War II; but rather difficult to
remain unbiased when engaged in hand-to-hand combat with
those who routinely resorted to atrocity, and were willing to
blow themselves up to kill. The point is not that the teacher of
history is to suspend moral judgment, or that there is a not an
abstract standard that can calibrate morality of the past across
time and space. For example, we would make no moral
exemption for the SS General Sepp Dietrich, who conducted a
cruel war on both the Eastern and Western fronts that required
physical endurance and strength beyond our own. Rather, the
point is humility—that before we pass the judgment on the B-
17 bombardier over Hamburg we understand physical and
psychological dilemmas he endured.

Second, we earn a further charge of hypocrisy when we take
for granted our present affluence and prosperity, while
collectively condemning those in the past who were largely
responsible for it. The neo-Marxist campus critic of capitalism
assumes a prosperous economy and free markets to supply
him with ample salary, tenure, legal protections, and the
technology to fly to conferences, publish books, and be
equipped with state-supplied computers and electronic
appurtenances.

Yet given what we know of universities under totalitarian
systems from the former Soviet Union, to North Korea to
Cuba, such a comfortable campus embryo is simply
impossible under communism. Almost all the present popular
causes of the contemporary Left—the plight of the
Palestinians, the egalitarianism of Cuban health care, the rape
and pillage of the innocent in Darfur, or the callous treatment
of the Tibetans—highlight these paradoxes. No one would
chose to be operated on in Palestine in a Ramallah hospital



rather than in Tel Aviv. The American tourist would not
choose brain surgery in Havana. Only the U.S. military, not
U.N. peacekeepers, could stop genocide in the Sudan. And the
ability to voice concerns about the Dalai Lama’s plight is
simply not possible in China, but only in the West and its
spheres of influence. At some point, even the most severe
critics of American history must acknowledge that our present
inherited bounty and freedom were derived in some part from
a system not of our own generation’s making—and not the
product of canonized socialists, communists, and pacifists of
the past.

V. THE WAGES OF HISTORICAL IGNORANCE

What are the ramifications of an amnesiac democratic
society that either cannot or will not appreciate its past?
The first dividend is sheer ignorance. History is a referent
of the present, and there is no guarantee that each
generation will maintain what was bequeathed by others
without guidance of what has and has not worked. If we
forget the lessons of the past, we lack any models to live
by in the present. For example, today America suffers from
a vast energy shortage. We claim that we cannot drill
petroleum off our coasts or in Alaska. We insist that more
coal plants and oil refineries are too dirty, and nuclear
power is too dangerous. We turn to ethanol even as food
prices skyrocket as land for food is diverted to fuel. We
praise wind and solar power, even as they have not
supplied much more than a fraction of our daily demands.
We praise, and rightly so, conservation, but due to
population growth consume more energy than ever before,
and then are bewildered when all our options from drilling,
farming fuel, importing Middle Eastern oil, and mining to
developing nuclear power appear to us alone as novel
dilemmas—and were not known to prior generations who
nonetheless made decisions that bequeathed a prosperous
nation.

Our forefathers—have we forgotten?—nbuilt hydroelectric
dams, drilled wells, and mined coal, not because they
enjoyed pollution, or were even careless and uncaring
about the environment, but because their first allegiance
was to feed, clothe, and provide for the citizenry,
impossible in a modern age without accessible and
inexpensive power. By thinking there are no difficult
choices, we find ourselves as inactive as our ancestors
were proactive—and are finding our food too expensive,
energy too scarce, or self-righteousness all too common.
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Second, historical revisionism can mask self-indulgence.
Once a society damns its past and its benefactors as
illiberal, it has provided the intellectual exegesis for its
own conspicuous consumption. Our present generation has
nearly bankrupt the social security system, accumulated
trillions of dollars in national debt, lost a war in Vietnam,
spent trillions of dollars in national wealth on cosmetic
surgeries, and induced a crass popular culture of
conspicuous consumption and self-indulgence—and yet
has rewritten our public school history textbooks to
emphasize the sins of our prior generations. The more we
demonize the dead, the more we the living are then free to
rewrite the rules of our own moral behavior.

Finally, there is the expectation even among critics of the
United States that America is foreordained, nearly
omnipotent in its exercise of its power. In fact, America is
history’s fragile aberration—a nation based on ideas and
principles, not traditional unifiers such as race, religion, or
identical ancestry. At numerous times in its brief history—
the winter of 1776, the awful summer of 1864, the panic of
1929, the dark years of winter 1942, and the social chaos
of 1968—its very existence as a democratic nation was in
doubt. For this country to continue, a majority of its
citizens each generation must believe not that it is perfect,
but rather than it is far better than the alternative, and
therefore worth investing one’s loyalty and talents in its
preservation.

But should collectively we come to see the history of
America as largely the story of racial, gender and class
oppressions, far worse than what was found elsewhere at
the time, or simply have no idea at all about our own past
or the ordeal of our ancestors, then history suggests that
there would be no reason for the experiment to continue, at
least as we have known the United States. And of course
then it would not. The hard work of uniting diverse peoples
under uniquely humane principles is the work of over two
centuries; the easy task of ending it can by accomplished in
a mere generation through our ignorance or hatred of
ourselves and own past.

Victor Davis Hanson is a classicist and historian at the
Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and author, most
recently, of A War Like No Other: How the Athenians and
Spartans Fought the Peloponnesian War.



WHAT IS TO BE DONE FOR CONSERVATIVES’ FUTURE?

Grover G. Norquist

Republicans lost 30 House seats, six senators, six
governors and 325 state legislators this past November
[2006]. The Republican percentage of the House vote fell
from 52.5 percent in the last off-year election of 2002 to
45.9 percent in 2006.

Conservatives have had bad election nights before:
Goldwater was crushed in 1964. Nixon beat Reagan in
1968. The Watergate year of 1974. Ford defeated Reagan
in 1976. Reagan lost 26 house seats in 1982 and nine
senate seats in 1986. Conservatives couldn’t win the
Republican nomination in 1988 or 1996.

Conservatism must avoid learning the wrong lessons from
2006. Maybe 10 congressmen and Senators lost due to sui
generis personal problems: e-mailing pages, throttling
mistresses, breaking the law. The rest fell to the tsunami of
unhappiness with the seemingly unending occupation of
Iraq.

No Republican lost because he or she was for lower taxes,
or pro-second amendment, or committed to parental rights
in education, or for their commitment to property rights or
abolishing the death tax.

Two lessons: No more throttling mistresses or selling
earmarks. And the occupation of Iraq needs to be in the
rearview mirror in 2008, not the windshield.

The modern conservative movement is a coalition of
groups and individuals who wish to be left alone. On their
primary, vote-moving issue, what they want from the
government is to be left alone.

Taxpayers wish lower taxes. Gun owners wish to be left
alone to defend themselves. The NRA does not demand
that schools teach books titled, “Heather Has Two
Hunters.” Homeschoolers wish only to be able to educate
and raise their own children.

Businessmen and women want their businesses left alone
by the regulators and tax collectors. Property owners do
not want to hear that it rained last night and now Al Gore
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owns their backyard. The growing investor class who build
IRAs, 40I(k)s and mutual funds for retirement do not want
their retirement looted by trial lawyers or tax collectors.
The various communities of faith: evangelical Protestants,
conservative Catholics, Muslims, Mormons and orthodox
Jews wish to be left alone to practice their faith and to raise
their children in that faith.

Some have argued that parts of the Leave us Alone/center-
right coalition could break away and work with the
Democrats. Really? Small government libertarians tired of
hanging out with folks who go to church could find what
allies for tax cuts, tort reform or less spending in the
Pelosi/Reid Democrat party? A social conservative
indifferent to individual liberties issues could cut exactly
what deal with the modern Democrat party obsessed with
government-funded abortions?

The Leave us Alone coalition is like a loyal and fractious
family. We are stuck with each other. So, what is to be
done?

1. Work. Work. Work. Whining is not work.

2. No conversation should begin with “Bush should.
...” The only useful conversation begins with “I
will ...” 1 will register to vote. | will get my
siblings to vote properly. | will speak with my
kids and my co-workers about politics. | will call
a talk radio show or write a letter to the editor.
Only Laura Bush is allowed to give George Bush
To Do lists.

3. Maintain bi-focal vision. Focus sometimes on the
long-range goals of radically lower taxes and
smaller government. Then look down at your feet
to take surefooted steps forward. Taking small
steps forward is winning slowly, not treason.

4. Remember that every voter group in the center-
right, Leave us Alone coalition is a minority when
standing alone. Together we are the majority of
America.



5. Do not complain that politicians lack backbones.
Vertebrates have backbones. Those are
endoskeletons based inside the body. They are not
visible. You cannot judge a candidate’s backbone
by looking at them.

The Leave us Alone coalition must build an exoskeleton
for all political leaders. Exoskeletons exist outside the
body. Lobsters, oysters, clams have exoskeletons. Our job
is to provide support for our elected officials to withstand

the power and pressure of the establishment press, the
hordes of appropriations lobbyists and the natural tendency
of government to grow.

We will win.

Grover G. Norquist is president of Americans for Tax
Reform and a THL Trustee.

BLACKS, DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS:
YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW

Deroy Murdock

| thought I would start by telling you a little about how |
got involved in public policy, and then discuss the
relationship among black Americans, the Republican and
Democratic parties, and some of the issues we all face as a
nation.

| describe myself as a registered Republican and a
practicing libertarian. Sometimes people ask me, “How
could you possibly be a Republican?” I tell them, it’s easy:
| like to see criminals busted, taxes cut, and terrorists
killed.

Now, what about the libertarian part? My favorite
definition of libertarianism comes from author P.J.
O’Rourke. Here is how he sums up the libertarian
philosophy: “You take a Right at taxes, make a Left at sex,
and straight ahead is paradise.”

America did not look like paradise at the time 1 first started
thinking about public policy. | was born in Los Angeles,
California. At the time | started becoming aware of the
world around me, we had under the Jimmy Carter
presidency, things like inflation, malaise, the energy crisis,
and gasoline lines, to say nothing of Communism on the
move around the world. And | was very concerned about
this country’s future and our safety as a people. My fear
was that if Jimmy Carter got reelected, we probably would
have had Red Army troops in Tijuana.

So at that time, there was all this anxiety and all of us
wringing our hands, | started listening to these radio
commentaries coming on the air as | was getting ready to
go to school. Basically, it was Ronald Reagan coming on
the radio every morning for about two to three minutes,
talking about the Russian mistreatment of Jews, why tax
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cuts would be a good idea, why the Energy Department
wasn’t making matters better, but rather making them
worse, and all the various shortcomings of the Carter
Administration.

| listened carefully to what he said, liked it, and thought
that he ought to be our next president of the United States.

| started volunteering for the Reagan campaign in 1980 and
was on the 1984 campaign. | started reading National
Review, and, through that process, started becoming
involved in the conservative and free-market movements.
And that’s where | remain today as a columnist and as a
think-tank scholar. So | really have two people to thank for
being here. One is Jimmy Carter, and the other is Ronald
Reagan.

Now, | would like to look beyond my own personal story
to the much broader issue of the relationship among black
Americans and the Republican and Democratic parties.

My basic message is that the Republican Party and
conservatives generally have spent most of the last 147
years trying to liberate black Americans and make them
self-reliant, while Democrats and liberals have spent most
of that time either trying to hold blacks behind or make
them dependent on big-government solutions.

While the Right generally has tried to create a society built
on equal opportunity where race matters less, the Left
usually has tried to amplify the importance of race while
apportioning power and privilege on the basis of skin
color.



I would like to examine this phenomenon yesterday, today,
and tomorrow.

Let’s start yesterday.

In fact, let’s go way back to 1860. That year, Republican
Abraham Lincoln, was elected President of the United
States. America’s first Republican President headed a party
that was dedicated to the abolition of slavery. And, in fact,
President Lincoln signed the Emancipation Proclamation in
September 1862. It read, in part:

On the first day of January in the year of
our Lord, one thousand eight hundred
and sixty-three, all persons held as
slaves ...shall be then, thenceforward,
and forever free...

By defeating the Confederacy, Lincoln’s Republican
government assured that slavery would be a thing of the
past in the now truly United States of America.

But while the South was defeated, Democrats fought to
deny the rights of just-liberated blacks.

As the House Republican Policy Committee explained in
an historical calendar in 2005:

“Democratic opposition to Republican efforts to protect the
civil rights of all Americans lasted not only throughout
Reconstruction, but well into the 20th Century.

“In the south, those Democrats who most bitterly opposed
equality for blacks founded the Ku Klux Klan, which
operated as the party’s terrorist wing.”

White supremacists worked
Democrats for decades:

nightstick-in-hand  with

e September 28, 1868: Democrats in
Opelousas, Louisiana killed nearly 300
blacks who tried to foil an assault on a
Republican newspaper editor.

e October 7, 1868: Republicans criticized
Democrats’ national slogan: “This is a white
man’s country: Let white men rule.”

e October 18, 1871: Republican President
Ulysses S. Grant dispatched federal troops to
quell Klan violence in South Carolina.

e September 14, 1874: Racist white Democrats
stormed Louisiana’s statehouse to oust
Republican Governor William Kellogg’s
racially integrated administration; 27 people

were killed.
e August 17, 1937: Republicans opposed
Democratic  President Franklin  Delano
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Roosevelt’s Supreme Court nominee, U.S.
Senator Hugo Black (D - Alabama), a former
Klansman who defended his fellow
Klansmen against race-murder charges.

e 1963: Georgia’s Democratic governor,
George Wallace, struck a blow for white
supremacy by raising the Confederate flag
above the state capitol in Atlanta.

e Oct. 1963: Democratic Attorney General
Robert F. Kennedy directed the FBI to
wiretap the home telephone of Dr. & Mrs.
Martin Luther King, Jr.

e January 2007: Democratic Sen. Joseph Biden

calls black Democratic senator Barack
Obama “clean and articulate.”
e February 2007: The Democrats’ KKK

coddling today is embodied by Ku Klux Klan
alumnus Robert Byrd, West Virginia’s long-
serving, long-winded, Democratic U.S.
senator.

Robert Byrd took office on January 3, 1959, so he is the
Senate’s most senior member. As the Washington Post’s
Eric Pianin reported, Robert Byrd wrote Grand Wizard
Samuel Green of Atlanta in 1941 to say he wanted to join
the KKK. He also enrolled 150 recruits to help him launch
a Klan chapter in his hometown — Crab Orchard, West
Virginia. Robert Byrd earned the rank of Exalted Cyclops
of the Ku Klux Klan.

In 1946, Byrd wrote this to the KKK’s Imperial Wizard:
“The Klan is needed today as never before and | am
anxious to see its rebirth here in West Virginia.”

About that time [December 11, 1945], as President Truman
prepared to integrate the armed forces, Robert Byrd wrote
segregationist U.S. Senator Theodore Bilbo, a Democrat,
to say he never would fight in uniform “with a Negro by
my side.”

He continued:

Rather | should die a thousand times, and see OId
Glory trampled in the dirt never to rise again, than
to see this beloved land of ours be degraded by
race mongrels.

Robert Byrd was the U.S. Senate Democratic leader as late
as December 1988.

On March 4, 2001, Robert Byrd said this to then-TV host
Tony Snow on “Fox News Sunday:”

“There are white niggers... I’ve seen a lot of white niggers
in my time; I’m going to use that word.”



National Democrats never have arranged a primary
challenge against or otherwise pressured this one-time
white-hood wearer to take a long walk off the Robert Byrd
Bridge.

On the contrary, Senator Christopher Dodd of Connecticut
said this about Senator Byrd on April 1, 2004 on the
occasion of Byrd’s 17,000™ Senate vote: “I do not think it
is an exaggeration at all to say to my friend from West
Virginia that he would have been a great senator at any
moment,” Dodd said.

He added: “He would have been right at the founding of
this country. He would have been in the leadership crafting
the Constitution. He would have been right during the
great conflict of the Civil War in this nation.”

Compare Chris Dodd and Robert Byrd with Trent Lott and
Strom Thurmond.

Contrast the Democrats’ coziness with the Ku Klux Klan
with how Republicans have treated these hateful white
racists. When former Klansman David Duke ran for
Louisiana governor in 1991 as a Republican, national GOP
officials scorned him. Local Republicans endorsed
incumbent Democrat Edwin Edwards, despite his record of
spectacular corruption. As one Republican-created bumper
sticker pleaded: “Vote for the crook: It’s important!”

Republicans also have supported legislation favorable to
blacks, often against intense Democratic headwinds:

e In 1866, 94 percent of Republican senators
and 96 percent of GOP House members
approved the U.S. Constitution’s 14th
Amendment, guaranteeing all Americans
equal protection under the law.

Every congressional Democrat voted: “No.”

e February 28, 1871: The Republican Congress
passed the Enforcement Act, giving black
voters federal protection.

e February 8, 1894: Democratic President
Grover Cleveland and a Democratic Congress
repealed the GOP’s Enforcement Act and
removed federal protection for black voters.

e January 26, 1922: The U.S. House adopted
Missouri Republican Congressman Leonidas
Dyer’s bill making lynching a federal crime.

Filibustering Senate Democrats killed that
measure, which would have made lynching a
federal crime.
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e May 17, 1954: As chief justice, former three-
term governor Earl Warren (R - California)
led the U.S. Supreme Court’s desegregation
of government schools via the landmark
Brown v. Board of Education decision.

e Republican President Dwight Eisenhower’s
Justice Department argued on behalf of
Topeka, Kansas’ black school children.

Democrat John W. Davis, who lost a
presidential bid to incumbent Republican
Calvin Coolidge in 1924, defended “separate
but equal” classrooms.

e July 2, 1964: Democratic President Lyndon
Johnson signed the 1964 Civil Rights Act
after it passed despite former Klansman
Robert Byrd’s 14-hour filibuster and the
“No” votes of 22 other Senate Democrats
(including that of Tennessee’s Albert Gore,
Sr.)

< lllinois Republican Everett Dirksen rallied 26
GOP senators and 44 Democrats to kill the
filibuster and allow the bill’s passage.

e According to John Fonte in the January 9,
2003, National Review, 82 percent of
Republicans voted for the 1964 Civil Rights
Act, versus only 66 percent of Democrats.

e June 29, 1982: Republican President Ronald
Reagan signed a 25-year extension of the
1965 Voting Rights Act.

e November 2, 1983: President Reagan
established Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.’s
birthday as a national holiday, the first such
honor for a black American.

e President Reagan named Colin Powell
America’s  first black national-security
adviser while GOP President George W.
Bush appointed him our first black secretary
of state.

e President Bush named Condoleezza Rice
America’s first black female national security
advisor, then our second (consecutive) black
secretary of state.

In January 2005, former Klansman Robert Byrd and other
Senate Democrats stalled Rice’s confirmation for a week.
Amid unanimous GOP support, Byrd joined 11 other
Democrats and Vermont Independent James Jeffords in
opposing Rice. This woman — who grew up in the Jim
Crow South — received the most “No” votes for a
secretary of state nominee since 14 senators turned thumbs
down on Henry Clay in 1825. And Democrats cast 11 of
those 12 anti-Rice votes.



For his part, former Klansman Robert Byrd voted against
the nominations of black Supreme Court justices Thurgood
Marshall and Clarence Thomas, as well as Secretary of
State Rice.

S0, as you can see, time and time again, Republicans have
tried to do right by black Americans while Democrats have
stood in our way.

As a consequence, blacks who could vote usually
supported Republicans after the Civil War. Democrat
Franklin Roosevelt won black support with the New Deal,
but the black vote was not monolithic.

As Robert George of the New York Post notes,
“Eisenhower got 39% of the black vote in 1956. Richard
Nixon received 32 percent of the black vote in 1960.

“The Republican share of the black vote in 1964? Six
percent.”

What happened?

Senator Barry Goldwater (R - Arizona) opposed the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the very year he became the
Republican presidential standard-bearer. Goldwater feared
the 1964 Act would limit freedom of association in the
private sector. This is a controversial but principled
libertarian objection rooted in the First Amendment rather
than in racial hatred. In fact, Goldwater supported the 1957
and 1960 Civil Rights Acts and called for integrating
Arizona’s National Guard two years before President
Truman desegregated the military. Still, Goldwater’s
opposition to the landmark Civil Rights Act did not
impress Dr. King. He endorsed President Johnson for re-
election.

That experience and generous public-assistance spending
under the Great Society have helped keep black voters
loyal to the Democrats for the better part of 43 years. In
fact, these days, Democrats essentially take blacks for
granted while Republicans typically assume they cannot
win black votes — so, why bother? Since the days of
Richard Nixon, the GOP has tended to focus on winning
the votes of whites in the South while overlooking blacks
elsewhere.

All of this is too bad, because if blacks would examine this
situation, they would see that on many issues today,
Republicans and conservatives offer policies that would
improve their lives while Democrats and liberals scream in
opposition.

As we go from yesterday to today, think about the issue of
taxes.
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President Bush has reduced taxes every year he has been in
office, always over the objections of Democrats. The result
is an economy that grew 3.3 percent last year, despite the
ongoing War on Terror, battles in Irag and Afghanistan,
sky-high oil prices last summer, and the lingering legacy of
hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma. The unemployment
rate is now a very low 4.5 percent. An expanding economy
is good for all Americans, but it is best for those with the
least. In this sense, President Bush’s tax cuts benefit all
black Americans.

For those with lower incomes, the bottom tax rate fell by
one third — from 15 percent under Clinton to 10 percent
under Bush. Meanwhile, higher-level tax-rate reductions
leave more money in the pockets of middle-class blacks, of
whom many more exist than the media would have you
believe. In fact, the Census Bureau recently reported that
39 percent of black Americans live in suburban
communities.

The overall unemployment rate, as | say, is 4.5 percent.
The bad news is that black unemployment is 8 percent. The
good news is that black unemployment is down from its 10
percent average — under Democratic President Clinton. In
fact, today’s black unemployment rate of 8 percent is the
lowest since July 2001. Average black joblessness has
fallen from 12.4 percent over the last 30 years, to 10.5
percent over the last 15 years, to 8 percent today.

What about the gap between white and black
unemployment? Right now, the white unemployment rate
is 4.1 percent vs. 8 percent for blacks, so there is a gap of
3.9 percentage points between white and black joblessness.
That gap has fallen from an average of 6.9 percent over the
last 30 years, to 5.5 percent under President Clinton, and
now 3.9 percent under President Bush. So, despite howls
of protest from Democrats, President Bush’s tax cuts have
helped create the best black employment picture in a
generation.

Next, think about Social Security.

Social Security shafts black people, especially black men.
President Bush’s Housing Secretary, Alphonso Jackson,
yet another Cabinet member who happens to be black,
addressed this issue in the Wall Street Journal on April 19,
2005.

“Today, the typical black household has a net worth of
only $6,100, while a typical white household has $67,000,”
Jackson wrote. | call this nearly 11-1 asset-ownership gap
between blacks and whites “the Dividend Divide.” This
absence of assets leaves very little for one generation to
bequeath to the next. This would be bad enough if Social



Security offered black Americans attractive returns on
“investment.” It does not.

Secretary Jackson notes that among black Americans:
“One in three will get no benefit at all because he will die
before he is eligible to collect benefits... After a lifetime of
paying into Social Security, nearly 30 percent of black
seniors are left in poverty, compared to 7 percent of white
seniors... And while the average black male lives to age
67.8 — after collecting less than one year of Social
Security — the average white male will collect seven years
of benefits.”

Social Security is essentially a vacuum that sucks money
from the pockets of shorter-lived blacks and deposits it in
the bank accounts of longer-surviving whites. Where is the
social justice in that?

President Bush tried to do something about this, namely
giving Americans the option to open voluntary Personal
Retirement Accounts in which they could invest a portion
of their Social Security taxes.

Democrats hollered at the tops of their lungs, and Bush’s
plan collapsed of inertia.

So, black Americans will continue to pour money into a
system that rips us off. And many of us black men won’t
see a dime of the money that government yanks from each
of our paychecks.

Thanks again, Democrats.
Now, let’s look at K — 12 education:

America’s government schools are in shambles, especially
in our ghettoes. Dropout rates are often at about 50 percent
in many black high schools. Kids routinely leave school
unable to read at grade level. Thanks to this system of
institutional child abuse, many students exit stunted for
life. They almost never catch up with their educated
counterparts in terms of life chances, earning power,
housing, healthcare options, or what they can offer their
loved ones.

Republicans and free-marketers have preached school
choice — either through charter schools or more ambitious
voucher programs. With a few courageous exceptions, the
liberal Democratic position is to yell “Hell no!” and leave
poor, black, uneducated Kids...poor, black, and
uneducated.

Consider the Washington, D.C. school system. About the
time President Bush was elected, 31 percent of eighth
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graders read at grade level across America. In 2000, the
equivalent figure for students in Washington, D.C.’s
government schools was not 31 percent, but just 6 percent.
A bit earlier, in 1998, only 10 percent of Washington, D.C.
fourth graders read at grade level, versus 35 percent
nationally. Among local high school students who do
graduate and advance to the University of the District of
Columbia, 85 percent need remedial education.

Is spending the problem? Nope.

Washington, D.C. public schools are usually No. 1 in
America in terms of per-pupil spending. In 2000 — 2001, it
spent $10,477 on each of its 67,500 pupils versus a
national average of $7,483. While Washington’s schools
are at the top of the heap in spending, they usually are
ranked 51%, below every single state, when it comes to
student achievement.

So, with the help of some Democrats and the opposition of
many more, the Republican Congress passed a
Washington, D.C. school voucher plan to help a small
number of local students escape this educational rubble
pile. Democratic President Clinton vetoed D.C. voucher
legislation— not just once, but twice. The Republican
Congress passed it again in 2003, and, finally, GOP
President Bush signed it into law.

Democrats and liberals almost always have the same
solution: Leave things the way they are and just spend
more money. Bigger education budgets benefit unionized
school bureaucrats and teachers. And, of course, teachers
and school-workers’ unions are among the Democratic
Party’s most loyal sources of votes, campaign volunteers,
and political donations. So, who do you think winds up on
top, when it comes to educating America’s kids?

Perhaps the most pernicious treatment blacks get from
liberals and Democrats is the patronizing way we are
treated when it comes to racial preferences.

Look, for example, at the entrance exam for the Lowell
Academy in San Francisco. This selective government high
school’s admissions test had a perfect score of 69 points.
Students of Chinese descent needed at least 62 points to
pass. Whites and “other Asians” required 58 points for
admission. Meanwhile, blacks and Hispanics could gain
entrance with just 53 points.

How degrading.
How condescending.

How racist.



Who the Hell were San Francisco’s liberal educrats to
judge blacks and Hispanics intellectually inferior to other
students? And were all these Chinese applicants brilliant?
Surely a few of them were average, or worse.

This unconstitutional abomination was ditched in the 2000
- 2001 academic year after Chinese students sued and won
their claim that their 14th Amendment equal-protection
rights had been violated.

For another example of this attitude, just look at Rutgers
University, in New Jersey.

In 1995, Rutgers’ liberal president, Francis Lawrence,
discussed plans to lower the Scholastic Aptitude Test
scores expected of black applicants.

Why?
Blacks, President Lawrence explained, constitute “a
disadvantaged population that doesn’t have the genetic
hereditary background to have a higher average” on the
SAT.

Between San Francisco and New Brunswick, New Jersey,
we find Ann Arbor, the home of the University of
Michigan.

It also had a similar racial preference in its admissions
policy. U. Michigan employed the race-driven practice of
giving every black, Hispanic, and American Indian
undergraduate-school applicant 20 points, out of a
maximum 150-point scale, just for having the correct
complexion.

This was a pristine example of what President Bush calls
“the soft bigotry of low expectations.”

Michigan’s admissions officers did not practice the nasty,
snarling bigotry born of hatred, but instead the polite,
smiling bigotry born of pity. Yet it is bigotry nonetheless.
An X in the box showing an applicant is black, brown, or
red gave him a 13.3-percent boost over someone with
white or yellow skin equally eager to learn in Ann Arbor.

How dare Michigan’s administrators automatically assume
that minority applicants are disadvantaged and
downtrodden?

This is academic racial profiling.

If — as civil-rights activists scream until they swoon — it
is wrong for cops to see a black man and assume he is a
criminal, why is it right for Michigan to see someone and
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assume he needs special help simply for applying while
black?

Yes, there are many destitute blacks, but there also are
black students whose parents are doctors and consultants.
Similarly, there are white folks who grow up poor and
fatherless. Had Georgetown University not admitted a poor
white guy from Arkansas, Bill Clinton might have stayed
in Hot Springs and out of the Oval Office.

I am all for more aggressive outreach efforts. College
recruiters should look for promising applicants in every
community they can reach. And helping those who have
excelled despite true adversity is fine, so long as race is not
an issue. A valedictorian from a coal-mining town should
have as much of a shot at a hand up as an all-state
champion debater from the housing projects. But
ultimately, race should not be a factor in who does or does
not get into school. Admissions officers should evaluate
applicants as individuals rather than as ethnic inputs. This
was the entire point of the civil-rights movement. Freedom
riders were murdered in the Jim Crow South while
struggling for racial equality, not racial advantage.

Dr. King could not have been clearer about this when he
delivered his 1963 “l Have a Dream” speech — fittingly
enough — on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial. Dr. King
said he had a dream that his children would “live one day
in a nation where they will not be judged by the color of
their skin, but by the content of their character.”
Unfortunately, the Supreme Court disagreed with Dr.
King’s philosophy and ruled that, while Michigan’s system
was too mechanical, universities could consider race as a
factor in admissions.

Imagine if a municipal bus company tried to use race as “a
factor” in admitting passengers.

So, from yesterday, to today, to tomorrow, what does the
future hold for blacks, Republicans, and Democrats?

For starters, President Bush’s black support grew from 9
percent in the 2000 election to 11 percent in 2004. That is
not huge, but his black vote actually improved by 22
percent despite his being vilified by the media and
Democrats for four long years. In Ohio, President Bush’s
support among blacks grew from 9 percent in 2000 to 16
percent in 2004. As tight as things were there, it is fair to
say that black voters handed President Bush Ohio, and thus
renewed his four-year lease on the White House.

These voters tended to be socially conservative, church-
going blacks who turned out to vote for a ballot measure
opposing gay marriage. Enough of them also voted for
Bush, a same-sex marriage opponent, to make all the



difference for him on Election Day. While | support gay
marriage, | understand how an emotional issue like that
one can have a serious impact on changing traditional
voting patterns.

Republicans will have to work harder than they have to
appeal to black voters. Last fall, attractive black
Republican candidates like Michael Steele, Ken Blackwell,
and Lynn Swann failed to get elected to statewide offices
in Maryland, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Obviously, 2006
was a terrible year for Republican candidates. Maybe these
guys would have won in a better year. Who knows?

Hurricane Katrina and the ensuing, deadly chaos in New
Orleans did not help. Racial demagogues like
Congressman Charles Rangel (D — New York) said that,
“George Bush is our Bull Connor.” He added: “If you're
black in this country, and you’re poor in this country, it’s
not an inconvenience. It’s a death sentence.”

Rangel equated Republican President Bush with
Theophilus  “Bull” Connor, Birmingham, Alabama’s
former  segregationist police  commissioner  who

notoriously used attacks dogs and fire hoses to disrupt
civil-rights marches by Dr. King and other protesters in
1963. As is Rangel, Bull Connor was...a Democrat.

Of course, for all the federal failings, Rangel’s outrageous
comment ignored the spectacular incompetence among
Democrats in charge of Louisiana’s governor’s mansion
and New Orleans’ City Hall.

Remember that photo of the 255 school buses drowning in
a municipal lot in New Orleans? Ray Nagin, the Crescent
City’s black, Democratic mayor could have used those
buses to evacuate people from the Superdome and
Convention Center; instead, he screwed up and let them get
swamped below sea level.

As for President Bush’s supposed anti-black genocide, if
he really wanted to drown black Americans, why did he
urge Democratic governor Kathleen Blanco to evacuate
New Orleans? From a press conference the Sunday
morning before Katrina hit on Monday, here’s what
happened, in Governor Blanco’s own words:
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Just before we walked into this room,
President Bush called and told me to
share with all of you that he is very
concerned about the citizens. He is
concerned about the impact that this
hurricane would have on our people.
And he asked me to please ensure that
there would be a mandatory evacuation
of New Orleans.

For his part, President Bush dispatched four Navy ships to
the Gulf Coast and called Congress back to Washington
from vacation to approve $10.5 billion in immediate
federal assistance to the region (which he signed the Friday
after Katrina hit, that previous Monday). He also recruited
his father and President Bill Clinton to raise private and
corporate money to aid Katrina’s survivors.

President Bush and the Republican Congress did not
abandon New Orleans before Katrina, as Democrats and
the media claim. In fact, according to calculations by then-
Heritage Foundation scholar Kirk Johnson, between 2000
and 2003, federal anti-poverty spending per recipient in
Orleans Parish increased under Bush and the Republicans
by 73 percent, or an average, annual hike of 24 percent for
three years! We all should be so abandoned.

Having said all of that, in tomorrow’s races, Republican
candidates need to knock on doors in black neighborhoods,
run ads in black newspapers and on black radio stations,
and otherwise promote themselves with even more energy
and intensity in order to win a greater share of the black
vote. Remember, Republican nominees — do not have to
grab 100 percent or 90 percent of the black vote to win
elections. All they have to do is move their support from
10 percent of the black vote, where it usually stands, to 15
percent or 20 percent. In tight elections, that hammers the
Democrats’ electoral base into dust.

The best way for GOP candidates to get blacks to consider
voting Republican is to ask them a simple question:

“What have the Demaocrats done for you lately?”

Deroy Murdock is a New York-based columnist with the
Scripps Howard News Service and a senior fellow with the
Atlas Economic Research Foundation in Arlington, VA.




LEAVE US ALONE:
GETTING THE GOVERNMENT’S HANDS OFF OUR MONEY, OUR GUNS, OUR LIVES

Grover G. Norquist

Reviewed by: William Baker

Grover Norquist’s book, Leave Us Alone: Getting the
Government’s Hands Off Our Money, Our Guns, Our
Lives, is a panoramic view of the many coalitions of the
left and the right that are polarized like never before in
American politics. It showcases the exceptional analytic
skill of Norquist, who dissects the
factions backing each side, reveals some
surprising milestones of the modern
conservative movement, and identifies
needed reforms that would have
maximum impact. This reviewer’s
perspective, which is strongly influenced
by current negative macroeconomic
trends, fears for additional gains to be had
by Democrats in 2008 as follow-on to the
2006 election cycle. However, Norquist
demonstrates that there is much about
which to be hopeful, if not in this cycle then in the next.

To wit, thanks to Ronald Reagan’s establishing the IRA,
there is now a vital “investor class” possessing 50 million
such accounts, and two-thirds of voters own stocks. If one
is part of this emerging faction, one’s proclivity to vote
Republican is vastly greater. So strong is this relationship
that it withstood a $9.6 trillion collapse of shareholder
wealth by less than one month prior to the 2002 mid-term
election. While mainstream Protestants are declining,
Southern Baptists have nearly doubled membership to over
16 million in the last 40 years, and there are many other
conservative churches on the rise. Mormonism is the
fastest growing U.S. religion, having swelled by nearly
20% in the last decade to just shy of 6 million practitioners.
Catholics, long a Democrat mainstay, number 65 million
and have eroded from being 64% pro-Democrat in JFK’s
time to only 41% ten years ago. Other discrete members of
the “Leave Us Alone” coalition include hunters (13 million
but flat to down) and homeschoolers (2 million and
expanding 7% annually). Although sometimes small in
number, these can be persuasive political forces. The
home-schooled are more than twice as likely to vote,
fourteen times more likely to work on a campaign, and
they are solidly conservative. Demographics play a
leading role, for conservatives are far more inclined to
have children, and less apt to abort them. Adding to
population trends are migration from high- to low-tax
states, and youth recruitment through increasingly popular
and effective organizations such as the Young Americans
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for Freedom, the Leadership Institute, and the Federalist
Society. And for those of all ages, there is the
phenomenon of talk radio.

However, the flip side is the “Takings Coalition” has been
growing, too.  Government employees have
swelled from 13.9 million in 1994 to 15.8 million
in 2004, well up from a paltry 6.6 million in 1952.

B = These fortunate personnel earn about $9,000 more
R M o those who toil in the private sector, but the
| real feathering is in retirement benefits that
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| gy (i Mlaaap
(Far Gans
frar Lives

$100,000 annually, a whopping 50% premium.
Norquist zeroes in on others who indirectly suck
at the public teat, such as trial lawyers and labor
unions. He delves into how government actions
have strengthened their influence; profiling

“union card checking,” campaign finance loopholes, and

paycheck protection, among others.

The clarity of Grover Norquist’s approach to
understanding politics is demonstrated well in his review
of past presidents and congressional history. Eisenhower
and Nixon are revealed as spenders; J.F. Kennedy is a
conservative supply-sider by today’s standards. George
W. Bush watches over a spending increase from $3.1
trillion in 2001 to $4.1 trillion in 2006 that includes the
creation of Medicare Part D and the restoration of a 10-
year, $200 billion farm subsidy; spending under Clinton
grows just 3.8% annually. Conservatives are repulsed by
this latest paradox, and being one, Norquist is anything but
pro-Democrat. To explain this inconsistency, he attributes
the derailment of conservative thinking to Bush’s
theoretically flawed focus on the budget deficit. Had Bush
contained spending (and spending as a percent of the
economy in particular), the nation’s balance sheet would
be on better footing and the takings factions would have
been forced to fight among themselves, and their ranks
would be slightly less swelled. The problem with stressing
the deficit to the exclusion of spending is that it ceded
control over the language of the debate, because the strong
economy fixed the deficit but left the door open to permit
massive government expansion. The modern big-
government Republicans might find this palatable, but in
the end it erodes the “Leave Us Alone” coalition and
strengthens those under the “Takings” banner.



Norquist gets under the hood of congressional power shifts
and other demographic cross-cuts to reveal clues to where
the standoff between the left and right may be headed. He
scours over fund raising records to show how the “Contract
with America” in 1994 broke the Democrat’s license to
extort money from the business sector. This has aided
Republicans measurably ever since. Using traditional
categories of political division, he sets his sight on five
additional potent targets: chipping away at the black
demographic, appealing to a majority of Hispanic voters,
tort reform, achieving parity in Jewish campaign
donations, and ending compulsory union dues (and their
subsequent redirection into political spending). After a
recent speech, Norquist was asked about the immigration
issue, and in reply he passionately asserted conservative
issues such as vouchers and entitlements could recast the
landscape to bring immigrants on board once they enter the
U.S., for these individuals at their core have conservative
ideals embodied in Catholicism or the work ethic.

However, in writing this book Norquist presents a new
categorization of voter sympathies. Its brilliance is that it
opens up the possibility of engineering reforms to fit with
desires of leave-us-aloners: portability and direct
ownership of pensions, health savings accounts, school
vouchers, outsourcing of government functions, and
transparency. This latter agenda item may prove to be the
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most effective of all, for few of any political stripe can
oppose it. The disinfectant of public scrutiny could
immediately change the behavior of bureaucrats and
politicians everywhere in government, especially in areas
that directly touch the life of voters, such as schools.

Critics of the book assert that Norquist would not leave
them alone, legislating abortion or other moral code. They
have also insisted that his segmentation is inappropriate,
for Republicans are indeed advocates of big government as
proven by the recent spending record of Congress. They
would instead prefer him to join the crowd and make peace
with the new brand of politician of the right that is
emerging. Rather than fall into step, Norquist can be
credited for recognizing that Republicans and Democrats
have shuffled the deck in a new way since the eras of
Eisenhower, Kennedy and Nixon, under which
conservatism has emerged and matured as a forceful voice
of those who wish to be left alone, and liberalism has
degraded into a grab fest of trial lawyers, unions,
government workers, and anyone else seeking to take and
redistribute using the forces of taxation and regulation.

William Baker is the Vice-President of The Harbour
League. He can be reached at
Whaker@TheHarbourLeague.org
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