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			FOREWORD


			I have lived my entire life in the greatest country that ever existed. I am proud to be a citizen of the United States, a country that has done more for freedom all over the world than any other. As an elected member of the United States Congress, I devote each day to first and foremost fighting to protect freedoms that we hold dear and our natural rights provided by God.

			Though I am a lifelong American, the story of my fight begins in Cuba. There, a defining moment in my life took place decades before I was born. An evil revolutionary named Fidel Castro tricked the people of Cuba into supporting him. They believed that he would bring them the kind of freedom and prosperity that so many enjoyed in the United States.

			Of course when he came to power, the world saw his evil for what it was.

			His thugs kicked off Castro’s stranglehold on Cuba by executing hundreds with no due process of law. He ordered the imprisonment of thousands more. When my grandfather’s Roman Catholic University of Villanueva stood up to protect its students against illegal demands, Castro shut it down. My grandfather, my mother, and many others ended up in prison for not knuckling under to bullies.

			Most importantly, once he had usurped the government and his thugs controlled every aspect of national life, Castro revealed the worst: he would establish a Communist tyranny to terrorize over the people of Cuba.

			My family first lost their freedom to Castro, then the sugar mills that both sides of my family had carefully built up and maintained for years. Hundreds of thousands had to flee to safety in the United States, including many members of my family.

			Though my family has thrived in this incredible country, I have never forgotten how tenuous freedom can be. One of the greatest advocates and defenders of freedom the world has ever known, President Ronald Reagan, said that freedom is never more than one generation from extinction.

			We must never relax when it comes to fighting for our freedom against the greedy and destructive ideals of socialism. Unfortunately, the destruction of our enjoyment of liberty can happen here. Protecting our liberty has served as the prime reason why I sought elected office.

			We also fight against socialism and communism through education. Our schools and colleges sometimes miss, or even ignore, the historical record of these ideas. Communist systems, such as those under Stalin, Mao, Pol Pot, and too many others murdered tens of millions of people in the past century. Even now, our homegrown Socialists continue to praise a system that has thrown the country into chaos and forced its people to starve.

			Until very recently, almost every American understood the value of our republic and the evils of collectivist economic systems like socialism and communism.

			Too many fail to understand what socialism even means. There is a dangerous ignorance about these systems.

			This book is not unique, and I am thankful for that. We need an army of writers who can explain the evils of both socialism and communism. Also, we must use the historical record, including the words of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and others to help everyone understand that socialism and communism represent theft, destruction, and coercion, not fairness and equality. All we have to do is work to open the eyes of people who have been fooled so they can look at countries like Russia and Cuba as they really are, places of needless privation and suffering.

			This book specifically explains the origins of these ideals that date back to even before Marx. It includes the history of countries who suffered under socialism, as well as examples of individuals and families who endured it.

			More dangerous, a number of connecting themes run from the horrific and brutal radicalism of the French Revolution down through the writings of Karl Marx to the Left in America today.

			American freedom is constantly under attack. A surprisingly large number of people who seek elected office are fully embracing socialism while many others embrace Socialist policies.

			Socialism and communism don’t work. They subtract from personal freedom to add to that of government control. History demonstrates that government is a poor solver of problems even in a free society. How on earth can we trust big government to plan for us and solve all of our problems, as the Left wants?

			This book does not tell the entire tale of the evils brought to so many by socialism and communism. It does, however, prove the case of its evil, its abuse, and shameful neglect.

			America is the greatest country on Earth. Socialism’s ideals lie opposite to those laid out by the Founding Fathers. Thank my friend Stephen Smoot for his dedicated work on this topic.

			 

			—Congressman Alex X. Mooney

		


		
			INTRODUCTION


			When I was in high school, several of us were on an academic team that won two West Virginia state championships. One of those championships took us to Chicago, where we were crushed handily in a national tournament.

			Most of our team also played at least one sport, which explains why we were not as prepared as the other squads and why we lost so badly. That, however, is not the story.

			We had to wait for a connecting flight back to Charleston in Greenville, South Carolina, at about one o’clock in the morning. The entire airport was empty, save for one easily spotted soul.

			He had his back to us at first, but we recognized him instantly. The trademark frizzled gray-and-white-tipped updo was the first sign that told us immediately who he was. The expensive bright white jacket with sequins on the back that spelled out “ONLY IN AMERICA!” confirmed it.

			Before us sat Don King, born in the Great Depression, son of a deceased steel worker, a man who had spent time in a maximum security prison only to see unrivaled success as a boxing promoter. He fought through a society that still looked down on him for any number of reasons to find success and fame.

			He sat alone with no entourage; indeed, not one soul accompanied him to wherever he was headed.

			When we approached, his eyes lit up. Six white kids from a small-town high school in the West Virginia farm country were excited to see him in the middle of a South Carolina spring night.

			In the few minutes before we had to get on our flight back home, we received autographs and heard him implore us to stay in school, follow our dreams, take advantage of every opportunity we can, and work hard. He didn’t have to say much about why America was special. His belief was emblazoned on his back for the world to see. Though at the time Don King faced an avalanche of media backlash and dislike, he impressed us with his preaching on how to find success in America.

			He also impressed us because he didn’t have to speak with us at all. He wanted to share his excitement with a bunch of random high school kids about following dreams and making the most of yourself.

			After years of working with foundations, elected officials, and others dedicated to preserving and promoting the American free-market system, that impromptu lecture about opportunity made the most impact on me.

			Since America won its independence, most here and around the world define the country as a “land of opportunity.” Those with a good work ethic and sound judgment rarely fail to craft a comfortable life for themselves and their families through either solid employment or building their own business. Following the rules and working hard does not grant immunity, however, from bad luck or unfortunate circumstances, but those with the work ethic and entrepreneurial mindset will almost always rebound from what life throws at them.

			Following the rules, working hard, and making good choices in work, business, or one’s personal life create the path to success, but often require discipline and perseverance. Too many, especially the young, yearn for an easier path requiring less effort and sacrifice. Someone else, somewhere, they reason, should provide an opportunity for them and advance them regardless of whether or not they prove themselves. An entitlement mentality emerges among those who have never learned character through adversity, who have never embraced challenges or even failure as a learning experience, and who look at the traditional path to success as a daunting impossibility rather than a step-by-step process.

			At the same time, the culture ratchets up its expectations and raises the standards for the definition of “success.” In past generations, most defined success as working one’s way up into a solid job or developing a business, starting a family with a lifelong partner, and enjoying at least some of the rewards of one’s work. Such goals, attainable for almost everyone, represented happiness for those willing to work for them and who also felt gratitude toward God and those around them in their fulfillment.

			In the last few generations, this dynamic that guided goals and aspirations has imploded in the United States, especially among those seeing themselves as elite.

			Film and television programs and commercial advertising pushed a higher standard of material success onto a culture enjoying more wealth and opportunity in each succeeding generation. Where mere ownership of a reliable car in the 1950s and ’60s represented success, now the culture insisted that one own a brand-new car. Where ownership of a sturdily built home large enough for one’s family in a good neighborhood showed fulfillment of aspiration, now one “must” own a house larger than needed in exclusive neighborhoods to achieve their aspirations.

			Worst of all, parents foisted these values on their children. A mythology developed that those who do not go to an exclusive and expensive university, private school, or even the right preschool program risk losing access to the elite definition of success. Children who ended up getting offers from the University of Delaware or Ohio State when they set their sights on Harvard and Yale felt all too well the burden of what their society and parents expected of them. They feel that they have failed to embark on what they always learned was the sure path to the American dream, even as they absorbed a perverse definition of what that dream actually means.

			In such an environment where parents, teachers, and the surrounding society preach the wrong values and define success so narrowly, one can understand why so many have turned their ears to hear the destructive siren song of socialism. They set their sights on an end run around the traditional and normal path to success, much like others who falsely see professional sports, the entertainment industry, or even the lottery as an “easy” way to avoid the work that success requires of most people who earn it.1 When that end run fails to materialize, as it does for most people, they blame the “system” and scour their life story for possible injustices and biases against them rather than picking themselves up, learning the right lessons, and working harder.

			Socialism seduces such individuals most easily. In their disappointment or even despair, they feel like the system has treated them unfairly while favoring others. Even some of their more successful contemporaries see the distance between their success and their friends’ failures as evidence that “something is wrong.” Leaders of Socialist and Communist movements have often sprung from the upper middle or wealthier classes, their background of privilege providing their credentials, their own disappointment or guilt fueling their beliefs.

			In such favorable forums of first-world-style “misery,” socialism can take hold like a staph bacterium and spread accordingly. It promises to provide a comfortable landing spot with little effort for some and the assuaging of guilt for others. They then project that those economically less well-off, even if still successful in their own eyes, need the “help” that socialism can allegedly provide. They fail to recognize that barriers to entry erected by fellow travelers in all levels of government only exacerbate the problem of restricted entry into certain fields.

			If the intended targets of their good intentions have no interest in being saved by government, their responses get written off as evil or ignorant. Simply holding such heretical opinions serves as an automatic disqualifier from even participating in the discussion.

			One of the purposes of this book lies in making the case that socialism’s perverse influence extends much further than its destructive threat to economic prosperity and opportunities for all those willing and able to work for them. Socialism’s record of rot even extends further than the death toll inflicted through massacres and the implosion of economies and societies it causes.

			Its roots grow best in a failure of culture. Even worse, it requires the undermining and destruction of an active, dynamic, and respectful interchange that generally characterizes a healthy civil society. Instead, it takes on the worst features of religion gone wrong, especially abuses of power as well as intolerance and fear of competing, legitimate points of view.

			Socialism actively threatens the rights of the people, economic prosperity, civil society, and culture, and even life itself. Its crimes in the past and present have destroyed uncounted millions of lives, destroyed countries, and spread misery throughout the globe while retarding progress in the name of progressivism.

			American Socialists often refer to Western European welfare state systems when confronted with the evils of their system in history. The problem with that reference is this: the American Left does not want to merely expand social welfare programs. They seek to fundamentally eliminate the Constitution-based Republic as one of their primary political goals while transforming how culture is created and appreciated. This places the U.S. Left more in the traditions of Robespierre, Marx, and Lenin than Clement Attlee. 

			Socialism deserves indictment as a destructive force in history. It ruins societies, destroys nations, subverts religion and the family, and uplifts only the connected regardless of merit. Scattered exceptions to its dismal record of failure only include small, closed societies where all participants agree to live in this way. This book will lay out an indictment against this aspiration-suffocating system.2

			Understanding requires needed background information. Readers committed to the left should read at their own risk because they will learn about the history and application of some of the main ideas in the book. Many defenders of the free market, the American republic, and other essential values speak as if they have a common understanding and appreciation of concepts. They take for granted that most Americans automatically agree, at least in part, with ideals such as natural rights, positive historical developments such as the free market, and structures such as the Constitution.

			A generation ago, a writer could assume that. Today, no longer. Defenders of values now called conservative, but once referred to as classical liberalists, now face a generation that may have the lowest level of civics education of any generation in U.S. history. Understanding of the Constitution, the republic, and the economy gave way to curriculums designed to challenge the ideals of America rather than preparing the young to prosper within it.

			As a result, those working to explain the truth of socialism must go straight to syllogisms that explain the full case. Enthymemes that assume some shared knowledge or consensus will fall short of providing proper evidence.

			With this in mind, the first chapter will provide important background information. From history comes the story of how the free market emerged from European mercantilism, the American colonial experience, and other sources. It also demonstrates how socialism descended from murderous radicals and socially maladjusted intellectuals to emerge as the opiate of the guilty children of the rich and middle class, those who could not rise in the meritocracy, and others who truly struggled with and, in some countries, faced, bureaucratic or social barriers, and often both, to exit their condition. By the time that socialism’s promises were exposed as lies, however, the poison plant’s seed had germinated and choked out other systems.

			Socialism undermines and destroys not only the promise of economic prosperity, but also civil society itself. In the first count of the indictment, the book makes the case, using Václav Havel, other intellectuals, and stories from interviews conducted for this book, that socialism creates a chilling effect on culture. Since it cannot work without consensus, socialism and its backers aggressively attack opponents and demonize other systems of thought or economics. Individuals fear to express themselves freely, aware of the reality of reprisal against anyone opposing the approved line.

			The first three chapters focus on the very important, but not nearly often enough discussed, ways in which socialism degrades society, especially important civic institutions, religion, and the family. First, the chapters will provide examples of that degradation from Eastern European churches (outside of Poland) to many American institutions of higher learning today. The analysis of intellectuals such as Václav Havel, combined with stories from history and accounts from those who experienced it personally, will demonstrate how socialism attacks and breaks down institutions.

			Why do Socialist regimes from Stalin to student government fear certain institutions? Socialism cannot work on a national scale without coerced consensus. Those who work to impose it need to build cohorts and alliances that not only push their case, but delegitimize, shame, and, when powerful enough, shun those who disagree.

			In the United States, Socialists and other leftists pursue strategies and tactics very reminiscent of Puritans. Unlike most authoritarian regimes, those of the Puritans and of many Socialists require not just outward adherence to the law, but agreement in thought as well as in deed. Enforced conformity and evidence of intellectual compliance helped to keep a person safe in a society that would strip one of status, employment, opportunity, and sometimes even property.

			Once socialism (like Puritanism before it) eliminates competing voices from other institutions, morally shaming most into compliance and shunning the rest, the individual has little power or recourse. They must stand alone in the face of organized authority with all of its fellow travelers.

			After explaining the disastrous impact on society, institutions, and individuals, the book will go into telling the story of socialism’s actual record. What happened when it emerged in Europe, Asia, and Latin America? Socialism failed to deliver its promises here as well. A handful of Socialist projects attempted in the United States produced at best farce and at worst actual human tragedy. Even Franklin Roosevelt’s hagiographer, Arthur Schlesinger, could not put a positive spin on Eleanor Roosevelt’s planned towns. Her husband’s Tennessee Valley Authority did much more than waste time and money. It pushed thousands off their land during the height of the Great Depression.

			Even worse, the second-largest single-payer health care system in the world, the U.S. Veterans Administration system, proves every year that Socialist health care absolutely does not work. Accounts from the United Kingdom and elsewhere reaffirm that “coverage for all” means real coverage for none but those who can pay in cash.

			Socialism’s failure in Eastern Europe provides lessons for why the system cannot succeed in any form. A study by Bartlomiej Kaminski of Poland in the 1970s and ’80s shows that its failure goes well beyond poor execution of sound ideas and theory. Socialism’s destructive effects on the economy stem from the stark reality of what happens when government controls resources. Economic decisions made for political reasons waste resources, capital, and human effort. While all governments do this to some extent, Socialists often wish to out-Herod Herod, creating economic weakness to prove strength, or at least buy support.

			Another feature that should help this book stand out is the inclusion of personal accounts of individuals who have experienced socialism firsthand or who have also witnessed its impact on family. Personal stories do not just add drama to the narrative; they help create the foundation for the argument against socialism and for the free market, natural rights, and other elements of what once was called classical liberalism. Personal accounts and observations, verified when possible by primary and secondary source research, give a powerful accounting of what happened to these countries and their institutions, families, and individuals. Individuals matter, as does the death of their freedoms, opportunities, aspirations, and their ability to live their lives without fear.

			Another side to the tale of socialism’s crimes deserves a good telling: that of America. When people fled to freedom, they found their way to America. Opportunity, rule of law, and freedom beckoned them, even if some actually found the country more restrictive than their own pre-socialism societies. They came and served as educators, elected officials, business owners, and in other important positions. Escaping from socialism to rise in America helps to tell the stories of both socialism and freedom.

			The story of America as a land of opportunity should resonate from this book, and it serves as part of its inspiration. Modern critics wrongly decry the United States as too racist, too misogynist, and too intolerant, with a history that reeks of evil and oozes with prejudice of all kinds. Socialists bank on the notion that drilling hatred for America into young minds will render them more open to an essentially anti-American system.

			Those who compare the America of a hundred years ago with their own perfect ideal will always find it wanting. History viewed fairly within the context of the times included in the assessment provides a clearer idea of who people were and what society looked like. Many who live in the modern age, particularly many of those still in college, relentlessly judge all by a standard only narrowly held even today. Too many cherry-pick details from the pasts of individuals, sections of the country, and the nation itself to paint a Sheolish version of America. Combining a poisonous dose of the bad with nary even a sprinkle of good makes the United States appear a place with no hope or respite from prejudice and hate. Fortunately, that does not represent the entire truth, and many stories from the time reflect that.

			From this era comes another important inspiration in the writing of this book: my great-grandfather’s experience in coming to the United States. Too often we attack socialism as an enthymeme. If I only told about the evils of socialism and assumed that the audience understood the value of free markets, I would only win half of the battle. Academics and others on the Left have relentlessly pushed the notion that some of America’s truly bad qualities in this time, notably the rise in popularity of the Ku Klux Klan and pervasiveness of Jim Crow, made the U.S. a moral equal or inferior of the Soviet Union.

			The story of my great-grandfather and his family’s success in America proves the Left’s blanket condemnation is a total lie. Advocates for the free market should not just demonstrate the evil of socialism without also sharing the story of what free-market capitalism can do for anyone.

			My grandfather, Stefan Annese, brought his wife and children to America in 1918. His family hailed from Bari on the Adriatic coast. Many Anneses still live there; some even operate a successful grocery store in the city. His wife, my great-grandmother, grew up under the shadow of Mount Vesuvius in the ancient city of Naples.

			Annese brought with him a piercing intelligence and a powerful work ethic. The Italy he left behind, however, did not offer a fertile field for success. In the time of the Roman Republic and Empire, the coastal cities of the region produced wealth and served as some of the great urban jewels of the Mediterranean. For most of the next 1,500 years, however, it experienced devastating invasions and rampant criminality that eventually settled into a grinding authoritarianism.

			Most of Italy south of Rome, including the island of Sicily, lived under the authority of the Kingdom of Naples, later called the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies. Except for short periods of time where the equally reactionary Hapsburgs and the relentlessly exploitative French under Napoleon took control, the country lived under the authority of a branch of the House of Bourbon.

			Life in the kingdom changed little from medieval to modern times. Society organized itself along classically feudal lines with royals and nobles at the top controlling most of the land not owned by the Church. While the coastal towns enjoyed some commerce, the interior featured vast agricultural enterprises worked by peasants. One could only escape a lifetime of labor through military service, which could be as poorly paying and miserable, or the priesthood, which officially closed off a traditional family lifestyle. Organized crime also served as an outlet for the ambitious, if not the moral or the principled, for centuries. In Sicily, what became the Mafia started as resistance against Arab occupation in the 700s. Technically, it saw itself as resistance to what Sicilians saw as alien rule, but it quickly evolved into a criminal enterprise that bred similar organizations throughout Southern Italy.

			By the late 1800s, Southern Italy’s main exports included products coming from the region’s criminal enterprises and many of its hardest-working people, who found new lives and new promise in America.

			In 1918, after World War I ravaged Italy’s economy and still fairly new democratic political system, my great-grandfather took his family to Cherbourg, bought passage on a ship, and came to the United States. They settled in Barbour County, West Virginia, in a small industrial town called Brownton.

			Stefan Annese, according to stories told by my grandmother and other relatives, started his American life as a manual laborer for the State Roads Commission. He did not remain in that position long, however. Within three years of his arrival, he had already established a general store and worked with fellow investors to create Bear Mountain Coal Company.

			In those days succeeding as an immigrant came with a price, especially for those worshipping in the Jewish or Roman Catholic faiths. My grandmother shared stories about how Brownton was brimming over with immigrants, saying that anyone could hear several different languages during a casual walk down the main street of town. She also related how the local Baptist church opened its doors to Catholics searching for a place to hold Mass until they built their own church.

			Welcoming newcomers was common in West Virginia. The state had gained a reputation for hospitality extended to those from elsewhere, as when southern black workers flocked to the “Free State of McDowell.” That phrase referred to McDowell County in the southern coalfields. Southern blacks walked away from Jim Crow to work in the mines and also enjoy an unfettered right to vote. Since those moving to West Virginia tended to vote Republican, the political, business, and many other communities sought to create a perception of openness and welcome.

			Not everyone extended their hospitality to newcomers, though. Like in many other states across the nation, in both the North and South, the Ku Klux Klan flourished. In its first incarnation, it focused its attention on opposing Reconstruction, using terrorist tactics to oppose President Grant’s support of integrated Southern state governments and legal barriers to ex-Confederates participating in politics.

			The Klan faded after Reconstruction ended but returned to full fury during World War I. America’s first blockbuster film, The Birth of a Nation, used impressive special effects and effective storytelling for its time. The popular film promoted a narrative of Reconstruction highly antagonistic to blacks and reformist Republicans while hagiographical of the Ku Klux Klan. President Woodrow Wilson, the first Progressive president from the Democratic Party, viewed a special screening in the White House and declared it a masterpiece. The former Ivy League university president, governor of New Jersey, and nationally famous academic historian said, “It is like writing history with lightning. And my only regret is that it is so terribly true.”3

			With such high-level endorsements, the movie promoted the Ku Klux Klan’s resurgence as not only a powerful political force, but also as the most dangerous domestic terror group in American history. Throughout the country, not just in the former Confederacy, it established chapters dedicated to maintaining Jim Crow laws and intimidating blacks trying to exercise their natural and civil rights. The Klan, however, also added to its evil mission statement by fighting the legal and lawful immigration of people worshipping in the Jewish and Roman Catholic faiths. The Klan was inspired by traditional Protestant fears of Roman Catholic dominance and the Russian secret police forgery that became an international hate propaganda piece, The Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion. It raged against lawful immigration as hatefully as black rights.

			As Annese experienced business and social success, he came into the crosshairs of the local Klan. As my grandmother described, they resented his quick achievements and rise within the business community. Bigots in school harassed his children as well when they emerged as student leaders and, in some cases, highly successful athletes. Annese and his sons on at least one occasion hid inside the family’s general store armed with shotguns during Klan marches through the town. They also endured cross burnings on their front yards.

			Although the Annese family experienced the raw bigotry of the Klan, evidence shows that the system itself treated them and their enterprises fairly. In 1921, Annese brought suit against the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, easily one of the more powerful and politically connected corporations in America at the time. The railroad had delivered perishable goods between three and four o’clock in the morning, without warning, to his company’s Century No. 2 mine. These included flour, salt, sugar, and other perishables. Typically, the deliveries had come since at least 1915 at five o’clock. Unfortunately for all concerned, a driving rainstorm ruined the items before Annese could get them secured. The court’s opinion noted that his brother Angelo “[swore] that he found them unloaded in 6 inches of mud.”4

			The witnessing of the goods unloaded into mud cinched the case of negligence against the railroad. Stefan Annese won a judgment in circuit court for $150 plus 10 percent of that amount in damages. West Virginia’s State Supreme Court of Appeals affirmed the original judgment, but struck down the damages, awarding him the original $150.

			Interestingly, the legal counsel in the case carried last names notable in state politics and history. Annese’s lawyer, Arthur S. Dayton, came from a locally powerful family that included former Congressman and United States District Judge Alston Gordon Dayton. The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad retained Albert Gallatin Jenkins, whose ancestor served as a United States congressman, a Confederate States congressman, and a Confederate brigadier general killed in action at the Battle of Cloyd’s Mountain near Dublin, Virginia.

			Through the 1920s, Annese continued to prosper. His businesses did well in the economic surge of the decade until the onset of the Great Depression. My grandmother told of how the entire family converted every inch of the yard into a garden, raising food for the family and for sale to get by. Like every great capitalist, Annese did what was necessary to earn money during the hard times.

			As the decade of the ’30s waned, the military buildup to prepare for the coming war helped to bring life back to a moribund national economy. At the same time, Annese joined with other partners and investors to form the George-Annese Coal Company, which would produce coal from north-central West Virginia mines for the next twenty years.

			Annese’s spirit served as an inspiration to his descendants. Some went on to serve as champion coaches in Michigan high school and college football. Others succeeded in government and the private sector. All remained proud of their lineage dating back to this special individual.

			My great-grandfather came from a semi-democratic state with a background of feudal authoritarianism. Nothing in his background suggests that he came into contact with socialism or its ill effects, but he serves as part of this story as well.

			Stefan Annese’s experience, repeated tens of millions of times over, demonstrates another reason why socialism should never succeed in America. Despite the barriers of his coming from another country, working against strong competition, taking a hit like many others from the Great Depression, and even facing down domestic terrorism as it presented itself at the time, he succeeded.

			While socialism’s own story of destruction and ruin by itself proves that system’s criminal unworthiness to serve as a social and economic structure, we must never forget to hold up shining examples of the free market’s superiority. Socialism would have provided no benefit or inspiration to a man like Stefan Annese. It would have stifled his initiative and innovation in the cradle through overregulation, overtaxation, and its hostility to competitive enterprise.

			These stories remain as important to the argument against socialism as telling and retelling its horrific ills.

			This story would be impossible to tell without the assistance of some very special individuals. First, my wife Regina helped me to conduct interviews and performed the long and painstaking task of transcribing them for me.

			I also appreciate the input of those who shared their personal stories. This includes West Virginia State Senator Patricia Puertas-Rucker, Lala Mooney, and Pepper Peana. Personal stories serve as the best illustration of a point, and I am thankful for the many hours these people shared with me to tell their vitally important personal and family stories.

			Finally, I wish to extend special thanks to Representative Alex X. Mooney, who added his perspective to the opening of this book. His life and career have been shaped by love of both country and freedom, and I appreciate him sharing his sentiments.

			
		


		
			CHAPTER ONE


			THE BIRTH OF FREE-MARKET CAPITALISM AND SOCIALISM


			In some ways, free-market capitalism started with the first trade in which two individuals or groups came together to exchange a surplus good for a needed one. Socialism commenced when governments with authority and weapons decided to control or own the process for the stated good of all, but mainly for the benefit of those in power.

			Although both ways of looking at economic exchange developed through the millennia, only in the past three centuries have those in commerce and government developed systems of practices, ideals, and processes that describe and define how they work.

			The ideals of free-market capitalism evolved within the workings of a system of commerce and economy established by the 1500s, which controlled the structure of the global economy. Called mercantilism, the term refers to the government-dominated system of favored corporations and official monopolies that directed the development of manufacturing, trade, and finance during the first period of European colonial expansion.

			Mercantilism emerged first in the commercial trading powers of countries such as England and the Netherlands. In the 1500s and 1600s, the military and economic threat from maritime rival Spain, paid for by its (at the time) seemingly endless access to precious metals in its colonies, forced competitors to find a better way to create and build wealth. Trade enabled the Netherlands, England, and others to not only survive, but also to thrive and eventually outstrip Spain and its reliance on gold and silver alone. The great commercial states developed massive trading companies, insurance firms, banks, and other institutions necessary to support their burgeoning economies.

			Initiative started from the top. Mercantilism operated in a time and place where society expected, or at least had to allow, its “betters” to make crucial economic decisions. Outside of Christian Providence, few in this time period believed that any system could work on its own volition. No one was prepared to allow the national economy to function according to Providence, so instead they left important choices to the king and Parliament in the case of England.

			Today, the idea of “picking winners and losers” in the economy reeks of corruption and is widely acknowledged to have, at best, a mixed track record of success. In the 1500s and 1600s, however, this served as the dominant way to guide the national economy. The king or queen, along with powerful leaders in Parliament, steered business into the hands of powerful friends. Most believed bigger to be better and saw little value in economic competition.

			Land, trade, insurance, and banking firms grew powerful in this period and drove colonial expansion. Under this system, the British East India Company grew into an international titan, even conquering its own territorial empire in India and controlling important trade routes at the height of its 275 years of existence. Lloyd’s of London emerged in a London coffee shop in the 1600s selling insurance, but it quickly grew into one of the world’s greatest and most enduring corporations.

			Nurturing and expanding these companies required tremendous work and risk, but so long as they enjoyed royal favor, or that of other powerful people, they did not fear failure. The law often provided them legal monopolies, so they faced no competition, grew fat on easy markets, and, in some cases, choked on their own success. While government control and political favor serve as a crucial element in both mercantilism and socialism, favored businesses under mercantilism were often free to do as they pleased except in cases of specific direction by the government.

			Mercantilism served Europe’s development well in the early modern period, although its restrictiveness chafed on those trying to compete. History shows that mercantilism would soon give way to different economic philosophies. Oddly enough, modern theories of economics found their roots in physical science.

			In the late 1600s, physics drove change throughout the intellectual world. According to the old story told endlessly in elementary school science classes, Sir Isaac Newton’s inspiration came from an apple falling and bonking him in the head as he tried to relax under a tree. Whatever motivated Newton, he proceeded from the belief that the universe abided by rational laws that could be understood and explained.

			Newton devised a set of laws that fit both observations and equations, and for over two centuries, they provided the overarching explanation for how the physical universe functioned. His clockwork universe had a simple yet powerful elegance to it, while also finding a role for God as the master craftsman. Although intellectuals in other fields worked along the same lines at about the same time, Newton’s ideas spread quickly and influenced thinkers in philosophy, economics, government, and other areas as well.

			A generation before Newton, British political philosophers had also commenced a search for structures and explanations that would provide a rational foundation from which to understand human beings and their governance. Thomas Hobbes, heavily influenced by the ferment surrounding the controversial King Charles I and his removal from power by the English Civil War, helped to introduce the “state of nature” discussion to political thought.

			The state of nature argument was inspired by the idea—highly erroneous in fact, but useful for discussion—that American Indians lived in a completely government-free environment. Imagining that condition automatically raises the question of what caused mankind to create government in the first place. Philosophers and others believed that discerning the reason government first existed would provide the fundamental foundation for why societies need government.

			While all admit to Hobbes’s importance as a political philosopher, he rarely gets credit for the impact that his philosophy had on American political thinkers later on. Hobbes’s idea for what government should resemble—a powerful authoritarian state—has developed into a red flag warning those who love liberty of what not to do. He did have a crucial point based on his notion of what he felt the state of nature would be, however.

			Hobbes, again reflecting the violent and unpredictable times in which he lived, felt that only a strong government could curb dangerous and unchecked human passions. To him, the rebellion against legitimate royal authority served as a sign that freedom was dangerous. Few countries at that time enjoyed as much freedom as Great Britain, although the Stuart dynasty often worked diligently to erode the enjoyment of cherished and recognized natural rights. For Hobbes, the most important role of government, indeed the main reason for its very existence, lay in the protection of life.

			The Hobbes theory of why government exists relied on his interpretation of society as incurably violent and destructive, even of its own best interests. People kill and destroy without thinking; Hobbes famously described life in the state of nature as “nasty, brutish, and short.”

			John Locke also pursued the state-of-nature approach but disagreed with Hobbes’s rather less than optimistic view of humanity. Locke believed less in the idea that human beings wished to endlessly hunt down and kill each other and more in the notion that many, even wrongdoers, preferred the path of least resistance. In Locke’s view of the state of nature, for a people without government, the main threat comes not to life itself, but to property. To ensure that families and communities could do more than just eke out survival, people had to work to produce food and other necessities. The main threat to communities dependent on these resources came from bands of miscreants preferring to steal from others rather than produce themselves. They could either pillage and take what was wanted back to their own region or steal the land for themselves.

			Locke argued that people established the first governments to protect their goods from theft or destruction. Government provided a structure that could support the growth of defense measures that would protect them from marauders. Locke may have missed the thought that, if his ideas reflected the true development of societies, those who used force to steal from the ungoverned probably formed the first actual government. Attacks require planning, organization, and leadership even at the rudimentary level. Success or failure determines who can occupy leadership positions, such as how the Germanic tribes of the classical period elected kings who functioned mainly as warlords.

			As Locke gained fame, more turned to him for guidance on political matters. Although the Founding Fathers found positive inspiration from him during the revolution and development of the Constitution, his own attempts at political construction failed completely. The original constitution of the Carolina colony, complete with a legally established aristocracy, could not take root in a land with no established systems or traditions in place. Yet despite his strikeout in creating governments, his ideas about government, society, and rights remain sound and influential.

			Thomas Hobbes and John Locke served as intellectual magnets for those in the early British Empire looking to discuss the proper role and sphere of government. Like Newton, they searched for metanarratives to explain different but important phenomena in the world. Newton, however, had a broader and deeper impact across Western civilization at the time. His influence motivated others to look hard at the world and find natural laws to explain it.

			One philosopher, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, who hailed from Stuttgart in the Holy Roman Empire, paid close attention to the idea of universal explanations for society and civilization. He matured in the late 1700s, surrounded by the ferment of the German philosophical idealism movement as well as the impact of the French Revolution. Hegel approached philosophy and the problem of history from a Christian standpoint and crafted an explanation of historical processes that remains highly influential in Europe and other parts of the world but much less so in Britain, the United States, and other countries in English-speaking countries.

			Hegel heavily criticized those who followed Newton’s theories and simply looked at empirical ways to explain the world. Philosophers such as Scotland’s David Hume followed the ancient Aristotelian tradition of viewing the wider world as the starting point for philosophy and scientific inquiry. Aristotle and empirical intellects who followed him based their intellectual pursuits in the knowable and physical world. Hegel instead followed in the traditions of Plato, whose idealistic philosophy was based on the idea that reality lay in what humans can conceive and bring to fruition in the world. In other words, Aristotle believed that people should adapt their ideas to the world, while Plato thought that the world should adapt to ideas.

			Hegel’s idealism and Christian faith led him to search for logical explanations for the development of human civilization, its future, and its end. Although he created cutting criticisms of Plato’s version, Hegel used a format called the dialectic to frame his metanarrative of the development of history. A dialectic generally refers to any engagement between opposite sides of a discussion. Plato, in his Republic, used his mentor Socrates as a character and used his dialogue with opposing figures to explore fundamental truths. Outside of the Greek tradition, one can also find this toward the end of the Book of Job. As Job suffers his travails, his friends try to comfort him with different explanations of why God has imposed these sufferings.

			What most people refer to as dialectic now, however, refers to the construct created by Hegel. Hegel posited the idea of a thesis or, as most of us would say, a “status quo.” Each thesis encounters an antithesis. The clash between the two creates synthesis, which forms the new thesis. Of course, endless clashes take place every day on the large and the small scale. For Hegel, an intent lies behind these developments: the evolution toward the end times described in the Book of Revelation.

			While Hegel did criticize Newton and those he influenced for sticking to empiricism (Hegel criticized a large number of philosophers not named Hegel), he did follow in his footsteps in creating the idea that society and civilization “run” according to certain understandable laws and processes. This philosophical dynamic also appealed to Karl Marx, who used the basic structure to explain his own ideas on civilization, though those were less based on religion and more on economics.

			The late 1700s also saw the unraveling of the British mercantilist system, leading to the development of free-market and capitalist ideals and systems. Mercantilism, as practiced by Britain, the Netherlands, and some other countries, operated based on a carefully controlled and regulated system of businesses herded by government. While today’s free-market economists frown on the notion of picking winners and losers, mercantilism was based on it. In Britain, the King, Parliament, and other connected figures steered the national economy and its trade, which formed the basis of the country’s wealth prior to the Industrial Revolution.

			By the 1760s, Britain served as the fulcrum of the world. She had just decisively defeated her prime enemy, the Kingdom of France, the Bourbon kingdom’s worldwide empire, and a slew of allies.5 Britain’s people had settled vast lands across the globe and would soon start moving to lands conquered from France. Her ships, protected by the most dominant navy anywhere, plied every sea in search of trade partners and resources. Mercantilism served the economies of Great Britain and some Northern European states quite well as the modern period emerged and the world opened up to European production and finance. London grew into a hub for trade, banking, and finance, which it remains today. Major companies, however, vied for government favors as aggressively as for open markets. Those favors included the privilege of holding a monopoly.

			By the 1770s, almost all of the British economy was hamstrung by a ramshackle regulatory regime that reflected a number of priorities, most of which had little to do with the true national interest. It did prosper, however, keeping Britain on top politically, economically, and militarily.

			Mercantilism, unfortunately, constrained the British economy from reaching its full potential. British-based manufacturers and other businesses had successfully rigged the system to prevent homegrown manufacturing from developing outside of the British Isles. The business community viewed the American colonies especially as a center for resource extraction and a market for goods made in Britain. The infamous triangular trade (which actually better resembled a rhombus) linked Britain’s manufactured goods, the West African slave trade, sugar colonies in the Caribbean, and the markets and ship maintenance supplies of New England. Many prospered in all areas through the 1760s, but the foundations shook and crumbled in the next decade.

			Global economic rumblings commenced early in the 1700s. The South Sea Bubble serves as a classic example of the damage done when mercantilist politics intertwined with commerce and trade. Started in Great Britain in 1711, the South Sea Company left the impression with potential investors that it had obtained a monopoly on trade in Spanish Mexico and Latin America, despite the fact that Britain had fought against Spain and France in the War of the Spanish Succession.

			The perception did not reflect reality, but gullible investors lined up anyway. By 1720, the scheme unraveled, as such schemes usually do, to the detriment of not only those who lost money, but the entire global economy.

			Investors formed the South Sea Company in 1711. As per mercantilist practice, it received an exclusive monopoly to trade in South America and the Pacific Islands. Shareholders and supporters, including King George I himself, initially profited handsomely. To cement this relationship, the company included the king on its board within seven years of establishment.

			Free-market capitalism separates business activity from government as much as possible. Mercantilism fused the interests wherever possible. In 1719, the South Sea Company, with the approval of the King, embarked on a scheme to assume Britain’s national debt. One of the most important features of this deal lay in convincing creditors to accept payment over time in South Sea Company stock.

			With obvious government favoritism boosting the company, interest in its shares exploded. In the first half of 1720, shares octupled in price.6 This did not represent a rise in the actual value of company shares, but a bubble formed by faith-in-government patronage of the company. By November the bubble burst, leaving the stock with one tenth of its value. Additionally, company directors had used the shield of government connection to hide corrupt dealings.

			According to one historian, the fall of the company resulted in “ruining thousands of investors, and wreaking havoc on the finances of the entire British empire (sic)”7

			As Britain and her colonies suffered economically, ripple effects spread throughout the world.

			Bubbles take place when credit obtained too easily gets applied towards a product or service whose rising price outstrips its actual value. People confuse price with value and assume that both will continue to rise. Most of the time, as in this case, government involvement or a systemic dysfunction encourage the dynamic to continue. People purchase something they see as a risk-free endeavor. Only when the bubble pops do they find that the purchase was of reduced or no value. In 2020, the most obvious bubble scenario facing the United States lies in the tragic interplay of easy student loan credit, which fuels rising college tuition. Rising tuitions fund educational programs that fail to land graduates into the job market while also permitting the extensive growth of the number of less useful administrators, larger travel budgets, fancier offices, and more. At some point, like so many bubbles going back centuries, this will pop and leave many, including the most vulnerable, in a dire situation.

			The South Sea Bubble illustrates the problem with too much government interference in the economy, when connected elected officials and bureaucrats make economic decisions for political or personal reasons. Even though the practice of mercantilism predates modern socialism, economic experts cite this practice as integral to the economic failures of socialism seen throughout the twentieth century.

			An even worse bubble in the 1770s set the stage for the rending of what historians refer to as “the first British Empire.”

			The British East India Company evolved into a colossus that bestrode the narrow world of its home country’s global trade. Established by Queen Elizabeth in 1600 and alternately called the English East India Company or, colloquially, John Company, its charter allowed a monopoly of trade routes connecting India and the rest of the Empire. The British East India Company quickly grew under the protection of its government-protected monopoly into, for a time, a state within a state. It directly controlled territory, recruited and maintained private military forces, and evolved to a point where it dominated many sectors of the British economy.

			Until 1858, the company dominated the subcontinent. At that point, Parliament reorganized India into the Raj, a combination of possessions directly governed by the British Colonial Office and areas ruled by local dynasties who owed allegiance to the British Crown, which added the title “Empress” or “Emperor of India.” In its early years, it also provided a model for early colonization of the North American coast that failed to take hold as effectively for a variety of reasons.

			Britain’s North American possessions in the 1760s and early ’70s strongly felt the paternal influence of John Company on trade and commercial opportunities. Entrepreneurs in colonial possessions could not establish manufacturing or other businesses that would compete with the British East India Company and others who enjoyed monopolies from the state.

			Legal restrictions on trade and manufacturing posed few problems before the 1760s. First, most British Americans feared the ever-present threat of the French in Quebec along with their allied American Indian nations. Since the arrival of the French and their conflicts with British colonists, as well as their allies, the Five Nations of the Iroquois League, the colonies and the mother country worked as partners to fend off the threat.

			After Britain’s triumph in the Seven Years’ War, called the French and Indian War in North America, the colonists along the North American coast no longer felt the épée de Damoclès held over their heads. They felt freer, more invigorated, and ready to work to reach their full potential. Even conflict with the Shawnee Nation and their allies did not dissuade Britain’s American colonists from seeking to embark in a new, more confident direction.

			Great Britain, however, emerged from the war in desperate straits. Much like how World War II left the British Empire dominant in territory but broke in finances, the country flirted with economic collapse. Where once the Crown and Parliament had to work with the colonies and their citizens as partners in the common fight, they now regarded them as subjects paying tax revenues to support the heavy weight of global administration and defense.

			British leaders generally agreed that since the latest war started in the colonies (from actions undertaken by nineteen-year-old Major George Washington of the Virginia militia, no less) and was fought in great part to protect them, the colonies should pay a higher portion of imperial revenues. Admittedly, the financial contribution prior to 1763 hovered at just a bit higher than nil, but the colonists themselves could say that they paid heavily in blood and annihilated property. Regardless, the British started a two-pronged approach to collect revenue. They imposed light additional taxes and heavily enforced trade and commercial monopolies long ignored by officials with the informal consent of the government.

			The mercantilist system always held the potential to both restrict British American entrepreneurialism and aggravate relations between peoples who should have remained friendly. Underpinning the entire emerging problem was the fact that British America regarded itself as a partner to the mother country, not a subject. Many of its leaders understood the need for some revenue collection and saw the actual taxes as rather light, but feared the implication of allowing the imperial mother country to act imperiously. Fear led to almost immediate conflict that shocked most in London and even many in British America.

			Taxation and regulatory burdens also affirmed the fact that the mercantilist system always put British America at the hind teat. Americans could not legally produce a large number of commodities, despite having the natural resources and native know-how to do so. They had to pay extra to import from half a world away, in many instances, rather than for cheaper goods produced in the Western Hemisphere by the Dutch, Spanish, and even the French.

			British America thus saw its opportunities curtailed while taxes and prices rose. Most who understood economics on both sides of the Atlantic knew that the colonies had the potential to develop thriving commerce and manufacturing. While colonial leaders touted this as an asset to the Empire where everybody wins, those at the center of power feared it.

			Mercantilism and socialism share another tenet: that of the limited economic pie. In their view, the pie can be sliced any number of ways and distributed to any number of different groups, but it does not expand. British leaders feared that the growth of North American production would reduce both the raw materials and resources available to sustain companies established in Great Britain itself.

			Many Americans, however, realized that free development on both sides of the Atlantic could contribute to a stronger Empire overall. They understood the later articulated maxim of a rising tide lifting all boats and believed that they could grow rich contributing to the Empire’s success. They could legitimately ask themselves, “Is it not better when all in the Empire can thrive?”

			Bound to tradition and what they perceived to work best, British leaders brought punitive action to their colonies rather than economic relief. They aggravated, rather than ameliorated, tensions with their colonists. In a few short years, British America had shifted from being admittedly the most patriotic and proud of the King’s subjects to the most piqued and provoked.

			This set the stage for trouble in the next decade, the impact of the Panic of 1772, especially. One of the earliest bank panics, it shocked the financial world since it seemed to almost come from out of the blue. Caused by the failure of a major bank based in Scotland, it temporarily crippled the national economy and reverberated across the globe.

			One corporation caught up in the struggles was the British East India Company. It benefited greatly from one of the first economic bailout actions by a national government to restore commercial confidence. The Bank of England had helped financial institutions weather the storm while Parliament gave the British East India Company license to dump surplus commodities into the British American colonies at rock-bottom prices to keep it afloat.

			In other words, John Company had grown “too big to fail.”

			British leadership again misjudged their American colonies. They desired economic freedom and political latitude, not rock-bottom prices on tea (which, as a nice added touch, undercut the lowest prices that smugglers could charge and stay in business). As most schoolchildren used to learn in generations past, the response from the Boston chapter of the Sons of Liberty lay in dumping the offending tea into the harbor.

			Once treated as partners, and then subjects, now the colonists learned how it felt when the central government regarded them as children. Parliament responded with legislation known in British America as the Intolerable Acts. Signaling the mood in both the Palace of Westminster and also the Crown itself was the fact that they bothered not to affix anything euphemistic to their official name, the Coercive Acts.

			Now an economic issue had boiled over entirely into the political sphere. Government helmsmen on both sides understood that conflict would come sooner rather than later with neither side willing to budge. British American colonial leaders saw the Coercive Acts, directed mainly at Massachusetts, as a threat to all. Making matters worse, the panic accelerated bad market conditions for Virginia and Maryland tobacco farmers, who saw prices for their production drop while those on goods imported from Britain rose, putting them into embarrassing debt. Admittedly, their own culture-based, lackadaisical, aristocratic approach to business (with the notable and almost sole exception of George Washington) contributed mightily, but they preferred to not examine the log in their own collective eye.8

			Before going too much further, it must be noted that the American War of Independence (also called by a few thoughtful historians the British Empire’s Civil War) did not come about solely due to economic problems. Economic issues served as the symptoms of the root cause of political disconnect, not the prime reasons themselves. Marxists love to make economic dysfunctions the alpha and omega cause of all human relations and conflict, but this is just not the case.

			While the American Revolution took shape starting in 1775, another revolution of long-standing development took place in Scotland, where Adam Smith laid out the first work describing the primary principles of what would later be called free-market capitalism.

			No one knows on what day the Father of Modern Economics came into the world, but he did receive baptism into the Presbyterian faith in Kirkcaldy on the eastern shores of Scotland on June 5, 1723, presumably not too long after his birth. He never knew his deceased but well-to-do father, also named Adam Smith, and was raised by his mother.

			The Scotland that nurtured Smith saw revolutionary changes in the century prior to his birth. United to the English Crown since the accession of the Stuart James I (James VI in Scotland) in 1603, Scotland served as an uneasy partner. She rebelled against the Stuart King Charles I after his efforts to bring their native and fiercely independent Presbyterian Church to heel. Rebellion against London occurred again in the generation after the 1688 Glorious Revolution that toppled James II in favor of his daughter, Mary, and her husband, William, who also served as Stadtholder of the Netherlands. Much of Scotland preferred the Catholic-leaning James over the Protestant partners who assumed the throne at Parliament’s invitation. Rebellions to restore James and his descendants occurred, or threatened to occur, sporadically in the years afterward.

			In a sensibly British solution, Queen Anne and Parliament offered Scotland full union in 1707, incorporating the realm completely into the United Kingdom. Anne, who would produce no heir, thus secured Scotland into the kingdom shortly before the shift of the dynasty from the Stuart family into the House of Hanover, restyled as Windsor during World War I. The addition of Scotland provided a historically understated boost to the development of the British Empire in that the hardy and independent-minded Scots often gravitated toward service in colonial administration and the British Army. They provided necessary skilled leadership on the periphery of British civilization that London often called upon for national needs.

			Adam Smith’s childhood and early adult years formed as England and Scotland smoothed their relations under the British Crown. The romantic allure of Jacobitism faded along with feudal and tribal traditions.9 While the English started to appreciate the traditional Scottish qualities, now that they were employed in national service instead of against London, the country and its governance still required reform.10 Prosperity increased, but many remained impoverished. From 1718 until the eve of Revolution, 75,000 left from seaports in the west of Scotland to resettle in the American colonies. This number included Scottish, Irish, and north Englanders who, despite disparate and sometimes antagonistic cultures, shared much of the same malaise.11

			Political reforms lagged far behind economic expansion in Scotland and much of the rest of the British Isles. “Rotten boroughs” returned members of Parliament who sometimes by themselves served as the district’s entire constituency. Electoral districts had not changed since the Middle Ages in much of the kingdom. County and municipal elections in Scotland remained hopelessly corrupt as well, where the “political machinery was more out of touch with modern facts than even in England,” yet “the democratic spirit was more fierce.”12

			The “democratic spirit” infused itself more quickly into the field of letters in the eighteenth century. Intellectuals who in previous centuries had written in Latin and aimed their sacred and secular epistles at their own class gave way to writers using the King’s English and reaching out to all educated individuals. The Enlightenment and Age of Reason would thus appeal to a broad audience in the British Isles and throughout the Empire.

			Born only a decade before Smith, but exercising profound influence on his development and ideas, David Hume served as one of the colossi bestriding eighteenth-century philosophy’s narrow world. His worldview and philosophy weighed heavily on the development of the politics and the economy of the early United States, channeled thoroughly by Alexander Hamilton in his essays, ideas, and policies.13 Although himself an intellectual enemy of Christian and all religious thought, he influenced the faithful and faithless alike. Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature provided both inspiration and guidance to the thought of not only Hamilton, but also John Adams and James Madison.14

			Hume grounded both philosophy and human experience firmly in the world of impressions. He followed the lead of Aristotle, joining his realist legacy. Aristotle opened Book I of his treatise on physics with “by understanding things, we mean getting at their causes and constituent elements, and apprehending first principles.”15 While Locke, Hobbes, and others had conceived first principles as an exercise in thought, then used their ideas as the foundation for action and policy, Hume likely found those notions complete errors, if not absurdities.

			For Hume, all understanding originates in impressions formed in the mind at some point, rebelling against both idealism and the concept of a priori principles.16 He wrote, unconsciously anticipating the philosophical ramifications of Einstein’s theory of special relativity, that “we never really advance a step beyond ourselves, nor can conceive any kind of existence but those perceptions which have appeared in that narrow compass.”17 This focus on the real world and its foundation for human thought and development may explain why the David Hume-influenced Founding Fathers succeeded at constitution-making more so than John Locke in the Carolina colony a century prior.

			The future Secretary of State and Chief Justice John Marshall also took intellectual direction from Hume. Marshall had always found a priori ideals problematic, so the study of Hume fit his personal inclinations naturally. Hume’s removing of Locke’s philosophy concerning the importance of property and its need for government protection from the realm of the metaphysical into that of the world served as part of the foundation for Marshall’s own legal philosophy. Hume believed that, as historian Jean Edward Smith explains, “stable property ownership was the foundation of a stable society.” Indeed, Hume’s philosophy intellectually legitimized the essential English traditions of common law and their practical impact on the economy and society itself.18

			From Locke, Hume, Smith, and others, the Founding Fathers nurtured ideas about the importance of property and its vitality to the economy. Without stable laws and consistent enforcement, an economy cannot function on the most basic terms, much less to its full potential. This, among many other factors, helps to explain why Massachusetts’s willingness to cave to Daniel Shays and his rebels in 1786 and 1787 led to such a quick and thorough revision of the fundamental laws of the United States.

			Through Hume, the Founders understood that laws guarding stable property ownership and transactions served as basic principles of justice, as opposed to protecting the corrupt and the greedy. Indeed, corruption and greed thrive when property laws lose their consistent articulation and enforcement. The ensuing confusion and chaos only benefit the wealthiest, strongest, and most connected: they can enforce dictates on property through obscure ordinances or through courts bullied by outbursts of “the popular will.” They then demand verdicts and interpretations that benefit what they claim to be “the common good.”

			When not grounded in principles of rule of law combined with a respect for rights and liberty, almost every threat to liberty and the exercise of natural rights has stemmed from an appeal to “the common good.” When most use this phrase, they generally mean to push individuals into surrendering some rightfully owned good or exercise of prerogative. Hume would argue that only through unbiased enforcement of just laws can most people enjoy justice and the blessings of liberty.

			While Hume opposed the concept of natural rights that guided many British and most American thinkers, he would likely have recoiled even more from the traditional ideal. In much of Europe, even today, most consider rights to be what the government permits, effectively making individuals subjects instead of citizens. This culture makes it easier for governments to violate what most Americans believe to be a gift from God, regardless of Hume’s titanic influence elsewhere. This belief creates enough separation between American and European culture that they cannot and should not be seen as models for U.S. policy.

			Adam Smith’s real world was that of Scotland moving from the periphery towards the core of the London-ruled British Empire politically, socially, and economically. The nation’s traditions of action, practicality, and skepticism had helped them to forge their own brand of faith in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, then their own ideas on politics, economy, and human relations in the eighteenth.

			Smith also took inspiration from beyond his country. Apart from Hume, he drew inspiration from another British Empire philosopher who had earned global renown. Benjamin Franklin’s 1754 essay “Observations Concerning the Increase of Mankind, Peopling of Countries, &c” that encouraged immigration from crowded areas into those with sparse populations, like his native Pennsylvania, helped to shape the economic ideas of Adam Smith, Thomas Malthus, and others. Smith, in particular, noted Franklin’s concerns regarding a 1750 act of Parliament that prohibited the making of iron in Britain’s North American colonies.

			One of his first works with global impact, including the minds of the Founding Fathers, was his Theory on Moral Sentiments. Those who examine his 1776 Wealth of Nations on its own do not get the full story behind his free-market philosophy.19 The combined works elevate his moral philosophy beyond that of objectivists inspired by Ayn Rand’s Atlas Shrugged and other works, while inspiring deeper thought on how an individual could administer great wealth once earned.20

			Some passages, admittedly, strain credulity. Smith tries to adhere to Hume’s philosophy on human experience by describing affection for children, relatives, and close friends as “habitual sympathy,” where most would ascribe some kind of instinct.21 He does, however, use the notion of affection originating in habit to attack the common practice (until the twentieth century) of sending children far from home for their education. Perhaps his own teenage experience of attending a university some distance from home, although he was the normal age at the time of starting university attendance, shaped this sentiment.

			Smith’s moral sentiments in this landmark essay occasionally reflected radical tones for the times. His assessment of the chattel enslavement of Africans ran counter to custom, law, and tradition in the 1750s but provided an early example of opposition. Smith’s moral rage permeated a passage of the chapter entitled “Of the Influence of Custom and Fashion upon Moral Sentiments.” He described the virtue and courage of Africans in the face of maltreatment by saying, “There’s not a Negro from the coast of Africa who doesn’t in this respect have a degree of magnanimity that the soul of his sordid master is too often hardly able to conceive of.”22

			Smith went on to explain that, “Fortune never used her dominance of mankind so cruelly than when she subjected those nations of heroes to the sweepings of the jails of Europe.” This passage refers to the slave trader crews and others who worked to keep them in bondage until delivery, while those enslaved originated in “these nations of heroes.”23 His moral outrage directed at slavery had inflamed, rather than cooled, by 1776, and in The Wealth of Nations, he accurately described slavery as holding back economic, material, and social progress in areas that allowed and encouraged its continuance. Smith explains that the “great improvements” which drive innovation and progress “are least of all to be expected [of those who] employ slaves for their workmen.” Smith goes on to say that slaves quite reasonably work as little as possible and consume as much as they can, while any work beyond that is “squeezed out of him by violence only and not by any interest of his own.”24

			Southern intellectuals in the next century, perhaps in part with Smith in mind, attacked the free-market system while advocating for an aristocratic socialism to enhance their control over slaves and citizens alike. From its very first beginnings as a theory, free-market capitalism regarded slavery as its antithesis with freedom and rule of law its foundation, not bondage.

			The Theory of Moral Sentiments provided inspiration and ammunition for the Founders. Adams drew heavily on it in Discourses on Davila and Defence of the Constitutions, which he intended to serve as guidance for the American Republic and as a warning against Jeffersonian inclinations toward importing the dangerously destructive ideas of French Revolutionary-style “democracy.”25 Influence from The Theory of Moral Sentiments also worked its way into The Federalist Papers.

			Smith’s ideas on human freedom, relations, and, therefore, economics cast a powerful influence over those who would conceive the American system. This extended far beyond the ideas for the country’s legal structure. The Founding Fathers’ most influential members between the opening of the revolution and the adoption of the Constitution opened their minds in their formative and early professional years to the ideas of Hume and Smith, as well as other Enlightenment thinkers. It pulled some to a greater distance from traditional Christian devotion, though not from belief in the existence and importance of God.

			Those same ideals, however, led the Founders to consider the idea of the country they worked to craft as much as the structure. In essence, Hume and Smith helped the creators of the country consider what America would stand for as a nation. Even minds that ended up in powerful opposition, such as Alexander Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson, worked from their influence.26 Hamilton gained his knowledge from books lent by his impoverished peddler father, and Jefferson, from a young tutor who hailed from Scotland.

			One cannot emphasize enough the importance of the influence of philosophers who encouraged grounding political idealism into notions of natural rights.

			Hume and Smith’s philosophy served as valuable checks on potential radicalism in the American independence and constitutional movements. In the early 1770s, patriots looked at Samuel Adams as the more effective champion of their cause rather than his intellectual cousin John. Samuel Adams represented action and resistance whereas John Adams stood more for principle and justice. Many of those following Samuel Adams cursed John for successfully defending the British soldiers involved in the Boston Massacre. John’s influence, founded in ideas of individual justice, restraint, and morality, grew titanic as time passed while Samuel’s waned. The radical pamphleteer Thomas Paine abandoned the early republic to serve in revolutionary France’s National Assembly. Only then did he witness the horror of what Aristotle called democracy, the tyranny of mob rule.

			The idea of revolution as applied in the early United States does not fit the definitions applicable in Britain after its 1600s civil war, France in the 1780s and ’90s, or Russia and China later on. In those examples, the impulse for change led to a complete overthrow of not just the government system, but the drive to rebirth the country in a new image, incinerating the old traditions. Americans during the early stages of the War for Independence used the political term “revolution” in its most scientific sense. Revolution refers to the earth’s full annual path around the sun. At first, the American colonists wanted nothing more than a return to the imperial relations as they were before 1763. Only later did the term mean something more profound.

			America’s true revolution in the more modern sense of the word came in the form of the most important set of fundamental laws in history outside of the Ten Commandments. The foundation for the sweeping innovation in political thought started with the morality and temperament of its first president.

			George Washington felt more influence from his respected and courageous half brother, Lawrence, who died in the War of Jenkins’ Ear, and military thinkers than Enlightenment philosophers. Yet their impact came through those whom he chose to rely on, especially Hamilton, who served as his right hand on and off from the War for Independence through his first term as president.

			One of Washington’s finest moments, his address at Newburgh, reflected the spirits of Hume, Smith, and others who counseled respect for rule of law, property, and good government. The country’s first attempt at national government, the Articles of Confederation, reflected the conservatively based ideal of returning the former colonies to their old ways of working vis-à-vis a lax central authority. By mid-1776, this meant strong sovereign states tied together by a weak government. Just as Britain before 1763 did not have the desire or interest to enforce national authority consistently, the Articles lacked the legal authority.

			The Articles claimed to form a national government but lacked the power to tax or effectively conduct foreign affairs. They provided a central government but could not break down the long-standing cultural and other barriers separating the former colonies. They raised an army that defeated the most powerful military force on earth but could only reward service and sacrifice in worthless and inflated currency.

			America’s Continental Army served as its first important national institution. Its national character, personified by its beloved commander, had run far ahead of many who felt more comfortable being governed through a state government rather than a national. The Army’s soldiers and officers saw first the trouble with the Articles and regarded Washington as their only hope.

			Most laymen today could not comprehend the level of basic education that most shared in this time. Common farmers treasured books and learning, and many knew at least a little Latin. Every child with any education at all had read the Bible and knew something of Roman history. They shared with most the knowledge that the early Roman Republic occasionally needed champions in the form of dictators. To a Roman, a dictator represented a necessary concept. Sometimes, according to their Republic’s ideals, the country needed a principled strongman to set the country’s affairs in order temporarily, then back away when the crisis passed.

			The Old Testament backed up this concept as well. Between the time Joshua reconquered Canaan for the Hebrews and the reign of King Saul, Israel was composed of twelve semi-sovereign tribes. In times of internal dissent or external threat, a powerful, but temporary, leader emerged. In English, the word best translates to “judge.” The judge would lead military forces against the country’s enemies and sort out domestic issues.

			Washington had a different sense of the country’s destiny. He knew military and political history better than philosophy, giving him a more grounded perspective. Those who overthrew systems in the manner his generation had often evolved into tyrants themselves, perverting the ideals they championed when performing the revolutionary acts.

			Washington wanted nothing of ambition. He preferred the example of Cincinnatus, the Roman general who, when called upon to serve as dictator, returned to his farm and family to peacefully live out his days. The Society of the Cincinnati, founded by Washington and others to preserve the fellowship of wartime officers, was established toward this end.

			Whether influenced more by the classical Roman or Judeo-Christian tradition, the Army demanded action. Some wrote to Washington to ask, then later demand, that he accept a dictatorial or royal appointment. Only a character as strong as Washington’s, they reasoned, could set the course right while also exercising restraint. They did not grasp at the time that the character they so admired would never stoop to illegally seizing power—even for the right reasons.

			Washington recoiled from such proposals and swatted them away undiplomatically, as was his style. While he held no illusions about the Articles of Confederation, he understood better than many the value of starting a new country in the right fashion. Rule of law, respect for the civil government, preserving the fundamental values of property, and sound economics would ensure long-term success. Starting the country off with a usurpation of power, no matter how welcomed by the people, would establish a tradition of ruling through strength rather than serving under the law.

			Washington deployed his army to Newburgh, New York, during the two years that the country’s representatives hashed out the treaty between itself, its ally France, and Britain. Most of the soldiers and officers alike had sacrificed dearly over the course of the war. Some saw their farms burned or looted by enemy forces, both British and Indian. Others had gone deeply into debt, unable to earn income from their land or businesses while away fighting for their country. The Continental notes they received in payment held no value except as scrap paper. State governments could pay those who fought in their service in land while the national government had no power to compensate those who fought directly for it.

			Here marks a conflict that Socialists would later consider a ripe and just point to establish a powerful national government. They would believe that such a government could ease the people’s suffering by taking from those who had ridden out the war reasonably well and distributing the largess among those who had not. In this way, they would say, a government could establish justice through enforcing an equitable result and demonstrating its care and concern for those who suffered in its cause.

			Socialists make a powerful point in theory but fail when their ideas come up against the free-market development of the American system.

			General Washington had learned that his army’s restiveness had started to evolve into plans of action. He went directly to Newburgh to confront these issues directly and halt them decisively.

			One of the talents shared by America’s greatest statesmen lay in political stagecraft. Abraham Lincoln was the country’s greatest storyteller on the stump. Theodore Roosevelt mastered the twin arts of rhetoric and using the popular press. His cousin Franklin used radio to its fullest dramatic potential. President Ronald Reagan proved a master of using the visual medium, never more effectively than when upstaging his rival, the Soviet premier Mikhail Gorbachev, during their wintertime Swiss summit. Donald Trump is the first president to truly master the powers of social media, although in a different style than Reagan, Lincoln, or the two Roosevelts.27

			Washington employed all of the tools at his disposal to sway the audience. The general had rumors spread that he would not come, only to surprise the assembled officers when he took the podium. He started his talk “sensibly agitated” and spoke to the group in terms approaching a reprimand. Washington enjoyed an almost paternal relationship with them, echoing perhaps the old Roman sentiment of patrius patrii, or “father of his country,” even then. The appeal to their years of respect and obedience sounded the wrong tones, however. A strong father found his children rebellious and his scolding only stoked anger rather than soothing it. Washington tried to couple a stern tone with a reasoned argument. The approach failed to convince and may have led to disaster, but for a single human gesture.

			As a leader, Washington painstakingly cultivated an image of self-control and emotionlessness. He portrayed an image of strength and authority in an effort to serve as a rock to those around him, even to the point of humorlessness in public. Once during his first term as president, Alexander Hamilton played a practical joke on fellow Founding Father Gouverneur Morris. Hamilton encouraged the long-absent Morris to approach Washington during his walks on the public streets and give him a hearty, cheerful hello. When Washington returned a quiet look of cold contempt and walked away, Morris was treated to Hamilton’s fits of laughter at his expense.

			What people see of Washington on the currency leaves exactly the impression that he wants to leave. Such an image, however, has its best use when temporarily set aside.

			No one knows what inspired the gesture at the end of Washington’s speech, but it changed history. At its close, Washington reached into his jacket to retrieve a paper. His face bore a momentary countenance of confusion, then he brought forth a device no one had seen him use in public: a set of eyeglasses.

			He looked up at the assembled officers who had shared in the devastation of defeat and the heights of victory, many of whom respected him as the only officer who spent every minute with his troops during that horrible winter at Valley Forge. For a moment, the men who had only seen superhuman strength, character, and resolve saw the façade slip.
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