

[image: ]



SHUT UP

& SING


[image: ][image: ]


Copyright © 2003 by Laura Ingraham

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means electronic or mechanical, including photocopy, recording, or any information storage and retrieval system now known or to be invented, without permission in writing from the publisher, except by a reviewer who wishes to quote brief passages in connection with a review written for inclusion in a magazine, newspaper, or broadcast.

First ebook edition © 2013

eISBN 978-1-62157-1-490

The Library of Congress has cataloged the hardcover edition as follows

Published in the United States by

Regnery Publishing, Inc.

An Eagle Publishing Company

One Massachusetts Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20001

Visit us at www.regnery.com

Distributed to the trade by

Perseus Distribution

250 West 57th Street

New York, NY 10107

Printed on acid-free paper

Manufactured in the United States of America

10  9  8  7  6  5  4  3

Books are available in quantity for promotional or premium use. Write to Director of Special Sales, Regnery Publishing, Inc., One Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20001, for information on discounts and terms or call (202) 216-0600.


For my father, James, and my brothers,

Jim, Brooks, and Curtis.


1

Who Are the Elites?

They think we’re stupid. They think our patriotism is stupid. They think our churchgoing is stupid. They think our flag-flying is stupid. They think having big families is stupid. They think where we live—anywhere but near or in a few major cities—is stupid. They think our SUVs are stupid. They think owning a gun is stupid. They think our abiding belief in the goodness of America and its founding principles is stupid. They think the choices we make at the ballot box are stupid. They think George W. Bush is stupid. And without a doubt, they will think this book is stupid.

Meet the elites.

Who are they? Essentially, the elites are defined not so much by class or wealth or position as they are by a general outlook. Their core belief—embraced with a fervor that does not allow for rational debate—is that they are superior to We the People. They know better. They are way ahead of us in the evolutionary scheme of things—not mere earthlings, but more like the inhabitants of some advanced and super-enlightened planet discovered by the crew of the Starship Enterprise. Their brilliance is to be presumed. Their ways are to be emulated, never challenged. And without question, they are right and we are very, very wrong. But not just wrong—our stupidity and our vast numbers make us dangerous.

To them we are a collection of morons with only one thing going for us: There are many more of us than there are of them. And in this land of one person, one vote, that still means something. But not for long—if these elites have their way. To them the fact that their beliefs are not accepted by the masses is a source of both pride and frustration. Ironically, the rejection of their beliefs by the majority of us confirms, to their clouded minds, their intellectual superiority. Yet the elites also know this means they are ultimately impotent, at least in a democracy. This democracy, for them, has become a lumbering dinosaur—all muscle, tiny brain, prehistoric outlook, and largely destructive. They think it needs to be stopped. Or at least reeducated.

But they can’t seem to stop us. We keep winning. Our electoral majority keeps growing. They have tried to enlighten us, but we just don’t seem to understand. They have tried to instruct us on the right way to think in this interdependent global community. They have enlisted their friends in the media to bombard us with their ideas. They have tried to develop a new generation of elites through indoctrination in the public schools and universities. But we’re just not buying any of it.

Somehow, we still believe in one nation under God. We still believe that we are endowed by our Creator with certain inalienable rights, among them life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. We think we live in a great country—that “city on a hill.” We love America, and put our hands over our hearts when “The Star Spangled Banner” is played. And it drives them crazy! It makes them angry, bitter, and belligerent. Ask yourself: When is the last time you came across a happy, optimistic liberal?

Indeed, the elites are characterized more by cynicism than optimism. More by arrogance than benevolence. Their hand-wringing, critical, “can’t do” attitude is fundamentally un-American. It is certainly not the attitude that built America. They are more interested in restraining America than in continuing to build it. They have embraced a post-Americanism. They are no longer Americans first. They are “citizens of the world.” Their brains are too big to be contained within national borders. They are too advanced for patriotism, which they view as a vestige of an antiquated and barbaric culture that they have left behind.

They have outgrown America. They are ashamed of her—and us. We embarrass them. They are constantly having to apologize for our brutish attitudes and policies to their elitist comrades around the world. They can’t take us anywhere. We simply refuse to learn.

We still want limited government. We want to pay lower taxes. We want to protect our borders. We fight back when we’re attacked. We’re suspicious of the UN and other international organizations that threaten our liberty and sovereignty; we don’t want to go to them hat-in-hand to bless our foreign policy before acting in America’s best interest. We drive huge, gas-guzzling Suburbans. We own guns and don’t want to have to check in with Big Brother every time we want to buy a Daisy air rifle at Wal-Mart. We want God acknowledged in our public schools and our public life. We are the troglodytes who demand the protection of children in the womb. We want judges who enforce the law, not invent it. In other words, we want the same America for which our founders pledged their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred honor.

They can’t have this. And for all of their empty rhetoric about “peace,” the “environment,” “privacy,” our “standing in the world,” “reproductive freedom,” and the rest of it, what they are really about is power. And they see their power in this country eroding, along with their ability to win elections and to implement their policies.

So they’ve chosen a different path. A path aimed at frustrating the will of the people, at blunting the effect of the democratic process, and at turning back the electoral tide that is vanquishing them. They are seeking to make headway primarily through undemocratic, elite-controlled structures both at home and abroad. These include the courts, the media, the universities, the United Nations, the European Union, and other international nongovernmental institutions. In short, their numbers make them weak in a representative democracy. So they are playing to their strength, trying to increase the influence of the institutions that they (or their fellow travelers) control.

If they get their way, one day we’ll wake up and the America we love will be gone.

THE ELITE BREAKDOWN

Elitism is a state of mind, not a way of life. It is first and foremost a cult of the self. Elites view themselves as supreme, the center of all things, the highest good in life, and the ultimate judges of right and wrong. Elites come in all political stripes (although they tend to congregate in the Democratic Party). They are less tied to a party label than to a philosophy, the foundational principle of which is that its adherents are better and more enlightened than the poor slobs who make up the rest of humanity. It is this presumption of superiority, this unblinking certainty of personal infallibility, this unexamined arrogance, this unvarnished self-worship that lies at the heart of elitism. With this mentality, elites are able to peddle ideas, which are demonstrably false (under even cursory examination), as unquestionably true.

But how can they be wrong if they’re so much smarter than the rest of us? Didn’t they make good grades? Didn’t they go to Princeton? They did, but good grades in the Ivy League—earned taking classes from like-minded professors—have only confirmed their prejudices, against which all unassailable evidence that they are wrong is dismissed. So they cling to their beliefs with the feverish fanaticism of a cult member. They are impervious to reason. They have drunk the purple Kool-Aid, and spent their lives trying to get us to do the same, to get us to accept that they should decide things for we the helots.

Here is a brief overview of the elite Manifesto. Although this list is not exhaustive, it captures the essence of how elites think. It most particularly shows the disdain they harbor for “average Americans.”

WE’RE BRILLIANT. We are more intelligent and more advanced than everyone else. But we are not only smarter than anyone living—we’re smarter than anyone who has ever lived! The cemeteries are full of people who were dumber than we! Therefore, our forefathers (as the non-elites call them) are not worthy of respect. They did the best they could with their limited intellectual firepower and minds pickled in prejudice. Now it’s up to us to overcome their mistakes, to tear down what they built, to replace it with a new set of world communities.

MORALITY! WHAT MORALITY? There is no objective morality. We are the only judge of what’s right and wrong. Freedom means doing whatever we want, whenever we want, with whomever we want. No judgments. No consequences. No guilt. (Unless, of course, we forget to recycle.) We can do no wrong, because there is no wrong unless we say so.

IMAGINE NO RELIGION. Enough with this idea that “real religion” means we accept that there is a god out there greater than ourselves (see first two bullet points)! Our real problem with religion is that it teaches objective truth—that God exists, that God created human beings in His image, that God loves us, and that we all have an obligation to love, honor, and serve God. And that whole Ten Commandments thing really cramps our style. The idea that we need to abide by “God’s law” in order to be truly happy is laughable! Religious people must have never sampled the pleasures available in the world when you seriously commit to pleasing only yourself. Forget heaven—ever been to Hollywood? Who’s to say what’s right and wrong anyway? All our friends know there is no truth outside of our momentary desires. And we refuse to be judged. Remember what Woody Allen said when they tried to judge him: “The heart wants what it wants.” That’s our only mantra. We are spiritual, not religious—there’s a big difference. Being spiritual means never having to say you’re sorry. It means inventing a custom-tailored “religion” all our own—a “religion” that validates all our desires, a “faith” that justifies all our actions, a “church” where we can worship ourselves in peace. That’s the real bottom line, isn’t it? It’s all about self-fulfillment.

And we have great helpers in our effort to keep traditional religions out of our way and out of our public life. The ACLU, Americans United for Separation of Church and State, and other innocuous-sounding groups are always ready, willing, and—with our money—able to censor religious people and force religions to justify even their right to exist. We’ve chalked up impressive victories—with help from our friends, the elite judges—in censoring voluntary prayer in schools and at public events, shutting down Christmas and Hanukkah displays, outlawing public posting of the Ten Commandments, and on and on. Even the Pledge of Allegiance has been declared unconstitutional (at least by one of the appellate circuit courts). We’re on a roll! Next we’ll go after America’s national motto. In God We Trust? We trust only in ourselves.

GREEN ACRES IS NOT THE PLACE TO BE. Let’s face it, if you don’t live in New York, Los Angeles, San Francisco, or D.C., then what’s the point? Remember, our only real experience with the “fly-over” people was watching Fargo, or CNN’s coverage of twisters ripping through a trailer park in Tennessee. It’s better not to be subjected to those people on a regular basis. They shop at Wal-Mart. They don’t go to the gym. They flew flags before September 11. How can it be that their vote counts as much as ours?

VICTIMS, INC. We have pity on oppressed minorities. They need us. We need them to need us. (We want them to feel oppressed whether they are or not.) We will be forever committed to “remedying past wrongs” done to various disenfranchised groups. We believe that sex, race, ethnicity, and sexual preference can and should trump merit and entitle you to success—guaranteed and enforced by the government.

IN KOFI WE TRUST. We believe that the United States cannot “go it alone,” that we should no longer think of ourselves as a “superpower” but as an unselfish member of the global community. We must always strive to work with international institutions, even when those institutions oppose our “national interest.” (Remember, we need to move away from thinking nationally.) As Bill Clinton said, “Ours is a world without borders.” We believe the world hates us and that it’s America’s fault. We have not acted like a good global neighbor, especially during the Bush years. If only we could be more like France.

There are six native habitats of the elites:

       Politics

       Media

       Ivory tower

       Arts and entertainment

       Business

       International organizations

POLITICS. The Democratic Party is the natural home for political elites in the United States, but the GOP has its share of elites, too. Turning to the Democrats first, the populist party of FDR, Harry Truman, and Lyndon Baines Johnson has reinvented itself as a cool hangout favored by Hollywood celebs, media yuppies, trial lawyers, multiculturalists, God-haters, and the race-relations mafia, who look down on the working people who once made up the backbone of the Democratic Party. The elites, in other words, hang with their own except when forced to deal with “ordinary America.” The Democrats still depend on the support of blue-collar unions and minorities, but many of these votes now appear to be “legacy” votes cast either out of nostalgia or an obsolete notion that the GOP is still the upper-class party of top-hatted, cigar-smoking Monopoly men grinding their boot heels into the faces of the poor. For the most part, as the Democrats have abandoned real populism, the people have abandoned the Democratic Party.

Nothing illustrates today’s Dem-elite mindset better than Tom Daschle’s attacks on talk radio in the wake of his party’s devastating losses in the 2002 midterm elections. “But what happens when Rush Limbaugh attacks those of us in public life is that people aren’t satisfied to listen. They want to act because they get emotionally invested,” Daschle railed. “And so, you know, the threats to those of us in public life go up dramatically, on our families and on us,” he added, slandering conservative radio listeners, essentially accusing them of wanting to blow up every left-winger in sight.


 




One of my listeners summed up the frustration that so many feel when confronted with these elitist attitudes.

“I admit it. I am one of those who are hated and despised among men who has had the privilege of listening to you defend (what liberals believe is the indefensible) me. I am a fundamental Christian, conservative, gun-owning, Bible-reading, truck-driving, churchgoing, married, heterosexual, non-politically-correct, prolife white lawyer. I know that any one of these could pronounce the demise of my career as professor at the state college where I teach; in aggregate, forget it. I am a nonhuman in the eyes of many. For the record, I do not wait in the woods wearing military fatigues to ambush those who perform abortions, nor do I drag (or condone such) gays behind my truck. I simply try to work hard, raise my family, pay my taxes, work in my community, and live a good moral life. That said, I wish those who so strongly preach the ‘tolerance’ mantra would practice it when it comes to those they don’t agree with. Thank you for your fresh voice in your defense of the Constitution and for all of us ‘normal’ people out here.” [image: ][image: ]




 



Of course Daschle was merely following in the rhetorical footsteps of Bill Clinton, who launched a tirade against Limbaugh back in 1995, linking talk radio to the bombing of the federal building in Oklahoma City. Clinton, still steaming over the drubbing the Dems suffered in the 1994 midterm elections, thought that since he couldn’t win over the talk radio audience, he’d vilify it, and then marginalize it. (This of course only energized that audience against Clinton even more.)

Seven years later, after losing the White House and both houses of Congress, the Dem-elites were back, beating the drum against talk radio. But this time Daschle was even more explicit than Clinton: “We see it in foreign countries and we think, ‘Well, my God, how can this religious fundamentalism become so violent?’ Well, it’s the same shrill rhetoric [in talk radio].” Translation: Liberal activists engage in meaningful dialogue. Conservatives engage in opinion terrorism. They are mindless reactionaries. They can’t be trusted to engage the fundamental activity of democracy—political debate—because they get “emotionally invested” and then act out in harmful ways. Of course a lot of these people who get “emotionally invested” live beyond the Northeastern corridor, in places that can make Dem-elites uncomfortable.

Massachusetts senator John Kerry sounded like an elite uncomfortable in the heartland when he was running for reelection in 1996. He bemoaned the constant pressure to raise money in American politics: “I’m not suggesting this is a virtuous process. I hate it. I detest it. I hate going to places like Austin and Dubuque to raise large sums of money. But I have to.” When cyber-columnist Matt Drudge dug up the story before Kerry traveled to Iowa early in 2003, Kerry spokesman David Wade cried foul. “Obviously, it’s such a setup,” he charged. It’s not small-town America Kerry hates, he said, it’s fundraising “that forces senators to spend too much time traveling out of state to raise money.” Why Kerry chose to single out Austin and Dubuque rather than simply saying, “I hate going out of state” is perplexing, at the very least.

Then there are those pols who allow themselves to be seduced by the elites. “I grew up the son of a teamster and a milk truck driver in St. Louis,” Dick Gephardt likes to say on the campaign trail. His parents, Gephardt recalled, saved $20 a month to send him to college. But while Gephardt the candidate claims “The fight for working families is in my bones,” his political life is really an ode to the elites. Both his support of teachers’ unions (roadblocks to innovative educational reform that would help the children the Democrats say they care so much about) and his relentless battle against tax cuts show that Gephardt’s views are more in line with professors at Harvard than the people of the American heartland. He pits rich against poor in tax policy, is at the beck and call of labor unions, and touts a “universal health care plan.” His claim to fame in the early 1990s was cosponsoring Hillary’s socialist health care bill and voting against the Gulf War resolution. And this is supposed to be a guy in tune with working families?

Younger but no less elitist is Democrat John Edwards, big-bucks plaintiff attorney turned North Carolina senator. He describes himself as “moderate” and “somebody who’s close to regular people, somebody who understands their problems.” Edwards, who made his fortune as a personal injury attorney, branded himself early in the 2004 contest as “a champion” for the “regular folks.” You can stop laughing now. No amount of slick marketing will change the fact that Edwards is a liberal (National Journal placed Edwards in its “Top 20 Most Liberal Senators List” in 2000), and an inexperienced one at that. His elitism is evident: he is the poster boy for one of America’s most pernicious and richest lobbies—the Association of Trial Lawyers of America. It’s also evident in his thinking that he’s qualified for the presidency after only four years in the U.S. Senate.

Dem-elites sometimes reveal themselves without even knowing it. This happened when Joe and Hadassah Lieberman were on tour to promote their book, An Amazing Adventure, about life on the campaign trail. Hadassah, during an interview with radio host Don Imus, mused, “I guess what startled me the most was how incredible a national campaign was, that you had to go out to all of these small towns and see the people. And that is amazing in a democracy, that the people ultimately judge.” Those small towns with all their people . . . and they vote! Can you imagine that? Millions of people out there who have never been to the Museum of Modern Art! They’ve never browsed the boutiques in SoHo! And they still get to vote! What a country!

But Democrats are not the only ones with doubts about Middle America. There are also many Republicans who look down on socially conservative, middle-class Americans as being too radical and hard-edged. Elitist “Respectable Republicans” (RRs) pride themselves on their “moderation,” “pragmatism,” and ability to forge “bipartisan agreements” with their “good friends” the Democrats. The Republican Main Street Partnership was founded in 1998 to give a home to the RRs, of which there are about sixty in Congress, including Senators Lincoln Chafee, Olympia Snowe, and Susan Collins. According to its website, the partnership exists to pursue policies that “reflect a limited, but responsible role for government and that are designed to achieve fiscal responsibility, economic growth, improvements in the human condition and a nation that is globally competitive and secure.” It’s rumored that they’re also for apple pie and motherhood, but they didn’t want to get too far out on a limb on those issues, especially motherhood.

The RRs tend to represent comfortably upper-middle-class areas on the coasts and find moral issues such as abortion to be “divisive.” As Vermont senator “Jumpin’” Jim Jeffords announced when he bade adieu to the Republicans: “Looking ahead, I can see more and more instances where I’ll disagree with the president on very fundamental issues—the issues of choice, the direction of the judiciary, tax and spending decisions, missile defense, energy and the environment, and a host of other issues, large and small.” How profound, especially for a man who six months earlier felt comfortable enough to take money from the Republican Party when he ran for reelection.

Often an RR will identify himself as “fiscally conservative” but “socially liberal,” which guarantees him invites to all the right parties attended by all the right people. The RRs are flaming moderates, which means they don’t really stand for anything except “pragmatism.” This results in favorable press coverage for the RRs. After voting with Senate Democrats to slash the size of the 2003 Bush tax cut proposal, RR Olympia Snowe was the subject of a glowing Washington Post profile with the headline: “Maine’s Rebel with a Moderate Cause.” Reporter Juliet Eilperin described an “unassuming New Englander” whose “determination reflects political savvy.” Snowe’s “crusade to persuade her peers” will continue despite the “pressure” applied by her party’s (dreaded) conservative leadership. You go, girl!

Other RRs include Senators George V. Voinovich of Ohio and John McCain of Arizona, who sided with Snowe on the budget/tax cut issue. McCain is the king of the “mavericks,” the most beloved of the “quirky independents,” who forever endeared himself to America’s media elite, chatting them up on his “Straight Talk Express,” during the 2000 GOP primary campaign. “We are the party of Ronald Reagan, not Pat Robertson,” McCain said in a campaign speech in Virginia Beach. “We are the party of Theodore Roosevelt, not the party of special interests. We are the party of Abraham Lincoln, not Bob Jones.” You could practically hear the cheers from the elite—finally a Republican was putting those icky religious people in their places.

For elites in both parties, real working people, their way of life, and their beliefs are now the object of ridicule. This is how far we’ve come in America. Citizens who believe in God, love their country, defend their constitutional rights, protect private property, and want to live free of excessive government intrusion are mocked and suspected. In other words, the kind of people who are the lifeblood of healthy democratic societies—the kind of people most likely to send their kids to fight and die for this country—are now considered by their political elite to be the problem.

MEDIA. Others have decisively established that the mainstream media have a pronounced liberal bias. I’m not going to recite their well-known arguments here; what I want to focus on is the sneering attitude displayed by the media elites toward Middle America and its values.

It’s bad enough that the majority in major news organizations (newspapers, magazines, television networks) are left-wing, but it’s even worse when we the taxpayers are subsidizing the bias. PBS’s Bill Moyers is an elite cheerleader who masquerades as a defender of the little guy. One thing that really gets Moyers going is the flag—specifically, when journalists or politicians wear flag pins on their jackets or dresses. “When I see flags sprouting on official lapels, I think of the time in China when I saw Mao’s Little Red Book on every official’s desk, omnipresent and unread,” he intoned during a February 2003 broadcast of his program Now. During this program Moyers actually wore a flag pin as a protest of sorts, saying “more galling than anything are all those moralistic ideologues in Washington sporting the flag in their lapels while writing books and running websites and publishing magazines attacking dissenters as un-American.” That’s your tax dollars at work, Mr. and Mrs. America, because you pay for Moyers’s perch at the government-subsidized Public Broadcasting Service. Would the sensitive Mr. Moyers have a problem if reporters or top White House officials wore a UN flag lapel pin instead? And does he have a similar visceral reaction to celebrities who wear colored ribbons for breast cancer or AIDS? Is it any wonder that Moyers is the toast of the New York literary set, a favorite speaker at universities coast to coast?

Moyers may be more obvious in his disdain for American traditions (such as patriotic displays) than most of his colleagues, but his attitude is depressingly representative of their overall dislike of Middle America. Jake Thompson of the Omaha World-Herald, who accompanied reporters following then President Clinton during his first visit to solidly Republican Nebraska in December 2000, captured a fascinating glimpse into the media elite’s perception of the rest of the country. It’s worth quoting at length:

The sunrise broke pink along the cloudy horizon when a few sleepy reporters for national newspapers, television and radio networks laid eyes on Nebraska. They saw snow-dusted corn stubble, flat terrain stretching far into the distance. The air was teeth-chattering cold. “This is what I imagine Siberia to be like,” said one man who writes for a national newspaper, gazing out the window of the press bus. . . . Others ruminated aloud on the sparse landscape and the outlying neighborhoods of this town of 28,000 [Kearney]. Soon the bus rolled by a police roadblock where a beefy, crew-cut sheriff’s deputy stood at the roadside. “His name’s Hoss,” said one of the press crew. “Yeah, and his partner’s name is Big Hoss,” another journalist said. “Or just Big-Un.” Several reporters chatted back and forth in mock cowboy accents. A writer mused aloud, “What exactly is a cornhusker?” No one answered. The driver, somewhat oblivious to this back-bus critiquing, piped up loudly, “Do you all ever do anything exciting, like go to the Super Bowl?” “This is as good as it gets,” a national newspaper writer deadpanned. A few seconds later, one journalist counseled her colleagues, “You know, we have to stop slamming these people when we get to the filing center.”

To the elites, “these people” might as well live in Turkmenistan. But let’s hear from the elites themselves. In the considered opinion of William O’Rourke of the Chicago Sun-Times, Bush voters all live in “a large, lopsided horseshoe, a twisted W, made up of primarily the Deep South and the vast, lowly populated upper-far-west states that are filled with vestiges of gun-loving, Ku-Klux-Klan sponsoring, formerly lynching-happy, survivalist-minded, hate-crime perpetrating, non-blue-blooded, rugged individualists.”

O’Rourke dubbed this area the “Yahoo Nation,” observing that it “contains not one major city, nor one primary center of creative and intellectual density.” In contrast, “Al Gore’s America is the country’s great cities: New York, Boston, Washington, D.C., Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Philadelphia, Seattle.” And so, O’Rourke triumphantly concluded, “if George W. becomes president, he will not have won one center of the thinking America, the teeming centers of creative and intellectual life. It is the clearest rural-cosmopolitan split in modern presidential elections.”1 In other words, the smart elite support Gore. The stupid people support Bush. Well, all I can say is, give me a rugged, gun-owning, meat-eating, Fox News–watching individualist over an NPR-listening, designer-water drinking, spa-going Manhattanite any day.

IVORY TOWER. The most left-wing of the elites hang their hats, or should I say their berets, at our finest universities and colleges. Both faculty members and administrators tend to believe that America must continually apologize and make amends for her past. You get the sense that they are always waiting for the next Woodstock. They are obsessed with “diversity”—as long as it’s based on race, ethnicity, or sexual preference. Yet intellectual diversity is actually considered by many Ivory Tower elites to be unpleasant and unhelpful. After all, they have worked hard to create and maintain a monochromatic political landscape on campus, and conservative students and faculty have a way of spoiling the politically correct serenity.

At most universities, especially the upper-crust ones, students would be hard-pressed to name five conservative professors out of a faculty of hundreds. The old left-wing guard is still revered for paying its dues at protests and sit-ins. Its members revel in their anti-establishment pasts. But now they are the establishment on campus. The real renegades are the conservative students and their handful of professorial patron saints who dare challenge the left-wing pabulum that passes for deep thought.

I thought things were bad when I attended Dartmouth College in the mid-1980s, but today the p.c. police have gone totally bonkers. As liberals have lost ground on key issues such as welfare spending, national health care, the death penalty, and gun rights, the Ivory Tower elites have become angrier, more ruthless, and more intent on maintaining their total domination of political speech on campus. Regardless of what’s happening outside their hallowed walls, they are unwavering in their dedication to undermining traditional American values and principles. The type of anti-American elite popular in academic circles refer to Bush as “the real terrorist” and deface the flag as a symbol of oppression.

The turning of American scholarship from its original mission of searching for truth in a detached manner into a politicized drive to indoctrinate students at your expense was recently summarized by a single comment tacked on to the description for a course at the University of California at Berkeley called “The Politics and Poetics of Palestinian Resistance.” It advised that “conservative thinkers are encouraged to seek other sections.” In other words, the teacher, Snehal Shingavi, explicitly wished to exclude students who disagreed with his radical anti-Israel views. He had little interest in the pursuit of truth or savoring the cut-and-thrust of open, unfettered debate; to Shingavi, it was all about the politics (and maybe the poetics, I guess).

Unfortunately, most other leftist activists masquerading as “scholars” in academia do not give themselves and their agenda away so clumsily. To these propagandists, America is the enemy and must be “deconstructed” to show that it is nothing but a lie. The professors’ duty is to impose their radical views about race, sex, class warfare, history, politics, and philosophy on students, who are taught to reject everything their parents (those not still mired in the slogans of the 1960s) taught them to believe.

ARTS AND ENTERTAINMENT. This broad category encompasses not only the artistic and literary worlds, but also the class of self-styled intellectuals. Cultural elites regard American values, traditions, and principles as low, embarrassing, and inferior compared with “higher” European ones. Though it’s a reach to call some of them “cultured,” Hollywood celebrities are also included in this category, because of their touching belief that being famous and rich makes them worth listening to on all issues.

The cultural elites would be funny if they didn’t take themselves so seriously. Actually, maybe it’s their pomposity that strikes the rest of us as entertaining. Who can resist a smirk at the periodic eruptions from the likes of Barbra Streisand, Sean Penn, and Jessica Lange? David Letterman had it right a few years ago when he observed that Susan Sarandon always seemed angry at something. The problem with celebrity elitism is not the idiocy of the ideas that are expressed by the stars—unfortunately, we can’t outlaw stupidity—but the blindly arrogant expectation that somehow their views deserve to be taken seriously merely because they are famous. Surrounded by phalanxes of bodyguards, hangers-on, and PR flacks, they travel in limousines with blacked-out windows, live in palaces invisible from the road outside, and fly in private jets, while their managers and assistants tell them only what they want to hear. Even those who hail from modest backgrounds, or who toiled for years before “making it,” often rapidly transform into spoiled Sunset Boulevard harridans.

Under the circumstances, the metamorphosis of these Cinderellas into Marie Antoinettes is partly understandable, if deplorable. Aspiring actors and actresses who want to hit it big in the biz must follow the rules of the Club. These rules are unwritten, but everyone knows what they are. Rule #1: If you speak about politics, speak as a politically correct liberal. Yes, a few have skirted the rules and still managed to become modern-day mega-stars (Bruce Willis, Kelsey Grammer, Arnold Schwarzenegger, and Mel Gibson), but their voices are drowned out by their aggressively ignorant colleagues on the Left. For the most part, actors, directors, and producers adopt a pre-approved slate of ideological beliefs bearing no resemblance to those of the ordinary Americans who make their lavish lifestyles possible.

Authentic cultural elites—as opposed to semiliterates like Barbra Streisand posing as serious political commentators—are similarly amputated from the “outside world” of Middle America. Whereas entertainment elites are sealed off physically by means of limos and velvet ropes, cultural elites like Susan Sontag and Norman Mailer insulate themselves intellectually from the masses.

Cultural elites are nastily derisive about their fellow Americans, especially their alleged lack of intellectual capacity and inability to comprehend the deep thoughts of our self-appointed geniuses. Quite a few would prefer to live abroad. “My America is called Europe. It is my place of dreams,” Sontag gushed after declaiming upon the awfulness of America’s consumer culture. “Most of the things I like are in Europe.”2

Even as they’re dredging up the usual complaints about dumb Americans who shop at Wal-Mart, our cultural elites tend to ignore the unpleasant reality that Europeans are just as consumerist as Americans, if not more so, but also poorer in terms of standard of living. But the real reason they hate America and love Europe is that over there (especially in France, where Sontag lived for some years), cultural elites are celebrated, not derided as pretentious buffoons. Over here, whenever they say something particularly obtuse or stupid (or both, as is usually the case), someone like me will call them on it.

Americans’ alleged “lack of intellectual capacity” also serves as a convenient excuse to explain why their books don’t sell. The truth is, of course, that they don’t sell because they’re turgid, unreadable, and crammed with pseudo-intellectual jargon. Well-written books on medieval and military history, the Greek and Roman classics, literary fiction, and volumes on politics and philosophy—even when they present liberal views—are regularly huge sellers in Borders, Barnes & Noble, Books-a-Million, and on Internet sites like Amazon.com. If Americans are too philistine to read, why did they invent these outlets?

The condescension of people like Sontag and her friends to their “intellectual inferiors” in America is a pose that goes back to at least the beginning of the twentieth century, when middle-class liberal intellectuals first began to notice that “the proletariat masses” were becoming increasingly influential, educated, and literate. Horrified at the thought of the lower orders enjoying art, intellectuals tried hard to make their endeavors way too complex for the likes of you and me to understand. Only those initiated into “the Club” (i.e., those blessed with properly respectable opinions) could make heads or tails of the new, ultra-highbrow, obscure “modernism” suddenly appearing in art galleries, in poetry collections, and on the stage. Contemptuous of the masses’ conservative tastes and their beliefs in religion and morality, the literary class built an unbridgeable moat around itself. Today, the baleful effects can be seen in the artistic community’s pretentious, offensive garbage on canvas and the unreadable, jargon-laden books pumped out by academics. As a consequence of their snobbery, liberal intellectuals viciously turned against the “lower classes”—even as they proclaimed about how much they loved them and hated the evil capitalistic system that allegedly exploited them.

Elitespeak alert!





Elites love to talk about Middle America. What they mean by Middle America, however, is that it is the “Middle of Nowhere.” It reminds them of those maps of Africa used by nineteenth-century explorers that were blank in the middle—to signify “Terra Incognita,” the Unknown Land. The explorers thought cannibals lived there; the elites, on the other hand, believe a mysterious tribe known as Redneckus Americanus occupies these strange lands. These fierce natives are conceived to be armed with fire-throwing “guns” and worship an idol named “God.” Whenever an elite is forced to visit Middle America (Boise), he will always make sure he carries three things to ward off danger: a copy of the Village Voice, complete with listings of all off-off-Broadway productions; a battery-operated radio, tuned to NPR; and an




 



For example, Virginia Woolf, the darling of university English departments, whose work is the basis of the movie The Hours, is currently the queen of Hollywood. What did she think of her social inferiors? In her diary, she wrote about “a self-taught working-class man,” noting “we all know how distressing they are.” Women she encountered in a public lavatory were nothing to her but “common little tarts.” Witnessing some middle-class women eating cakes in a restaurant, the great novelist mused that they were “scented, shoddy, parasitic,” and queried, “Where does the money come [from] to feed these fat white slugs?”

And let’s not forget D. H. Lawrence, who despite his apparently fascist sympathies is also beloved by our liberal elites for his “sensitive” (that is, sex-obsessed) novels like Lady Chatterley’s Lover. This is the same man who proposed that “all schools be closed at once. The great mass of humanity should never learn to read and write.” Our modern elite haven’t actually been able to close the schools, of course. But thanks to the teaching methods they have imposed on a skeptical public, they’ve ensured that thousands of poor American children will never learn to read and write.

Among some members of the cultural elite, hatred of the lower classes (which includes both the working class and the middle class) grew so consuming that it became murderous and anti-democratic. Many leftist intellectuals, such as Aldous Huxley (author of Brave New World), became obsessed with destroying popular democracy and replacing it with a socialist central government run by people like himself (who, presumably, “knew best”). After all, Huxley believed that “about 99.5 percent of the entire population of the planet are stupid and philistine.” Since nothing could be done about their “appalling imbecility,” it was crucial that the remaining 0.5 percent (which included himself and his buddies) “dominate the rest.” Then there’s H. G. Wells, author of such classics as The Time Machine and The War of the Worlds, who felt popular patriotism and religious belief “caused” war and thus agitated for an atheist world government. Not surprisingly, both men loathed Christianity, and Wells was asked by no less a personage than Eleanor Roosevelt to leave the United States during the 1930s on account of his burning anti-Semitism.

How was Wells’s proposed world government “domination” to be achieved? As early as 1901, decades before Hitler’s genocide, Wells was writing that the mentally and physically unfit must be exterminated. The “swarms of black, and brown, and dirty-white, and yellow people” in Africa and Asia will “have to go.” In Europe, the “vicious, helpless and pauper masses,” “the weak and silly and pointless” and “the lumpish, unteachable, unimaginative people” must be annihilated in a “merciful obliteration” through disease, starvation, and execution. The playwright George Bernard Shaw agreed with his colleague that “extermination must be put on a scientific basis if it is ever to be carried out humanely and apologetically as well as thoroughly. . . . If we desire a certain type of civilization and culture, we must exterminate the sort of people who do not fit into it.”

Now, it also goes without saying that today’s liberal intellectuals don’t often use the wild-eyed eugenic rhetoric employed by Wells and Shaw—though they are just as willing to stand up for euthanasia and abortion—but we can still pick out several general strains of their thought that have miraculously survived to the present day. Note the continuing contempt for regular people and the way they wish to live their lives, the same antireligious ideology, the faith in an imposed “world government,” and the distrust of democracy.

BUSINESS. As I said, being an elite is not necessarily about being a liberal and/or a Democrat. There are plenty of capitalist elites atop some of America’s greatest corporations who advance their company’s financial interests by sacrificing American ones. Indeed, the Wall Street Journal, a fine newspaper in many ways, has an editorial board obsessed with “open borders” and making immigration standards even looser than they already are. On a broader level, since September 11 the gulf between elite and public views of immigration have widened considerably. Most Americans instinctively recognize that unrestricted immigration benefits wealthy Americans at the expense of the rest of us, because a significant increase in the labor supply will inevitably drive down the price of that labor. But the elites—who rarely have to worry about losing their jobs, or about any economic problem more serious than which offshore island represents the best tax haven—benefit from the cheaper labor provided by illegal immigrants, and so they aren’t really moved by such concerns.

It was not so long ago that the Wall Street Journal had a tradition of printing an editorial each Independence Day calling for a five-word constitutional amendment: “There shall be open borders.” There was even a rumor that the opinion pages had an unwritten ban on publishing freelance op-eds contradicting the official policy of allowing virtually unrestricted immigration, “legalizing” illegal entry, and authorizing an amnesty for undocumented workers.3 Needless to say, since September 11, the Journal has toned down the “Hey, party at our place!” rhetoric owing to the risk that budding Islamist terrorists might take advantage of such largesse. Even so, the Journal occasionally reverts to form, as it did when it editorialized in favor of extending the Section 245(i) program that allows certain foreign applicants to pay $1,000 to accelerate processing of their forms to achieve permanent residency status. Otherwise, applicants had to return to their native countries and await a lengthy scrutiny of their backgrounds, which might turn up a criminal record. Though getting dewy-eyed at the thought of hardworking undocumented workers being reunited with their families thanks to Section 245(i), the Journal inaccurately claimed that the program applied only to immigrants who had entered the country legally and to those whose visas had expired or were about to. Actually, Section 245(i) also covered those who entered the United States illegally, had worked here illegally, or had failed to keep their legal status continuously—categories that included several of the September 11 hijackers, the plotters behind the first World Trade Center bombing in 1993, and the New York subway bombing conspirators.4

The most strikingly elitist aspect of the Wall Street Journal’s editorial stance is not that it favors essentially unrestricted immigration to help its friends in the business community, but how arrogantly it dismisses those who disagree with its proposals as nativist, closed-minded, and anti–free market. This type of elitism is a far cry from the virulent anti-Americanism of the Left; if anything, it is a touchy-feely post-Americanism of the Right. The obsession of the Journal and some of its “globalized” corporate advertisers with eradicating American borders with NAFTA countries, allowing the free movement of peoples back and forth, and eroding our sovereign power to choose who enters this country signals their willingness to dilute American-ness for the sake of internationalism. President Vicente Fox of Mexico—the Journal’s amigo magnifico—summed up the post-American elitist mentality when he declared that “by building up walls, by putting up armies, by dedicating billions of dollars like every border state is doing to avoid migration, is not the way to go.”

The tough question we need to ask is: Why is it not the way to go? I can see the advantages of such a deal from Fox’s angle: he can divert Mexico’s excess labor force northwards to work in such minimum-wage jobs as looking after the elites’ children, painting the elites’ houses, mowing the elites’ lawns, and cleaning the elites’ homes. But from our point of view, the power of the independent nation-state to ensure its own citizens’ best interests is the cornerstone of its existence. That’s the whole point of spending billions on training our military and maintaining our borders. If that power is surrendered or compromised, then the nation-state is finished. Let’s not let that happen to America.

There is an unpleasant whiff of elitist post-Americanism emanating from other parts of our business community. Mark Krikorian of the Center for Immigration Studies has noted that several high-ranking executives have renounced their American citizenship to exploit tax advantages. For example, John Dorrance III, a billionaire Campbell Soup heir, became an Irish citizen, while Michael Dingman, a director of Ford Motor Company, became a proud Bahamian citizen. In 1993 alone, 306 well-heeled Americans became “voluntary expatriates,” as the euphemism goes, thanks to clever lawyers. Yes, U.S. estate taxes are way too high (they are zero in the Bahamas) and the tax code ridiculously Byzantine, but surely buying another country’s citizenship to save some money is not something to be applauded.

Some American corporations are lured into the similar temptation of setting up tax shelters in Bermuda by establishing brass-plate “headquarters” abroad to avoid taxes. Republican Senator Charles E. Grassley of Iowa, who with Democrat Senator Max Baucus of Montana introduced bills in 2002 to end the practice, noted that “during a war on terrorism, coming out of a recession, everyone ought to be pulling together. If companies don’t have their hearts in America, they ought to get out.”5

The tax scam is a minor problem compared with the greater moral issue of corporations forsaking their American-ness by embracing “globalist culture.” There is nothing wrong with globalization; in fact, I’m all for it, but globalization should be about free trade bringing mutual economic benefits, not erasing every hint of national identity. Ralph Nader (for all his faults, Mr. Nader is genuinely non-elitist) caught these companies with their pants down back in 1996. He wrote to the CEOs of America’s hundred biggest corporations asking them to recite the Pledge of Allegiance (including the phrase, “one nation under God”) before their annual stockholder meetings on behalf of the corporation.

About sixty CEOs responded. All—apart from one, Federated Department Stores (which operates Bloomingdale’s and Macy’s)—either rejected the idea, promised to “review” it, or were noncommittal. Ford Motor Company secretary John Rintamaki went so far as to state, “We do not believe that the concept of ‘corporate allegiance’ is possible.” Other respondents thought the scheme too “political and nationalistic” for such global citizens as themselves. August Busch III of Anheuser-Busch replied that “while our company headquarters remains in St. Louis, we are a global company.” Really? That’s not how your ads market you. Same with Kodak, which felt that the company must “maintain a global perspective to compete effectively in a global economy.” Granted, Kodak needs to compete effectively in the global economy, but how does that preclude its chairman opening up its annual meeting with a pledge to the very country that has allowed it to prosper? Others thought asking for a pledge was tantamount to totalitarianism. “Demanding recitations of allegiance—in language that may not reflect the beliefs of all persons present—is actually contrary to the principles on which our democracy was founded,” said Aetna’s Dick Huber. Unlike Huber, Caterpillar, Inc. didn’t get on its political soapbox, concluding simply that “a symbolic once-a-year gesture would not be a productive use of our time at our stockholders meeting.” How long does reciting the Pledge of Allegiance take? Twenty seconds, maybe?6 Now, Nader’s gambit could be interpreted as a publicity stunt to elicit “loyalty oaths,” but nevertheless the point was made: A core business elite exists whose ethos is that what’s good for it doesn’t have to be good for America.

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS. Hang out for any length of time at an “antiwar” protest in the United States and you’re sure to hear some of the scruffy speakers inciting “citizens of the world” to action. They don’t identify themselves as American citizens because these global elites consider the concept of national identity pernicious—except when used to declare personal victimization. They’re embarrassed to be Americans.

These citizens of the world often work, when they do feel like working, for nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that have become increasingly powerful since the end of the Cold War. These international nonprofit groups work hand in glove with the UN to help execute its multilateralist agenda.

On the one hand, NGOs do a great deal of good and so does the UN. NGO staffs volunteer for risky tasks in war zones and provide aid for those in deprived countries. The UN provides a diplomatic forum for every country in the world to have its say.

On the other hand, NGOs and the UN pose a special sort of danger to Middle America. They are committed to “globalism” (as opposed to economic “globalization”), which is fundamentally anti-American. Globalism seeks to demolish American sovereignty, erode our independence of action, interfere in our domestic affairs, and denigrate our values and traditions.

Those employed by the big international NGOs and the UN can be suspected of having a conflict of interest: Are they loyal to their country of origin or to the cause of globalism? By their very nature, NGOs are, well, nongovernmental, which means they cannot be identified with the policies of any government. Neither are they accountable to any government, let alone answerable to a democratic electorate. In fact, NGOs owe their allegiance to no one but themselves. Just because NGOs are nongovernmental doesn’t mean they’re nonpolitical. Nearly all of them, and certainly the larger ones, are profoundly left-wing—though they would never admit it. NGOs have their own agendas, in other words. Amnesty International, Greenpeace, and Human Rights Watch are biased political organizations masquerading as “nonpartisan” watchdogs for the cause of globalism. Their vaunted “independence” is only a moralistic cover for their anti-American activities. The assumption that they are too high-minded for any democratic supervision whatsoever is elitism at its most abhorrent.

No wonder they cozy up to the UN. Sometimes it seems as if there’s a mutual UN-NGO support group against nation-states.

As for the UN, it is turning into the nucleus of an elitist, globalized government run by NGOs in which we are “global citizens” living happily under “global law.” Jimmy Carter, our former president who did such a fantastic job messing up everything that he almost lost the presidency to Ted Kennedy, of all people, enunciated globalistic aims in his Nobel Peace Prize speech. First he made clear that he was “not here as a public official, but as a citizen of a troubled world.” Not as an American, Jimmy? Then he cheered on the UN by saying that under its auspices, the “international community” has “struggled to negotiate global agreements.”7

Carter was being a bit sneaky about the Great Global Game-plan. The former president’s globalism leads him perilously close to favoring unelected bureaucrats and full-time activists from the “international community” over a democratic government presiding over the richest, most powerful, and freest country in world history.

These are the elites. They have big plans for us. Are you ready?
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When It All Started to Go South

How did we get into this mess? How did we get to a point where a significant percentage of the American population wants America to be torn down, tradition by tradition? How did we come to feel defensive about who we are and what we stand for? How did doing things the “American way” become something so many Americans find revolting? How did so many come to have a greater affinity for the views of anti-Americans abroad than they do for their fellow citizens?

The answer is that we created this monster elite class.

The elites didn’t wake up one morning, realize George W. Bush was in the White House, and go berserk. There wasn’t one event that triggered this wave of elite anger and self-loathing. It has been building, morphing, and spreading for a very long time. Most would think it all began in the 1960s, but surprisingly enough, today’s poisonous elites have their roots in the antebellum South.

SWEET HOME MANHATTAN

To our modern elites, the South is the font of all evil. It’s a place where racist rednecks rule and the Jerry Springer Show trawls trailer parks for fat, stupid inbreds. The elites who don’t hesitate to slip into (bad) southern drawls to ridicule Southerners are, of course, the first ones to scream “Racist!” when someone dares criticize a black radical, or “Sexist!” whenever NOW is called to the mat. These are the same people who always scream “Intolerance!” but to them, slurs against the “redneck South” are not just tolerated, they are encouraged. Mocking the pickup truck–driving, tobacco-chewing, shotgun-owning South is one of the elite rites of passage.

But remember, to the elites, you don’t have to live in the South to be a stupid redneck. It’s all about your state of mind. To them, we are all Southerners now.

To the elites, the South, even decades after the last of the Jim Crow laws were abandoned, still represents everything that is wrong with life in America. It’s teeming with Jerry Falwell clones who are a bunch of mindlessly patriotic, instinctively racist, NRA fanatics. They couldn’t possibly understand the nuances of life in a complex, multicultural, multi-ethnic world. If you are living outside the New York–Washington, D.C.–Los Angeles–San Francisco orbit, then you are living in Deliverance country. If the elites don’t come to the rescue, then homicidal, incestuous hillbillies and weird-looking kids who play the banjo will soon populate the entire country.

To the elites, the South, like the Midwest or anywhere in Middle America, is as distant as the moon. William Faulkner captured this attitude perfectly in Absalom, Absalom! (which was published in 1936 but is set mostly in the nineteenth century), when Canadian Shreve McCannon quizzes his Mississippian roommate about southern life. “Tell about the South. What’s it like there?” he asks. “What do they do there? Why do they live there? Why do they live at all?” As I said, this stereotyping of the South goes back a long way.

But wait a minute! You might be thinking: What about Clinton and Gore? What about Jimmy Carter? What about Bill Moyers and Dan Rather and Howell Raines (ousted editor of the New York Times), for gosh sakes? Aren’t they Southerners? Aren’t they beloved by the elites? Of course they are—the elites will always make room for self-hating Southerners who mouth the elite message with a twang. What elites won’t tolerate—what they can’t tolerate—are people with attitudes that are truly popular in the South. They can stand Gore because Tennessee wouldn’t vote for him in 2000. They can stand Jimmy Carter because he’s constantly feuding with Southern Baptists.

Elitespeak alert!





Bill Moyers, Dan Rather, and Howell Raines: The acceptable faces of the South, primarily because they periodically apologize for being from there. They are the token Southerners among the elite, which prides itself on its exclusive inclusiveness. Everyone else regards them as bores. [image: ][image: ]




 



This was even true for Bill Clinton, whom the elites liked to think of as a smarter, more liberal version of Elvis. One of the most amazing facts about Clinton is that the more you had in common with him, the less likely you were to vote for him. If you were a Manhattan socialite, a Hollywood lefty, a Silicon Valley mogul type, or an African American professor, you were a Clintonite. But if you were a middle-aged white Baptist from the South married to your first wife, which is a description of Clinton himself, you almost certainly despised the man. Think about how strange that is. Imagine if African Americans from Chicago didn’t support Jesse Jackson, or Irish Americans from Boston didn’t support the Kennedys. In American politics, your base is almost always the people who are the most like you. But this rule didn’t apply to Clinton. Ambitious Southerners have to decide between the elites and their hometowns. If they’re popular at home—like Rick Santorum or Phil Gramm—they’re despised on the coasts. If they’re the toast of New York—like Clinton and Gore—they’re seen as traitors at home.

Ironically, Southerners themselves invited many of the stereotypes the modern elites use to mock the South. In the antebellum South, the white elite “plantation class” looked down its nose at both its black slaves and the landless whites later known as “white trash.” The belief was that these whites were descended primarily from the lower classes of the British Isles, where they had resided either in the poorhouses or in prison. The southern elite view at the time depicted these poor whites as shambling, lazy, hunched, misshapen creatures with rotten teeth.

Not welcome in the established churches, many poor whites turned to fire-and-brimstone evangelical preachers for spiritual nourishment. And so the stereotype evolved of malformed, illiterate, racist, violent, gun-toting, genetically inbred hillbillies (many of these whites fled to the hills where land was cheaper) with a fanatical passion for Bible-beating, intolerant Christianity. After the Civil War, this once purely southern stereotype traveled to the North, where the ancestors of our modern-day elites picked it up.

So the next time you hear some p.c. “intellectual” making cracks about trailer parks, tell him he’s drawing on stereotypes popularized by slaveholders! He’s ridiculing people for being poor, as if it’s some sort of crime. How does that jibe with his so-called compassion?

The constant sneering condescension that poor southern whites are forced to endure is exacerbated by their insistence on maintaining their traditional religious beliefs. Somehow, they didn’t get the memo stating that the twentieth century was supposed to represent the end of fervent religious belief. A recent poll of southern attitudes found that 75 percent said “religious faith is extremely or very important in my life” (the figure was 63 percent for non-Southerners).1

The larger issue of the elites’ religious bias will be discussed in a later chapter, but before we get much farther it is critical to understand that the fear of religion—especially the Judeo-Christian tradition—is a driving force behind the elite agenda. The elites want people to rely on their infinite wisdom—not some guy who doesn’t even read the New Yorker. When they say, with bumper sticker originality, “separation of church and state,” what they really mean is the elimination of church, and the expansion of state. (The state as run by them, of course.)

MENCKEN AND THE MONKEY BUSINESS

That southern religiosity is what led to one of the most vicious literary assaults on any single group in American history. H. L. Mencken became a hero to generations of elites through his newspaper reporting on the “Scopes Monkey Trial.” Uninterested in the subtleties of the debate over evolution—completely indifferent to the concerns of those who felt their traditional religious teachings to be in danger from teachers who despised them and their culture—Mencken gleefully seized upon the case to mock and ridicule everything he could find in the South. Mencken sure didn’t like “white trash.” Also, it was he who coined the phrase “Bible Belt” to describe the “bigoted” South. In true elite fashion, Mencken approved of the elitist antebellum South of the slaveholders but couldn’t stand the postwar South, where power had devolved to the despised white trash.

The 1925 “Monkey Trial” was ostensibly about the battle between teaching creationism versus the theory of evolution in Tennessee schools. When the schools banned the teaching of evolution, the ACLU kicked into action. It advertised for volunteers to get themselves arrested for teaching evolution, and then offered to pay for their defense. John Scopes, a math teacher turned biologist, accordingly violated the statute, and the ACLU sent Clarence Darrow to represent him. The prosecutor was William Jennings Bryan, a devout Presbyterian and three-time Democrat presidential nominee. Bryan was sometimes known as the Great Commoner for his outspoken defense of populist ideas against the elites of his time, and spent most of his career crusading for many causes we think of as liberal. He spoke out against the distribution of wealth resulting from laissez-faire capitalism. He pleaded with Americans not to use their power to bully smaller countries. His pacifism was so strong that he resigned as secretary of state for President Wilson because he feared Wilson would lead the country into World War I. But Mencken, who despised the poor people Bryan fought for, saw him as nothing more than a cartoon figure.

Elitespeak alert!





The ACLU: dauntless fighter for freedom. . . well, at least the elites’ freedom to dominate the rest of us. [image: ][image: ]




 



To Mencken, the trial was a clear-cut case of tolerance, progress, urban sophistication, and secularism (Darrow) versus country backwardness, religion, tradition, and conservatism (Bryan). Mencken’s “reporting” from Dayton, Tennessee, reeked of prejudice and elitism:

       •  About Bryan: “[H]e has been oozing around the country since his first day here, addressing this organization and that, presenting the indubitable Word of God in his caressing, ingratiating way.”

       •  More on Bryan: “He has these hillbillies locked up in his pen and he knows it. . . . They understand his peculiar imbecilities. His nonsense is their ideal of sense.”

       •  He referred to the “the so-called minds of these fundamentalists of upland Tennessee,” and at other times, dismissed the townspeople as “morons,” “yokels,” and “Neanderthals.”

Reading these quotes, you have to wonder whether Mencken—and the elites who laughed over his insults—was motivated by love of science or love of snobbery. Speaking of evolution, why is it that the elites haven’t evolved much in their own stale thinking? Any one of Mencken’s insults from 1925 would work perfectly in a cocktail party conversation among the elites today. They repeat the same snickering about religion, the same slurs about stupidity, and the same lies about bigotry. So much for having a monopoly on tolerance.

BLACK DOVE DOWN

Yet overt elitism of the Mencken sort took a breather during the Depression and World War II. The ravages of war and poverty brought the nation together—and God was more important than ever. East Coast millionaires didn’t seem so smart after the stock market collapsed in 1929, and the elites of any stripe no doubt found it awkward to mock the common men who were dying for their country by the thousands in places like Guadalcanal and Italy. Men from Savannah and Manhattan’s exclusive Upper East Side fought side by side in the Pacific. Their boots hit the same beaches in Normandy. There was little room in the national conversation for elite mockery.

Nevertheless, the end of “the Good War” brought new tensions between the elites and Middle America. In the late 1940s, most Americans were horrified to learn that high-ranking members of our government had been active members of the Communist Party, and there was widespread interest when Congress began investigating Communist influence in American life. But the elites—many of whom had dabbled in communism (or at least socialism) during the hard years of the 1930s—were appalled to find people like themselves called on the carpet for their political beliefs. They immediately spun the story in their own way, seizing upon the extreme actions of Senator Joseph McCarthy to paint Middle America’s fear of Communism as a demonic witch hunt. The “common man”—so celebrated in the 1930s and 1940s by FDR, Carl Sandberg, John Steinbeck, and countless WPA paintings—once more became the dangerous boob attacked by Mencken.

Later, tensions between the elites and Middle America grew during Vietnam and the civil rights movement. By the time the baby boom generation began to come of age in the late 1960s, the patriotism of their parents was suddenly passé. From their perches of relative comfort, many in this new generation decided to protest against an America they believed reflected the values of Archie Bunker. This was the birth of a new elite that snubbed the country for which their fathers had fought and died.
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