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For Julie





 Introduction

 Who’s In Control?


In the quest for freedom in our everyday lives, we are ultimately confronted with a practical, not a philosophical, question: Who is in control?

When we make the major decisions in our lives, we are free. When someone else makes them, we are not free. When government makes them, we live in tyranny.

The liberals discussed in this book advocate imposing unnecessary, or even unjust, government controls on the lives of individuals. Modern American liberals, as demonstrated in these pages, would like to see the government exercise more control over our movement, our retirement income, our health care, our private property, our speech, whether we live or die, and even whether we are allowed to live according to our consciences or raise our children to love and embrace the God-given moral law that forms the only foundation of a free society.

This work seeks to illuminate how these liberals are pushing America away from liberty toward forms of government control that will ruin our nation.

Many Americans, who know they owe their children the same great nation our parents gave to us, are already calling our leaders back to the matchless governing principles of the Constitution and the eternal values of the Declaration of Independence, that, together, are the guides that will lead us home to the land of the free.





 Chapter 1

 Coercing People Out of Their Cars

 Liberals Want to Control Your Movement


“He would be a rash prophet who should assert that the expansive character of American life has now entirely ceased. Movement has been its dominant fact, and, unless this training has no effect upon a people, the American energy will continually demand a wider field for its exercise.”1



—Frederick Jackson Turner
 “The Significance of the Frontier in American History,” 1893


 


“The days where we’re just building sprawl forever, those days are over.”2



—President Barack Obama
 Fort Myers, Florida, February 10, 2009


 


“It is a way to coerce people out of their cars, yeah.”3



—Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood
 National Press Club, May 21, 2009




Liberals love Ray LaHood because he is the type of Republican who wants government to control more of American life. When President Obama named him secretary of transportation, it was not so much an act of bipartisanship as an expression of ideological solidarity.

About a month into his tenure, LaHood told the Associated Press that the administration should consider taxing people for every mile they drive their car, a system that would require tracking people’s movements. “We should look at the vehicular miles program where people are actually clocked on the number of miles that they traveled,” he said. “What I see this administration doing is this—thinking outside the box on how we fund our infrastructure in America.”4


The Associated Press reported that the system LaHood had in mind “would require all cars and trucks be equipped with global satellite positioning technology, a transponder, a clock and other equipment to record how many miles a vehicle was driven, whether it was driven on highways or secondary roads, and even whether it was driven during peak traffic periods or off-peak hours.” A similar system proposed in Massachusetts, the wire service noted, had “drawn complaints from drivers who say it’s an Orwellian intrusion by government into the lives of citizens.”5


LaHood’s big-brother-like suggestion proved too much even for Obama, who had just pushed a $787 billion stimulus law through Congress and was preparing to launch an ambitious campaign to enact a national health program. Within twenty-four hours, White House Spokesman Robert Gibbs told reporters the president would not back the driver-tracking plan.6 As we shall see, however, the president would back other ideas LaHood had for controlling how people move.

While a member of the U.S. House of Representatives, LaHood had served on the Appropriations Committee, the panel that decides each year how the federal government will spend trillions of dollars of other people’s money. He once spoke with arresting candor about why he wanted to serve on this committee. “The reason I went on the Appropriations Committee, the reason other people go on the Appropriations Committee,” he said, “is  they know that it puts them in a position to know where the money is at, to know the people who are doling out the money and to be in the room when the money is being doled out.”7


Before Obama drafted him for his Cabinet, LaHood had become one of the biggest-spending Republicans on Capitol Hill. The New York Times  described him as a “backer of earmarks,”8 the Associated Press called him a leader “in distributing largesse,”9 Citizens Against Government Waste awarded him its January 2009 “Porker of the Month” award,10 and fellow Illinoisan Rahm Emanuel—who would become Obama’s chief of staff—praised him for his “leadership, his thoughtfulness and his character.”11


In LaHood’s view, the transportation secretary’s highest duty was not to build highways and facilitate freedom of movement, but to use government to change the way people live. Early on, he announced what he called a “livability initiative”12 and formed a partnership with the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Environmental Protection Agency aimed at creating “sustainable communities.”13 As Ronald Utt of the Heritage Foundation observed, the partnership LaHood’s department formed with HUD, together with a rhetorical attack launched by President Obama on suburban “sprawl,” seemed to indicate the administration’s “intent to re-energize and lead the Left’s longstanding war against America’s suburbs.”14


Utt noted that “the Smart Growth and New Urbanist movements want Americans to move into higher density developments—such as townhouses and high-rise apartment buildings—which, the antisuburbanists contend, can be better served by public transportation (hence the commitment to ‘transportation choice,’ a process whereby commuters are bribed or coerced into an inconvenient mode of transportation that most would not choose on their own)—thereby freeing the hapless American people from relying on their automobiles.”15


LaHood first described what he had in mind using benign-sounding words in testimony given to the House subcommittee that allocates gas-tax money. “If a large share of the traveling public could walk or bike for short  trips, it is estimated that the nation could save over one million gallons of gas and millions of dollars in motor fuel costs per day,” he said. “Transit-oriented development also has the potential to contribute significantly to the revitalization of downtown districts, foster walkable neighborhoods, and offer an alternative to urban and suburban sprawl and automobile-focused commuting.”16


The administration, he conceded, wanted to “influence how people choose to travel.” But their goal was to increase the “independence” of those who do not drive rather than limit the independence of those who do.

“Mixed-use neighborhoods with highly-connected streets arranged in small blocks promote mobility for all users, whether they are walking, bicycling, riding transit or driving motor vehicles,” he said. “Benefits include improved traffic flow, shorter trip lengths, reduced vehicle-miles traveled, safer streets for pedestrians and cyclists, lower per-capita greenhouse gas emissions, reduced dependence on fossil fuels, increased trip-chaining, and independence for those who prefer not to or are unable to drive.”17


A couple of months after this testimony, LaHood lunched with columnist George Will. Will discovered that the former Republican congressman had come all the way out of the closet as an advocate of using government to alter the way Americans live. “I think we can change people’s behavior,” LaHood told Will.

Government “promoted driving” by building the Interstate Highway System, LaHood said. He intended to reverse that. “People are getting out of their cars, they are biking to work,” he said, pointing to Portland, Oregon, as an example of the type of place where government has promoted this trend. Appalled, Will wrote a column dubbing Lahood “the Secretary of Behavioral Modification.”18


In a question-and-answer session at the National Press Club a few days later, LaHood defiantly restated his intention to use government to stop people from driving. “Some in the highway supporters and motorists groups have been concerned by your livability initiative,” said the moderator, reading  a reporter’s question. “Is this an effort to make driving more torturous and to coerce people out of their cars?”

“It is a way to coerce people out of their cars, yeah . . . ” said LaHood. “Now, look it, every community is not going to be a ‘livable community,’ but we have to create opportunities for people that do want to use a bicycle or want to walk or want to get on a street car or want to ride a light rail.”

“And the only person that I’ve heard of that objects to this,” he said, “is George Will.”

This elicited laughter from the room full of Washington journalists. But the moderator followed up. “OK,” she said. “Speaking of, some conservative groups are wary of the livable communities program, saying it’s an example of government intrusion into people’s lives. How do you respond?”

“About everything we do around here is government intrusion in people’s lives,” said LaHood. “So have at it.”

The reporters laughed again.19





 Freedom Seekers 

The people who created America were freedom seekers. They left their homelands and traveled vast distances seeking individual liberty and economic opportunity. On an undeveloped continent, they went where they wanted, when they wanted, and they built a nation of, by, and for freedom of movement.

When the French and Indian War ended in 1763, France retreated from the North American mainland, leaving England uncontested ownership of the Ohio Valley.20 America’s colonial frontier leapt westward from the crest of the Appalachians to banks of the Mississippi. Across the river sat the vast Louisiana territory that, for the moment, France had ceded to Spain—and that eventually would become yet another open space on the American frontier.

From almost the instant they set foot on this continent, our forbearers saw the lands beyond the mountains as a place for new settlements—a vast territory where an independent people could own the soil they lived on and  thrive in self-sufficient freedom. Historian Samuel Eliot Morrison observed that Americans in the pre-revolutionary era “were not security minded but liberty minded.”21 They were ready to risk life in the wilderness in return for liberty. They did so not just for themselves, but for their children and grandchildren.

In 1759, foreseeing England’s victory in the war and the end to French claims in the West, a Boston clergyman delivered a sermon on America’s prospects. He spoke of his countrymen’s dreams. “What fair hopes have we of being completely delivered from that enemy, that has so often interrupted our tranquility, and checked our growth,” asked the Reverend Samuel Cooper. “What scenes of happiness are we ready to figure for ourselves, from the hope of enjoying, in this good land, all the blessings of an undisturbed and lasting peace? From the hope of seeing our towns enlarged; our commerce increased; and our settlements extending themselves with security of every side, and changing the wilderness into a fruitful field.”22


Six years later, John Adams—a proud New England farmer as well as a Boston lawyer—exhorted his countrymen to remember that America’s spirit was a pioneering spirit. Our ancestors, he told them, turned their backs on old-world oppression to bravely face an untamed wilderness.


Let us read and recollect and impress upon our souls the views and ends of our own more immediate forefathers, in exchanging their native country for a dreary, inhospitable wilderness. Let us examine into the nature of that power, and the cruelty of that oppression, which drove them from their homes. Recollect their amazing fortitude, their bitter sufferings—the hunger, the nakedness, the cold, which they patiently endured—the severe labors of clearing their grounds, building their houses, raising their provisions, amidst dangers from wild beasts and savage men, before they had time or money or materials for commerce. Recollect the civil and religious principles and hopes and expectations which  constantly supported and carried them through all hardships with patience and resignation. Let us recollect it was liberty, the hope of liberty for themselves and us and ours, which conquered all discouragements, dangers, and trials.23




King George III and his allies in Parliament looked at the American frontier differently than the likes of Reverend Cooper and John Adams. They did not see the opening of the West as an opportunity for the colonies to expand and prosper. They did not see the territory across the mountains as a sanctuary for individual liberty. They saw the potential settlement of those distant landlocked regions as a threat to English control of North America. They feared that if colonists settled beyond the Appalachians, it would spark conflict with the Indians, put Americans beyond the reach of England’s political grasp, and unravel a trading system in which America served as a captive market for England’s manufactured goods and as England’s exclusive domain for securing raw materials.24


Eight months after England signed the peace treaty with France and Spain that obligated France to withdraw from North America, George III issued a proclamation. It set the boundary lines for four new English colonies in the North American lands secured by the war. These included Quebec, East Florida, West Florida, and Grenada. All could be reached by the English Navy and governed under her guns.

The proclamation also instructed the governors of England’s North American colonies to give generous land grants to the officers, soldiers, and sailors who had served in North America during the war. Field officers were to receive massive estates of 5,000 acres; captains, 3,000 acres; lesser officers, 2,000 acres; and non-commissioned officers, 200 acres. Even the lowliest private was to receive a grant of 50 acres for risking life and limb for his king.

The same proclamation, however, included a provision that significantly diminished the value of these grants. It prohibited any settlement at all in the “Lands and Territories lying to the Westward of the Sources of the  Rivers which fall into” the Atlantic. Americans were barred from moving over the mountains. “And We do hereby strictly forbid, on Pain of our Displeasure,” said the king, “all our loving Subjects from making any Purchases or Settlements whatever, or taking Possession of any of the Lands above reserved, without our especial leave and Licence for that Purpose first obtained.”25


At least one former officer—a Virginian named George Washington—did not intend to see his real-estate development plans thwarted by this royal proclamation. He refused to take it seriously. In 1767, he wrote William Crawford, a fellow veteran who had moved from Virginia to the western edge of Pennsylvania, and asked for his help in locating a tract of first-rate land beyond the legal line of settlement that the king had emphatically drawn. Washington was convinced the king would rescind his proclamation, and he wanted to preempt the best land for himself. He asked Crawford to travel into the forbidden territory—as if on a hunting trip—and find a good 2,000 acres Washington could formally claim when the time was right.26


“I offered in my last to join you in attempting to secure some of the most valuable lands in the King’s part, which I think may be accomplished after a while, notwithstanding the proclamation that restrains it at present; and prohibits the settling them at all; for I can never look upon that proclamation in any other light (but this I say between ourselves) but as a temporary expedient to quiet the minds of the Indians,” Washington wrote Crawford.

“It must fall, of course, in a few years, especially when those Indians consent to our occupying the lands,” wrote Washington. “Any person, therefore, who neglects the present opportunity of hunting out good lands, and in some measure marking and distinguishing them for his own, in order to keep others from settling them, will never regain it.”

Washington was adamant that Crawford keep his plans private so as not to alert potential competitors or those who might be shocked at his disregard for the king’s edict.


I recommend that you keep this whole matter a secret, or trust it only to those in whom you can confide, and who can assist you in bringing it to bear by their discoveries of land. This advice proceeds from several very good reasons, and, in the first place, because I might be censured for the opinion I have given in respect to the King’s proclamation, and then, if the scheme I am now proposing to you were known, it might give the alarm to others, and, by putting them upon a plan of the same nature, before we could lay a proper foundation for success ourselves, set the different interests clashing, and, probably, in the end, overturn the whole. All of this may be avoided by a silent management, and the operation carried on by you under the guise of hunting game, which you may, I presume, effectually do, at the same time you are in pursuit of land.27




Washington was wrong to believe George III would soon allow Americans to settle beyond the mountains. He never did. In March 1775, less than a month before British regulars exchanged fire with American minutemen on Lexington Green, Edmund Burke delivered a speech in Parliament urging conciliation with the colonies. Burke caustically pointed to the unenforceable folly of stopping Americans from moving west and attacked a more recent proposal that would go beyond the Proclamation of 1763 by completely stopping all new colonial land grants as a means of checking colonial population growth.28


Burke, alas, did not express the prevailing English position. General Thomas Gage, the king’s commander in America, did. On the eve of the revolution, the short-sighted Gage was still insisting it would “be for our interest to keep the Settlers within reach of the Sea-Coast as long as we can and cramp their Trade as far as it can be done prudentially.”29 George III’s refusal to allow Americans to move west was one of the forces that drove Americans to declare their independence.

The people who founded the United States refused to allow government to control their movement.




 Significance of the Frontier 

One hundred thirty years after King George III drew his line at the Appalachians, a University of Wisconsin professor named Frederick Jackson Turner began arguing in a series of essays that it was the process of populating the wilderness beyond the line that made America an exceptionally free and democratic country.

“The frontier individualism has from the beginning promoted democracy,” he wrote. “The forest clearings have been the seed plots of American character.”30


Turner believed that Americans who were willing to pass over the mountains into an undeveloped wilderness—where they would be wholly responsible for their own families and their own destiny—were making a fundamental break with the Old World way of life. They were becoming a new people, a distinctly American breed of men and women, who would bow neither to the arbitrary power of kings nor to European-style class distinctions determined by law, ancestry, or ideology. These pioneers were individualists, who would not tolerate a government that told them what to do.

“Complex society is precipitated by the wilderness into a kind of primitive organization based on the family,” wrote Turner. “The tendency is antisocial. It produces antipathy to control, and particularly to any direct control. The tax-gatherer is viewed as a representative of oppression.”31


Americans who ventured into the forests bringing only their wits and whatever they could load on a wagon or a mule understood that their future prosperity and security depended on their own industry and ingenuity, as well as on the liberty they knew awaited them in the wilds.

“Almost every family was a self-sufficing unit, and liberty and equality flourished in the frontier periods of the Middle West as perhaps never before in history,” wrote Turner. “American democracy came from the forest  and its destiny drove it to material conquests, but the materialism of the pioneer was not the dull contented materialism of an old and fixed society. Both native settler and European immigrant saw in this free and competitive movement of the frontier the chance to break the bondage of social rank, and to rise to a higher plane of existence.”32


Freedom of movement, self-reliance, self-government, and material prosperity were inextricably linked in the mind of the American pioneer. Central planning was unheard of.

“This democratic society was not a disciplined army, where all must keep step and where the collective interests destroyed individual will and work,” wrote Turner.


Rather it was a mobile mass of freely circulating atoms, each seeking its own place and finding play for its own powers and for its own original initiative. We cannot lay too much stress upon this point, for it was at the very heart of the whole American movement. The world was to be made a better world by the example of democracy in which there was freedom of the individual, in which there was the vitality and mobility productive of originality and variety.33




Turner rebutted those who argued that when the American people ran up against the far boundaries of the western frontier, their nature must change, that they must surrender their pioneering spirit and with it their individualism and mobility.


Since the days when the fleet of Columbus sailed into the waters of the New World, America has been another name for opportunity, and the people of the United States have taken their tone from the incessant expansion which has not only been open but has even been forced upon them. He would be a rash prophet who should assert that the expansive character of American life  has now entirely ceased. Movement has been its dominant fact, and, unless this training has no effect upon a people, the American energy will continually demand a wider field for its exercise.34




Turner believed it was America’s destiny to reject European socialism and aristocracy and to carry the pioneering individualism of our forefathers into the centuries ahead.

“It would be a grave misfortune if these people so rich in experience, in self-confidence and aspiration, in creative genius, should turn to some Old World discipline of socialism or plutocracy, or despotic rule, whether by class or by dictator,” he wrote. “Nor shall we be driven to these alternatives. Our ancient hopes, our courageous faith, our underlying good humor and love of fair play will triumph in the end.”

“As we turn from the task of the first rough conquest of the continent,” he concluded, “there lies before us a whole wealth of unexploited resources in the realm of the spirit.”35





 The Walled City 

Just like King George in 1763, liberals today want to draw lines on the map and stop people from moving to the other side. In their vision of America’s future, our cities are ringed by regulatory walls designed to force people to live near downtown and use mass transit.

When Ray LaHood talked about his department’s “livability initiative” and the administration’s “sustainable communities” program, the word “Portland” was never far from his lips. He invoked Portland to George Will, mentioned it at the National Press Club, cited it in congressional testimony and spoke of it on national television. He even visited the city to publicly hold it up as an example of what the Obama administration hoped to do to the rest of America.36


Portland, LaHood said on C-SPAN, has been a “model over the years of getting people out of their cars and creating a livable community idea.”37


“Portland’s way ahead of the curve,” he told PBS. “They are the example of a livable community. They’re the example, and we want to replicate that in other communities around the country.”38


“I came here today because Portland is the transportation capital of our country,” LaHood said on his visit. “Portland is the green capital of our country. Portland is the streetcar capital of our country. And Portland is the livable community capital of America.”39


Speaking to the editorial board of the local newspaper, LaHood explained the Obama administration’s transportation strategy: “Take what you’ve done here in Portland and try to replicate it around America. It’s not that complicated.”40


So what did they do in Portland that the administration would like to replicate nationwide? In 1973, Oregon enacted a law requiring all cities and counties to develop comprehensive development plans. The law established a state commission to set development goals that local jurisdictions would follow when formulating their plans. In the late 1970s, the people in the Portland area set up a new regional government, the Metro Council, to oversee development in an area that included territory in three counties.  41


Oregon’s state commission established development goals—and regulations for enforcing them—that would convert the state’s metropolitan areas into modern liberal versions of the walled city. Unlike medieval walled cities, where physical bulwarks protected the community from external threats, the modern walled cities envisioned in Oregon would be surrounded by regulatory walls erected to keep people in and prevent them from threatening the environment.42 These regulatory walls were called “urban growth boundaries,” which were supposed to accommodate a metropolitan area’s growth over a period of twenty years.43


“Urban growth boundaries shall be established and maintained by cities, counties and regional governments to provide land for urban development needs and to identify and separate urban and urbanizable land from rural  land,” said Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines. “Land within urban growth boundaries shall be considered available for urban development consistent with plans for the provision of urban facilities and services.”44


The regulations implementing this goal called on local governments to use transportation, zoning, and tax policies to keep development inside the line.

“The type, design, phasing and location of major public transportation facilities (i.e., all modes: air, marine, rail, mass transit, highways, bicycle, and pedestrian) and improvements thereto are factors which should be utilized to support urban expansion into urbanizable areas and restrict it from rural areas,” they said.45


For Oregon’s regulators, traffic jams were a good thing. They wanted to make it more difficult for people to drive in the hope that people would give up the freedom of movement cars provide. In their perverse view, clogged highways increased an area’s “livability.”

“Within metropolitan areas, coordinated land use and transportation plans are intended to improve livability and accessibility by promoting changes in the transportation system and land use patterns,” said one of the regulations promulgated by the Oregon government in support of its planning goals. “A key outcome of this effort is a reduction in reliance on single occupant automobile use, particularly during peak periods. To accomplish this outcome, this division promotes increased planning for alternative modes and street connectivity and encourages land use patterns throughout urban areas that make it more convenient for people to walk, bicycle, use transit, use automobile travel more efficiently, and drive less to meet their daily needs.”46


The regulations required metropolitan areas to set a standard for transportation development that would “result in a reduction in reliance on automobiles” and would be “likely to result in a significant increase in the share of trips made by alternative modes, including walking, bicycling, ridesharing and transit.”47


For Oregon’s regulators, parking spaces were a bad thing. In a well-planned community, people who persisted in driving would get stuck in traffic whenever they wanted to go some place and would not be able to find parking, when or if they got there. Metropolitan areas, the Oregon regulations say, must implement a “parking plan” that results in a 10 percent reduction in parking spaces available over the life of their development plan. “This may be accomplished through a combination of restrictions on development of new parking spaces and requirements that existing parking spaces be redeveloped to other uses.”48


If all goes as planned in the development of one of Oregon’s walled cities, once the people largely give up driving and parking, they will all settle in to densely populated “transit-oriented developments” inside the urban growth boundary and within walking or biking distance of a government-sponsored-and-scheduled mass transportation system. “Transit-Oriented Development means a mix of residential, retail and office uses and a supporting network of roads, bicycle and pedestrian ways focused on a major transit stop designed to support a high level of transit use.”49


Rather than use the people’s tax dollars to develop a transportation infrastructure that accommodates the mobile lifestyle that car-loving Americans have freely chosen, Oregon wants to use taxes and regulations to make the people adopt a new lifestyle that will conform to the transportation infrastructure chosen by the government. Simply put, Oregon wants to control where, when, and how people move.

Nor is Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood the only fan of what Oregon is doing. The Sierra Club of California, for example, has published a statement presenting “policies designed to achieve the Sierra Club’s vision-for the future of California.”50 It, too, calls for cities walled by regulations that keep people in and inhibit freedom of movement.


All cities and unincorporated urban centers must establish permanent urban growth boundaries (UGBs) that will define the area of ultimate urbanization and protect the county’s or region’s open  space lands. Development shall be directed toward areas within UGBs, in order to avoid adverse impacts upon productive agriculture, wildlife habitat, critical watershed lands, historical and archeological resources, open space lands, and scenic values.... Lands within the urban boundary will be devoted to compact residential, commercial, and industrial development that makes efficient use of land and infrastructure. Natural systems and environmentally sensitive habitat areas within the urban boundary must be protected. Lands outside of the urban growth boundaries—lands that form the area’s greenbelt—will encompass recreational open space, watershed, agricultural, wetlands, wildlife habitat/corridors, shoreline, forest/woodland, and other lands which are essential. To protect biodiversity, these lands must be zoned for uses and in parcel sizes consistent with economically viable units for the agricultural, recreational or resource conservation uses proposed.51




Like Oregon’s regulators, the futurists of the Sierra Club see human beings densely packed into urban cages, moving, when they must, on government and “nonmotorized” transit. “Residential densities and commercial floor area ratios must be sufficient to facilitate public transit and nonmotorized transportation and to achieve increased energy efficiency and affordability of housing,” says the Club’s plan for California.52


In California, according to the Sierra Club’s vision, planners should seek to limit parking not just where people work and shop, but also where they live. “Parking in business, commercial and industrial centers shall be limited or made more expensive in order to encourage transit use,” says the club’s plan. “Residential parking should be limited to half the number of driving age population.”53 If the Sierra Club actually succeeded in remaking America along these lines, a husband and wife who both wanted to own a car would either have to rent an unused parking space from a non-driving neighbor if one were available, or give up the mobility a second car allows.




 “Those Days Are Over” 

In his 1991 book Edge City—Life on the New Frontier, journalist Joel Garreau examined the new commercial centers Americans were building in the age of the interstate freeway. Dubbed “Edge City,” these places—such as Tysons Corner in northern Virginia, the Galleria area in Houston, Texas, and the Livermore Valley east of San Francisco—designed for car owners. Garreau argued that the typical real estate developer (who built such places) and the typical urban planner (who loathed them) looked at the world through dramatically different eyes. The developers wanted to make money by satisfying the freely made choices of consumers. The planners disapproved of those freely made choices and wanted to change people’s behavior in pursuit of some abstract ideal of what they believed a community should be like. The planners, for example—as Ray LaHood might put it—wanted to coerce people out of their cars.

“The crazy quilt of Edge City made perfect sense if you understood the place as the manifest pattern of millions of individual American desires over seventy-five years,” wrote Garreau.


The developers viewed Edge City the same way they viewed America itself: as problem driven, not ideology-driven. In this way, their perspective was quite the opposite of the designers’. The planners seemed to think that human behavior was malleable, and that nobody was better equipped by dint of intelligence and education than they to do the malleting. They believed that the physical environment they wanted to shape could and would shape society. The places they would like to plan would lead, they believed, to fundamental, welcome, and long-overdue changes in human mores and human attitudes.54




Garreau asked a British-born urban planner working in Houston what he would do if he were “handed a magic wand” that gave him the power to remake that city into the place he thought it ought to be. After saying he  would increase the population density and move people into “smaller, less individual residences,” the planner took aim at what he considered the excessive freedom of movement in America.


I’d raise the gasoline tax by 300 percent. I’d raise the price of automobiles enormously. I mean I would just limit movement. I’d limit movement completely and there would be a massive rush to live near your work, your social or commercial activity. And then I would put enormous costs on parking. I think just take transportation alone, you could change these places dramatically. 55




While leading liberals in American government today might not share this planner’s precise policy prescriptions, they do share his desire to limit freedom of movement as a means of remolding American society. That is one of the reasons they routinely divert gas-tax revenues from building roads that people want to mass transit systems they do not want. That is why they respond to rising gas prices by choking off supply, resisting new oil drilling in northern Alaska, off the coast of California, or in the Gulf of Mexico. And that is why President Obama said what he did at a town hall meeting in Fort Myers, Florida, only a few weeks after his inauguration.

At that meeting, a city councilman from a nearby community asked Obama about his transportation policies. In framing his question, the councilman made it clear that he supported government-funded mass transit programs and opposed oil drilling in the nearby Gulf of Mexico. He signaled, in other words, that he had the world view of Garreau’s typical urban planner, not his typical real estate developer. In responding to this man, Obama would have known he was speaking to a kindred spirit—a fellow control freak. “I would like for us to invest in mass transit because potentially that’s energy efficient. And I think people are a lot more open now to thinking regionally, in terms of how we plan our transportation infrastructure,” Obama said. “The days where we’re just building sprawl forever, those days are over.”56


The days of building sprawl are over?

Who is President Obama to say this, or believe he has any say in the matter? He is not a monarch like George III; he has no arbitrary power over us. The people elected him to a four-year term in which he must at all times abide by the restrictions on federal authority written into the Constitution he swore to preserve, protect, and defend.

If our children and grandchildren decide their pursuit of happiness involves living in four-bedroom homes on half-acre lots a hundred miles from the nearest downtown, that is their right. If they want to go over the mountain to find a better life, that is not only their right, it is their particular inheritance as Americans. All of us, no matter where our ancestors came from or when they arrived here, are the moral descendants of pioneers. They gave us a free country and it is our duty to keep it free. That means rejecting government policies aimed at restricting freedom of movement.

The First Amendment guarantees the freedom to assemble, which is essential to representative government. But that freedom is meaningless unless it is coupled with the freedom of movement. If government controls how, when, and where we can go, government can stop us from getting where we need to be when we need to be there. The freedom to assemble not only describes what takes place when Tea Party patriots gather together to protest excessive government, it also describes what takes place when a family flees Nancy Pelosi’s San Francisco, or Rahm Emanuel’s Chicago, or Mary Landrieu’s New Orleans, or Charlie Rangel’s New York to settle down in a suburb, exurb, or small town where the values and views of their neighbors and the local government are more in keeping with their own.

The Founding Fathers developed the federal system of our Constitution so that citizens could check the power of a government by leaving its jurisdiction. If someone did not like the way Pennsylvania was governed, he could move to Ohio. The Tenth Amendment says: “The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.” Leaving aside the defense and external affairs of the nation which were necessarily  vested in the federal government, the Constitution largely left to the people the power to govern themselves town by town, county by county, state by state. This created a political free market. To thrive, a community needed to persuade a mobile people that it was a nice place to settle down. If a community could not make that sale, the people would move on. In a nation so blessed with the freedom of movement and the never-dying spirit of the frontier, the natural variety in people’s tastes would and did ensure a great variety in American communities.

This variety is partly reflected in the color-coded maps produced after recent elections that show liberal-leaning communities in blue and conservative-leaning communities in red. An obvious trend these maps reveal is that urban communities tend to be blue and non-urban communities tend to be red.57


It may be no coincidence that Portland, the city that Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood says the Obama administration wants to “replicate”58  around the country, is enduringly blue.

When President Obama says the days of sprawl are over forever, what he means is that he and other liberals want to herd as many red-state Americans as possible into places like Portland and then choke off the avenues of escape until the whole country turns deeply and irreversibly blue.





 Chapter 2

 So-Called Social Security

Liberals Want to 
Control Your Retirement


“In business and in politics we are still individualists. We habitually put our individual before our common interests, and even when we are conscious of our common needs we hesitate to intrust them to our common government. To correct these national characteristics is, in my opinion, the most important next step in social advance.”1



—Henry Rogers Seager
 Social Insurance: A Program of Social Reform, 1910


 


“There is still today a frontier that remains unconquered—an America unclaimed. This is the great, the nationwide frontier of insecurity, of human want and fear. This is the frontier—the America—we have set ourselves to reclaim.”2



—President Franklin D. Roosevelt
 Radio Address on the Third Anniversary
 of the Social Security Act, August 15, 1938


 


“Turn me loose, set me free, somewhere in the middle of Montana, and give me all I got coming to me. And keep your retirement and your so-called social security. Big City, turn me loose and set me free.”3



—Merle Haggard and Dean Holloway
 “Big City,” 1981




Establishing Social Security was the greatest mistake Congress made in the twentieth century. It started the transformation of America from a nation of self-reliant individualists into a nation of people dependent on government.

The founding fathers of Social Security rejected the pioneering spirit of can-do individualism celebrated by Frederick Jackson Turner, and saw the individual liberty enshrined in the Constitution by the Founding Fathers of the United States as an obstacle to the welfare state they dreamed of building.

In their view, the family values and self-reliance that served Americans so well on the frontier were unsuited to modern urban life. If American leaders of the Founding era viewed this nation as a model of republican liberty for the rest of the world to emulate, the leaders of the social security movement pointed to European nations as the model for the welfare state they believed America should become. Their America was not a shining city on a hill; it was a dim place in the shadow of enlightened Europe.

As Mark Levin explained in Liberty and Tyranny, one of the earliest advocates of “social insurance” in the United States was a Columbia University political economist named Henry Rogers Seager.4 The Social Security Administration considers him one of its intellectual founders. This agency, which runs the Social Security system, has posted the entirety of Seager’s 1910 book Social Insurance: A Program of Social Reform on its Web site.5  “The philosophy expressed by Seager would be the same general viewpoint favored by many of the founders of Social Security in America,” the agency explains in presenting his work. “Seager’s book expresses the thinking of Americans toward this new idea of social insurance which had its origins in Europe at the end of the 19th century.”6


So what did Seager believe?

As Thomas C. Leonard, an economic historian at Princeton University, outlined in his essay “Retrospective: Eugenics and Economics in the Progressive Era,” Seager, like a number of other progressive economists of his time, believed in eugenics.7 He literally wanted to prohibit breeding among  those members of the human race he viewed as inferior and incapable of becoming materially productive members of society.

Seager bluntly stated his views in a 1913 essay arguing for a minimum wage law.


One important part of the program with reference to those who are defective from birth is to prevent that monstrous crime against future generations involved in permitting them to become the fathers and mothers who must suffer under the same handicap. If we are to maintain a race that is to be made up of capable, efficient and independent individuals and family groups we must courageously cut off lines of heredity that have been proved to be undesirable by isolation or sterilization.8




In the book posted online by the Social Security Administration, Seager advocated what can be fairly described as re-education-through-labor camps.


The certainty of arrest and commitment to an industrial colony would deter many young men who are now attracted by the tramp’s seemingly care-free existence from ever entering upon it. Those who were not deterred from the attempt to live without work, by such a policy, would in due course be sent to the farm colony, and there get the benefit of training in habits of industry...

To legislate vagrants into suitable detention colonies appears to me to be a wise step, but it is equally important to correct, so far as we may, the conditions that create the vagrants. We must all agree that the chief of these conditions is the absence of suitable industrial training for boys and girls.9




Seager’s desire to train American “boys and girls” to be good, compliant workers in an industrialized society proceeded from his vision of America  as a place where individualism and self-reliance were not only outmoded but also—along with America’s constitutional tradition of limited government—obstacles to building a better society.

Seager looked back at the same pioneering tradition historian Frederick Jackson Turner famously explored, but concluded it gave Americans an excessive focus on individual liberty:
The variety and abundance of our resources have offered unrivaled opportunities for individual achievement. Dazzled by these, we have been absorbed in a mad struggle for individual success and blinded to our common interests. Nor is this all.

As though it were not enough that heredity and environment combined to make us individualists, our forefathers wrote their individualistic creed into our federal and state constitutions. All these instruments give special sanctity to the right to liberty and property. As interpreted by the courts, a significance has been given to these constitutional rights that has seemed at times to make a fetish of the merely formal freedom of the individual. Thus it is not too much to say that Americans are born individualists in a country peculiarly favorable to the realization of individual ambitions and under a legal system which discourages and opposes resort to any but individualistic remedies for social evils.10






Seager wanted to end this American tradition. It might be all right for pioneers facing a wilderness, he argued, but not for city dwellers in a mature nation. Places “in which manufacturing and trade have become the dominant interests of the people, in which towns and cities have grown up, and in which the wage earner is the typical American citizen—the simple creed of individualism is no longer adequate,” he said.


For these sections we need not freedom from government interference, but clear appreciation of the conditions that make for the  common welfare, as contrasted with individual success, and an aggressive program of governmental control and regulation to maintain these conditions.11
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