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Foreword

by Dr. Ron Paul

It is a pleasure to write the foreword to the new edition of Phyllis Schlafly’s A Choice Not an Echo. During my years in Congress, my staff worked closely with Phyllis’s Eagle Forum on restoring parental control of education, protecting American sovereignty, and protecting privacy.

Phyllis was one of the few conservative leaders who endorsed my campaign to return to Congress in 1996. Her support was very helpful in overcoming the Republican Establishment’s smear campaign designed to convince Republican primary voters that my consistent support of the Constitution and individual liberty somehow meant I was not a “real” Republican.

A Choice Not an Echo’s account of how a small group of powerful kingmakers stole the Republican presidential nominations of the 1940s and 1950s will resonate with grassroots activists who today are fighting similar battles with the Republican Establishment.

As I saw in my presidential campaigns of 2008 and 2012—especially the latter—the Washington-based Establishment and the special interests that benefit from the welfare-warfare state still possess disproportionate influence over the two major parties as well as the mainstream media. These kingmakers use their influence in the presidential nominating process to ensure that the nomination is never captured by a candidate whose platform challenges the bipartisan support of the welfare-warfare state. Many of the younger activists who participated in my campaign will find a disturbing similarity between the Establishment’s treatment of grassroots conservatives in the 1950s and 1960s and its treatment of the liberty movement in 2008 and 2012.

Of course, there have been some significant changes in American politics and the nomination process since Phyllis first penned this book. Since Barry Goldwater’s campaign, the conservative movement has grown in size and influence within the Republican Party and in the country as a whole. As a result, the Republican Establishment has taken an “if you can’t beat ’em, co-opt ’em” approach to conservatives. Some conservatives have found a quite comfortable place within the Establishment. These “conservatives” happily do the kingmakers’ bidding by misleading the movement’s foot soldiers into confusing the success of the conservative movement with the fortunes of the Republican Party.

The biggest change in the nominating process since this book was first published is that political parties no longer choose their nominees at conventions. Today conventions are week-long infomercials. The actual selection of presidential candidates is done through state primaries and caucuses. This system has both advantages and disadvantages for grassroots candidates challenging the Establishment’s anointed candidates.

The primary system provides advantages to the candidate who can raise big money early, as well as receive media attention and big-name endorsements. Such candidates are usually those anointed by the kingmakers, but an outsider can, if backed with sufficient grassroots enthusiasm, upset the kingmaker-anointed candidate. This is especially the case in the Iowa caucuses and the New Hampshire primary, as grassroots organizing and person-to-person campaigning is still the key to winning in those states.

Another major change that benefits those challenging the Establishment is the rise of the internet and alternative news sources. When Phyllis wrote her 1964 book, most Americans got their news from one of three television networks, local newspapers whose national news was pulled from a wire service, or one or two major weekly news magazines. It was easy for the media to marginalize a candidate whose ideas were not approved by the Establishment. Today, a candidate “blacked out” by the mainstream media can still spread a message far and wide through the internet.

The use of YouTube, Meetup, Facebook, and other internet sites by my supporters is one reason why I was able to overcome the hostility of the GOP kingmakers, as well as blatant media bias, in 2008 and 2012. While I did not succeeded in getting the nomination, my campaign launched a grassroots movement (or “rEVOLution”) that, much to the kingmakers’ annoyance, is reshaping the Republican Party and American political and intellectual discourse.

Anyone who doubts that the mainstream media ignore, and then try to discredit, a candidate whose ideas they consider “out of the mainstream” should examine how they covered my campaigns. In 2008, the excuse that “Polls show Ron Paul cannot win so why should we treat him as a top-tier candidate?” may have had some justification. However, by the start of the 2012 campaign polls consistently placed me in the top tier, and I had one of the strongest and most loyal bases of support of any candidate. Yet the media continued to subject my campaign to biased coverage designed to discredit me, my followers, and my ideas.

In August 2011, I finished a close second in the influential Iowa straw poll. The media refused to acknowledge the result; one paper’s headline even named the first and third place winners but conspicuously failed to mention the second place finisher. The few media outlets that did report on the straw poll results insisted on referring to me as “Ron Paul, who has no chance of winning the nomination.” So, months before the first votes were cast, the mainstream media had already decided that I could not get the nomination, even though my campaign was rising in the polls and I came within a hair of wining the Iowa straw poll.

This scenario was repeated through the fall of 2011. Not only did the media do their best to ignore my campaign, but in debates I was consistently given less time than candidates who were trailing me in every major poll.

When the mainstream media finally acknowledged my candidacy, they began to ask me if I had any plans to run as third-party or independent candidate if I did not win the GOP nomination. The effect was to suggest to many Republican primary voters that I was not a “real” Republican. I never expressed any interest in running as anything but a Republican at any point during my 2012 campaign.

The media’s hostility was matched by the reaction of Establishment Republicans. As the Iowa caucus got nearer and my campaign climbed higher in the polls, members of the GOP Establishment launched attacks on my campaign. The governor of Iowa, in a not so subtle attempt to discourage my supporters, warned that a Ron Paul victory would “discredit” the Iowa caucus.

Despite this clear attempt by the media and the Establishment to crush my candidacy, my campaign for liberty accomplished a stronger showing than any political expert had predicted. This was because both my official campaign and my grassroots supporters had mastered effective use of the internet to organize and spread the message.

One feature of my campaign that confused the media was the support I received from young people—more than any other Republican candidate. The reason had to do with the power of the ideas of liberty. My call for returning government to constitutional limitations, including a return to the Founders’ foreign policy of “peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all, entangling alliances with none,” and sound money resonated with young people who recognized that they are getting a bad deal from the current system.

Even after it became clear that I was not going to receive the nomination, my events attracted large crowds, especially at college campuses. In the spring of 2012, it was common for crowds of several thousand college students to come to my events. These crowds were not just at conservative colleges; one of our larger events, drawing over five thousand, was at Berkeley, California.

While thousands of young people were turning out to hear my message, the GOP Establishment was engaging in a campaign to slam the door in the face of these new voters. My campaign had organized my supporters to attend state GOP conventions and caucuses and get selected as delegates to the national convention in Tampa, Florida. For the most part, my supporters followed party rules. The Establishment did not respond in kind. Instead they broke their own rules, harassed my supporters—to the point of physically attacking them.

In Tampa, the Establishment increased its shabby treatment of the liberty movement. Delegates who were legitimately selected under the rules of their state were suddenly denied credentials for no other reason than that they were part of that “liberty” crowd.

The most outrageous activity of the convention was the changes in rules governing the future nomination process that were rammed through by the party leadership over the objections of the grassroots. These rules centralized and shortened the nomination and delegation selection process. The clear purpose of these rules is to advantage candidates who can raise big money early, which means candidates favored by the Establishment. The rules would even ensure that delegates to future conventions would be approved by the party nominee! It was not only my supporters who objected but also grassroots conservatives across the board and several prominent leaders, including Phyllis. Rush Limbaugh spent an hour denouncing the power grab on his radio show.

Despite the clear anger across the board, the Establishment went ahead with the rules change. In an infamous moment captured on YouTube, House Speaker Boehner, who was presiding at the convention that day, read from a pre-loaded teleprompter that “the ayes” had it and gaveled approval of the rules. Anyone on the floor—or who watches the video—can clearly see and hear that it is not clear that the “ayes” had it.

Observers might wonder why the Establishment would be so determined to block grassroots activists that they would alienate a substantial part of the party’s base right before a presidential election? It was the same suicidal behavior that Phyllis described in A Choice Not an Echo: the upper echelon of the GOP is still controlled by an Establishment that would rather lose with a candidate who says “me too” to the bipartisan consensus than win with a candidate who challenges that consensus.

The large “McMansions” that litter the landscape in Northern Virginia provide physical evidence of how many in the political class benefit from the current system. Many of these houses are owned by lobbyists and other employees of the military-industrial and security-industrial complex. The influential occupants of these villas do not want a debate about foreign policy.

Other kingmakers want to block a debate about our financial system and monetary policy. They resent grassroots opposition to organizations such as the International Monetary Fund and the Export-Import Bank, which funnel American taxpayers’ money to multinational companies. The kingmakers want an agenda free of any discussion of how Federal Reserve policies benefit big-spending politicians, big banks, Wall Street firms, and the international financial elites. If the American people learned the full truth about how the monetary system benefits these interests, there would be a political earthquake. This is why it is has been so difficult to pass the “Audit the Fed” bill, even though 75 percent of Americans support it.

Despite their continued ill-treatment by the GOP Establishment, the young liberty activists who flooded into the Republican Party in recent years are not going away. Despite the hope of the Establishment that the liberty movement would die out after I left Congress, its ranks are still growing.

These young people can benefit from reading how previous generations faced many of the same problems and overcame the kingmakers to nominate a grassroots candidate. They did it with Barry Goldwater in 1964 and with Ronald Reagan in 1980. We can do it again and offer the American people A Choice Not an Echo.


Part I

A Choice Not an Echo

1936–1964


1

The Billion Dollar Robberies

Newspapers still headline stories about the $7 million London train robbery of 1963 and the earlier $1.2 million Brink’s robbery in 1950 in Boston. Yet the press is strangely silent about the $13 billion robbery of 1940, the $98 billion robbery of 1944, the $39 billion robbery of 1948, or the $81 billion robbery of 1960.

In each of those years the American people were robbed of their constitutional birthright to a presidential choice. At stake was control of the annual federal spending which rose from $13 billion in 1941 to $100 billion in 1964.

The advance planning and sense stimuli employed to capture a $10 million cigarette or soap market are nothing compared to the brainwashing and propaganda blitzes used to insure control of the largest cash market in the world: the executive branch of the United States government.

Most Americans think the next president of the United States will be selected on the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November 1964 when we go to the polls to vote. Most Americans think they will vote for a candidate who has been selected in their party’s political convention by delegates who voted their honest convictions and chose the man best qualified to lead their party to victory. This may be what is taught in the schoolbooks, but this ideal is frequently contrary to political reality.

From 1936 through 1960 the Republican presidential nominee was selected by a small group of secret kingmakers who are the most powerful opinion makers in the world. They dictated the choice of the Republican presidential nominee just as completely as the Paris dressmakers control the length of women’s skirts. In the 1940s when the decree went out from Paris that all women’s skirts should be only fourteen inches off the floor, every family budget in the United States was unbalanced in a frantic effort to achieve the “new look.”

Each fall sixty-six million American women don’t spontaneously decide their dresses should be an inch or two shorter, or longer, than last year. Like sheep, they bow to the wishes of a select clique of couturiers whom they have never seen, and whose names they may not even know.

It is easy to predict that, when skirts get about as short as they can possibly go, a Paris edict will be handed down again, and otherwise-sensible American women, even when they cannot afford such extravagance, will throw or give away perfectly good dresses in order to buy new ones which will meet the fashion dictates of a half dozen dressmakers in Paris.

In the same way, a few secret kingmakers based in New York selected every Republican presidential nominee from 1936 through 1960, and successfully forced their choice on a free country where there are more than thirty-four million Republican voters. Fantastic? In this book, we will examine the record and see how they did it. The strategy of politics, like an iceberg, is eight-ninths under the surface.

But, first, let us look at the issues of the 1964 election year.


2

Who’s Looney Now?

Every newspaper, every newscast on radio and television, every statement of public officials testifies to the numerous important political issues of the 1964 campaign year.

I. Defeats around the world. A map of the world reveals the collapse of American foreign policy everywhere.

Laos, as a result of the troika coalition government forced upon our friends by Ambassador Averell Harriman, is now under communist control. This is in spite of the fact that Laos received more United States foreign aid per capita than any nation in the world, and was the scene of the dedicated private charity of the heroic Dr. Tom Dooley.

Vietnam, slipping fast into Communist clutches, is now embroiled in a bloody war in which American boys are fighting and dying with little hope, under the policies of the present administration, of winning.

Cambodia, which has received generous amounts of foreign aid, has ordered our diplomatic representatives out of the country.

Pakistan and India are angry at us for the military aid we have given the other.

Greece, the country we saved from communism under the Greek-Turkish Aid Program, has been the scene of rampaging anti-American mobs which burn President Johnson in effigy.

France and England, our old friends, have broken with American policy, recognized Red China, and told President Johnson they will trade with Cuba and the Soviet Union whether we like it or not.

We have lost the friendship of our NATO ally Portugal because our State Department sided with Portugal’s enemies when they seized Goa and attempted to seize Angola.

We have lost the friendship of our NATO ally the Netherlands because the Democratic policy under Bobby Kennedy encouraged Sukarno to steal Dutch New Guinea.

The Congo, as a direct result of the coalition policy forced upon it by the Democratic State Department through the UN, is in utter chaos, with gangs of savages terrorizing and killing missionaries and other white people.

In Algeria, communist Ben Bella, who was welcomed to America by the Democratic Administration with a 21-gun salute on the White House lawn, is building a Castro-like state.

In 1960 the Democratic presidential and vice presidential candidates made a major issue of our “image” abroad. They promised to increase respect for America among foreign countries. Four years later, Americans are more hated by more people than ever in our history. In many countries on every continent, the American flag is being dragged down, American property is being confiscated, American citizens are being seized and humiliated.

II. Castro and Cuba. After the Bay of Pigs invasion that turned into a triumph for Castro, and after the phony “blockade” of October 1962 that turned into a triumph for Khrushchev, the problem of Cuba is still with us. The Johnson administration apparently has no plans for doing anything to solve it. No one knows how many Soviet missiles are still in Cuba, aimed at targets in the United States. No one knows how many Soviet troops and “technicians” are directing military operations in Cuba and training Latin Americans for subversion.

We do have documented evidence that Castro is a fountainhead for subversion in Panama, Venezuela, throughout Latin America, and all the way to Zanzibar.

On January 17, 1964, Khrushchev repeated his claim that he had moved missiles out of Cuba only in return for a United States pledge not to invade that island. He said:

           We got a pledge that there will be no invasion of Cuba.1

Not a single responsible official of the Johnson Administration denied Khrushchev’s boast. The American people can only conclude that the Democrats in fact did make such a pledge, and that the Johnson administration intends to fulfill it. Worse, the Democrats not only pledged no invasion of Cuba by the United States, but they are using our Navy and Coast Guard to prevent the Cuban Freedom Fighters from conducting guerrilla warfare against Castro.

The slogan of the Johnson administration seems to be:

           Don’t worry about the Reds—they are still 90 miles away!

How long can we tolerate this communist base in Cuba, with Castro insulting and harassing us, spreading his infection throughout the Western Hemisphere giving the Soviets the opportunity to zero in their missiles on American cities?

III. Survival. Hitler told the world his plans for world conquest in Mein Kampf. Western leaders refused either to read or to believe his clear design for aggression. The Communists also have laid out their blueprint for world conquest.

On November 18, 1956, Khrushchev told Western diplomats at a Moscow reception:

           Whether you like it or not, history is on our side. We will bury you.2

Each year Khrushchev has accelerated his time-table. On July 6, 1960 in Kaprun, Austria, he said:

           In the short time I still have to live, I would like to see the day when the Communist flag flies over the whole world.3

On January 17, 1961, Khrushchev predicted that the “victory of world Communism is no longer far off.”4 In Bucharest, Romania on July 19, 1962, Khrushchev boasted:

           I am convinced that tomorrow the Red flag will fly over the United States. But, we will not fly the flag. The American people will hoist it themselves.5

Khrushchev has tested and exploded super hydrogen bombs many megatons more powerful than ours. Communism controls one-fourth of the earth’s land surface and one-third of its population. In the last three years, our enemy has acquired missile and submarine bases in Africa and in the Western Hemisphere.

The most important national problem is the survival of American freedom and independence in the face of the communist threat. Instead of promising to protect our Republic from the greatest threat in our history, the response of the present Democratic administration is summed up in three policy documents:

1) State Department Publication 7277 entitled “Freedom From War,” which lays out the official policy of the present administration to abolish our Army, our Navy, our Air Force and our nuclear weapons, and make us subject to a “United Nations Peace Force.”6

2) The Rostow Report, a master plan on foreign policy and disarmament authored by Walt W. Rostow, chairman of the State Department’s Policy Planning Board.7 The thesis of the Rostow Report is that the communists are “mellowing,” that we must abandon our first-strike weapons, that we must not seek victory of the United States over the Soviet Union or of capitalism over communism, that we must never give any encouragement to revolts behind the Iron Curtain, that we should deny U.S. foreign aid to countries in order to force them into coalition governments with the communists as was done in Laos, that we must work toward general and complete disarmament, and that the administration should embark on a systematic publicity campaign in order to sell Congress and the American people on disarmament. These are now the policies of the Johnson administration.

3) The Phoenix Report, prepared for the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.8 The thesis of the Phoenix Report is that we should abandon the old objectives of “containment” and “coexistence” in favor of a “detente” or “interdependence” between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, that we should have only parity of military force with the USSR, that the president should trick the American people into unilateral disarmament by a tax cut which would force a decrease in spending on national defense, and that we should seriously consider “unification” of the U.S. and the USSR.

The American people would never vote for State Department Publication 7277, the Rostow Report or the Phoenix Report if given a chance at the polls! The big question is, can the Johnson administration with help of the New York kingmakers put these policies into effect without the American people realizing it until it is too late?

IV. The Panama Canal. In early January 1964, communist-led mobs rioted in Panama and marched on our Panama Canal. The role of Red agents trained by Castro has been confirmed by our secretaries of state and the army.9 Since Castro’s unsuccessful invasion of Panama in 1959, he has built up a cadre of 700 hardcore agents operating inside Panama.10 After the rioting Khrushchev bellowed:

           Get out before it is too late, before you are chucked out . . . We side with the people of Panama.11

The communist apparatus throughout the world echoed the Red line.

What did the Johnson administration do? Did LBJ announce that America’s vital interests in the Panama Canal would be defended? Did he tell the world that the Panama Canal is a lawfully-purchased American territory, just like the Louisiana Purchase and Alaska, and that we have been more than generous with the Panamanians?

No, LBJ said on January 23 that the U.S. is willing to engage in “reconsideration of all issues” between the U.S. and Panama and on March 21 to consider “every problem which the Panamanian government wishes to raise.”

Americans should beware of the Johnson-Rusk State Department entering into negotiations about the Panama Canal. Based on past history, it looks as though the State Department is softening public opinion for another giveaway of free-world rights and territory that will rank with the tragic Roosevelt and Truman concessions at Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam.

V. Communist agents in the State Department and the CIA. State Department Security Officer Scott McLeod listed 648 State Department employees as having had communist activities and associations and ninety-four as perverts. His successor Otto F. Otepka was fired by Dean Rusk for cooperating with the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee. Top Soviet secret police defectors Yuri Nossenko and Michael Goleniewski have described the Red penetration of our State Department and CIA.12 Congressman Michael Feighan quotes Goleniewski as saying that, when he went to be debriefed by high CIA officials, he found “one of my own agents sitting in front of me.”13 President Johnson and Dean Rusk are trying to sweep these facts under the rug for fear of another Alger Hiss scandal in an election year.

VI. American jets shot down by the Soviets. On January 28, 1964 the Russians shot down an unarmed American trainer plane that had wandered over East Germany during a storm. The crew of three was killed. After issuing a perfunctory protest, the next day the State Department announced “the incident is closed.”

On March 10 the communists shot down another American plane. Western radar watchers report there have been ninety-five Red violations of Western air space in the last two years. Yet no Red plane has ever been shot down, or even shot at, by the West.

How long will the communists continue to kill Americans and humiliate us before the world? The Johnson Administration has no answer.

VII. The Oppenheimer Award. One of Johnson’s first acts after becoming President was personally to present the Enrico Fermi Award, which carries with it a tax free purse of $50,000, to J. Robert Oppenheimer.

When anyone tries to say there is no difference between Republicans and Democrats, remember this case of J. Robert Oppenheimer. The Eisenhower administration, with Lewis Strauss as Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, revoked Oppenheimer’s security clearance. Some of the evidence against Oppenheimer was summarized by William L. Borden, Executive Director of the Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, who testified that J. Robert Oppenheimer

           was contributing substantial monthly sums to the Communist Party; . . . his wife and younger brother were Communists; . . . he had at least one Communist mistress . . . he was responsible for employing a number of Communists . . . at wartime Los Alamos . . .14

Oppenheimer admitted that he deliberately told a “tissue of lies” to a security officer of the U.S. Army about a contact with him attempted by a Soviet agent.

This is the man whom President Johnson personally presented with the Fermi award and $50,000. Not a single Republican attended the presentation ceremony at the White House.

VIII. The Edmund Wilson Award. On December 6, 1963 President Johnson presented the Presidential Medal of Freedom to Edmund Wilson. This is the highest award that any civilian can receive in peacetime. Edmund Wilson’s name is unknown to most Americans, so it is appropriate to tell who he is.

He has had four wives.

He is the author of a book so immoral that, even under our contemporary standards, its sale had to be stopped in many places. The banning of his book in New York State was even upheld by the United States Supreme Court.15

By his own admission, Edmund Wilson voted the communist ticket in 1932, and the socialist ticket in every other election when Norman Thomas was a candidate.

Edmund Wilson revealed his lack of patriotism in these words from his latest book:

           I have finally come to feel that this country, whether or not I continue to live in it, is no longer any place for me.16

Finally, he did not file any income tax return for nine years. He wrote a book bragging about it called The Cold War and the Income Tax.

Yet, one of LBJ’s first acts as President was to present a Medal of Freedom to Edmund Wilson.

Failing to file any income tax return is a favorite failing of Democrat liberals. One of the most prominent Democrats of our time, Alben Barkley, failed to file any income tax return for years, including all the time he was Vice President and some of the years he was Majority Leader of the Senate, steering Democrat tax increases through Congress.

Another prominent Democrat liberal who failed to file any income tax return for five years, although his income was more than $60,000 each year, was Dean James Landis, business associate and close personal friend of Joseph P. Kennedy. When the government finally caught up with him, do you think he received the sentence that any ordinary citizen would receive? Certainly not. He was given a thirty-day rest in the finest suite at the most luxurious hospital in New York.17
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