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This book is dedicated to my son, John, who is also a seeker of truth, a lover of justice, and a student of real history.
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FOREWORD

by Ron Paul

My late friend Murray Rothbard, founder of the modern libertarian movement, saw historical revisionism as one of the three pillars of libertarian scholarship, along with Austrian economics and natural rights theory. Revisionism is important because the “official” history promulgated by the court historians who dominate America’s education system—from K-12 to graduate schools, as well as the mainstream publishing industry, the so-called “news media,” and Hollywood—present a version of American history where far-sighted, selfless leaders expand federal power to benefit the people—especially those oppressed by greedy one-percenters and the capitalist system. Those who stood against these attempts to expand government are either smeared or ignored. The fact that Thomas Jefferson, whose first draft of the Declaration of Independence condemned slavery, is routinely smeared as a racist and a child molester by mainstream historians and journalists while Alexander Hamilton, father of America central banking, is a Broadway sensation tells us everything need to know about the biases of America’s political, academic, and cultural elites.

Revisionism counters the official narrative with the truth about the real agendas and actions of those behind the transformation of America from a republic to a gigantic welfare-warfare state. Therefore revisionism—along with a knowledge of sound economics and an embrace of the non-aggression principle—is one of the keys to convincing individuals to embrace the ideas of liberty but actively work to bring about the free society.

Therefore, every lover of liberty should be thankful for Donald Jeffries’s Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics. Jeffries presents hidden facts and inconvenient truths about many major events in American history from the revolution era to the early days of the Cold War. Jeffries also tells the unfriendly and oftentimes ugly truth about the establishment’s heroes and rehabilitates many forgotten and/or smeared champions of liberty.

Jeffries goes where even many revisionists fear to tread—addressing the racist views of Abraham Lincoln, Ulysses S. Grant, and other northern leaders while exploring the anti-slavery views of Confederate leaders Robert E. Lee and Stonewall Jackson. Jeffries also challenges the myth that World War II was the “good war” by exposing how allied forces engaged in what—by the allies’ own standards as applied at the Nuremberg trials—can only be called war crimes, oftentimes with full knowledge and support of top military commanders and leading government officials.

Jeffries also discusses how Franklin Roosevelt was so desperate to get popular support for US entry into the war that he ignored intelligence regarding the impending Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. This is particularly important since the official versions of the Civil War and World War II are the founding myth of the American empire and its global crusade for democracy and human rights.

Pointing out how Lincoln violated civil liberties and the Constitution or how FDR deceived the public about the government’s prior knowledge of, and desire for, Pearl Harbor does not make one “pro-Nazi” or “pro-slavery.” These slurs are used by the war party to avoid debate of the merits of an interventionist foreign policy.

I do not agree with all of Jeffries’s conclusions. For example, I am not anti-vaccine. However, I do believe the medical profession—as well as Congress and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA)—has been captured by the pharmaceutical industry and needs to address the many legitimate health risks vaccines instead of silencing and smearing so-called “anti-vaxers.” Government should never force an individual to get a vaccine against their will or force a child to be vaccinated against the parent’s wishes.

Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics is an eye-opening look at the real history of how the political class, aided and abetted by special interests, has betrayed the principles of America’s founding for their own power and gain. I can’t imagine anyone reading this book and not wanting to join the ongoing peaceful revolution to restore individual liberty, free markets, and a foreign policy of peace, friendship, and trade with all.


INTRODUCTION

I’m not a conspiracy theorist—I’m a conspiracy analyst.

—Gore Vidal

Since the publication of my book Hidden History: An Expose of Modern Crimes, Conspiracies, and Cover-Ups in American Politics, readers have often pointed out that the corruption didn’t start on November 22, 1963. They are certainly correct, and that is the purpose of this book.

There is only so far we can go back and still record what happened at a particular moment in history with any real accuracy. The great library of Alexandria, which held an unimagined amount of knowledge, was tragically lost thousands of years ago. The Dark Ages, or the Middle Ages from the collapse of the Roman Empire until the fourteenth century Italian Renaissance, left comparatively little for historians to sift through, especially alternative historians who understand the corrupt reality of politics. When Johannes Gutenberg introduced the printing press in 1440, only about 30 percent of adult Europeans were literate. Things had improved by the time the US Constitution was signed in 1787, but still less than 60 percent of adults in America could read. History has always been written by the victors, and for a very long time it was consumed by a limited audience of adults who were able to read and understand it.

According to Edward Gibbon, author of The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, “History is indeed little more than the register of the crimes, follies and misfortunes of mankind.” Napoleon Bonaparte declared, “What is history but a fable agreed upon?” Leo Tolstoy said, “History would be a wonderful thing, if only it were true.” “History will be kind to me,” Winston Churchill quipped, “for I intend to write it.” Henry Ford called history “bunk.” Mark Twain said, “The very ink with which history is written is merely fluid prejudice.” Edward Bernays, certainly a conspirator if ever there was one, acknowledged that “The conscious and intelligent manipulation of the organized habits and opinions of the public . . . this unseen mechanism of society constitute an invisible government which is the true ruling power of our country.” British Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli famously disclosed, “For you see, the world is governed by very different personages from what is imagined by those who are not behind the scenes.” US Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter echoed these sentiments with “The real rulers in Washington are invisible and exercise power from behind the scenes.” Another person who certainly should have known, President Woodrow Wilson, once said, “There is a power so organized, so subtle, so complete, and so pervasive, that they had better not speak above their breath when they speak in condemnation of it.” Theodore Roosevelt, yet another knowledgeable insider, described a nearly identical phenomenon: “Behind the ostensible government sits enthroned an invisible government owing no allegiance and acknowledging no responsibility to the people.” Teddy’s cousin Franklin Roosevelt would admit, “The real truth of the matter is, as you and I know, that a financial element in the large centers has owned the government of the US since the days of Andrew Jackson.” Even Bill Clinton reported, “There’s a government inside the government, and I don’t control it.”

But despite even those at the pinnacle of power referencing these shadowy, unseen forces behind the scenes, Americans are by and large reluctant to confront this frightening, ugly reality. As Charles Mackay put it, in his absorbing 1841 book Extraordinary Popular Delusions and the Madness of Crowds, “Men, it has been well said, think in herds.” As long ago as the 1500s, Sir Thomas More declared, “Everywhere do I perceive a certain conspiracy of rich men seeking their own advantage under that name and pretext of commonwealth.” In the 1700s, Sir William Pitt acknowledged, “There is something behind the Throne greater than the King himself.”

There are basically two views of history. Well-known establishment historian Robert Dallek set forth the standard view concisely in the following statement: “George Washington sets the nation on its democratic path. Abraham Lincoln preserves it. Franklin Roosevelt sees the nation through depression and war.” That is conventional history in a nutshell: supposedly great, heroic figures triumphing over random forces and cardboard, caricatured villains. Certainly that’s an attractive, simplistic approach that appeals to those who are reluctant to think outside the boundaries. On the other hand, as maverick Libertarian Murray Rothbard once described it, some of us prefer to study “who our rulers are, of how their political and economic interests interlock.” Or, in the words of author Gary Allen, “We believe the picture painters of the mass media are artfully creating landscapes for us which deliberately hide the real picture.” Thomas Jefferson once said that people who didn’t read the newspapers of his day knew more than those who did. In a similar vein, it might be said that those who get their historical information from the History Channel, or the most widely-promoted historians, are farther from the truth than those who aren’t interested in history at all. Is it better to be uninformed or misinformed?

David Aaronovitch’s book Voodoo Histories: The Role of the Conspiracy Theory in Shaping Modern History typifies the mindset of establishment historians. Aaronovitch didn’t set out to sift through data, conduct independent research, or honestly investigate anything. As a January 30, 2010 NPR piece described it, Aaronovitch was incensed when a coworker expressed doubts that we had really landed on the moon, and “he wasn’t prepared with evidence to counter his co-worker’s claim.” Spurred on, Aaronovitch “spent six years looking into the details behind top conspiracy theories such as the faked Apollo moon landing and has come out with a new book to forensically debunk them.” Aaronovitch was apparently incredulous that educated people can believe “perfectly ridiculous things.” Aaronovitch, like every other court historian, attributes any questioning of official accounts concerning important events to “conspiracy theories.” Robert C. Williams, in his The Historian’s Toolbox: A Student’s Guide to the Theory and Craft of History, advised his impressionable young readers, “Conspiracy theories are . . . usually based on highly selective and sometimes discredited evidence. You should avoid assuming a conspiracy theory unless you have hard evidence to back it up.” Williams revealed the breadth of his ignorance and the extent to which he is devoted to “evidence” by recommending Gerald Posner’s thoroughly discredited lone-assassin manifesto Case Closed as a “good introduction” to the assassination of John F. Kennedy. In the mind of the court historian, there is no room for skepticism, unless it is directed at the skeptics themselves. All doubt and skepticism of authority are transformed into easily demonized “conspiracy theories,” and all those who question the predominant view are derided as “conspiracy theorists”—whether warranted or not. That’s the term I’ll use in this book for those who challenge the accepted norm, but as I’ve told interviewers numerous times, if you can find a “theory” in anything I write, please let me know what that theory is.

The anti-conspiracy mindset is strong in those who have attained success of any kind in our civilization. The late Steve Jobs, who certainly benefited greatly from the established order, once said, “When you’re young, you look at television and think, there’s a conspiracy. The networks have conspired to dumb us down. But when you get a little older, you realize that’s not true. The networks are in business to give people exactly what they want.” Tell that to Jesse Ventura, whose Conspiracy Theory television show was the highest-rated program TruTV ever had. They still canceled Ventura’s show, which contradicts the popular notion that it’s all about the ratings, or all about the profits.

Clearly, there are other, more important agendas to consider—at least for those with a public platform. Establishment journalist Chris Matthews reacted to questions about President Obama’s birth by exclaiming, “It’s almost like an addiction to being afraid.” His supposed ideological opponent, Bill O’Reilly, countered doubts about the official Boston Bombing narrative with, “I think that this internet stuff, with this access people have, has made more crazy people, because people who were borderline crazy now go in there and become crazy.” Despite O’Reilly’s overt anti-conspiracy bias (which included authoring the monstrously inaccurate recent book Killing Kennedy), President Obama would still blast O’Reilly and Fox News for pushing “conspiracy theories” in their reporting on Benghazi and other subjects. It was reminiscent of Obama’s ideological opponent, his immediate presidential predecessor George W. Bush, who angrily lashed out at 9/11 “Truthers” by saying, “Let us never tolerate outrageous conspiracy theories concerning the attacks of September 11th; malicious lies that attempt to shift the blame away from the terrorists, themselves, away from the guilty.” Bush would summarize the new draconian, post-9/11 chic by also warning, “Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists.” This was very similar to the slogan used against the hippies (and Bush’s generation overall): “America—love it or leave it.” All this is to show that there is a disconcerting lack of tolerance for dissent, especially in wartime, in a country founded upon freedom of speech.

“Daring” comedian Doug Stanhope had this to say on the subject: “I love conspiracy theories. . . . You know it’s all just hype and garbage . . . it’s fun entertainment.” “Controversial” comedian Bill Maher is, shockingly enough, dismissive of “conspiracy theorists,” and directs curt rebuttals to them such as, “Come on, nutjobs, get your bullshit straight.” Comedian turned “conservative” journalist Dennis Miller once declared, “The biggest conspiracy has always been the fact that there is no conspiracy. Nobody’s out to get you.” Conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer sounded a very familiar theme when he explained, “Whenever you’re faced with an explanation of what’s going on in Washington, the choice between incompetence and conspiracy, always choose incompetence.” Liberal Jeff Greenfield echoed this with his quote, “More things happen in politics by accident or exhaustion than happen by conspiracy.” One of our greatest modern conspirators, Zbigniew Brzezinski, mimicked this oft-repeated response with, “History is much more the product of chaos than conspiracy.” I can’t calculate the number of journalists and historians I’ve heard react to any doubts about any official historical narrative with, “you couldn’t get all those people to stay quiet,” and/or “you can’t keep a secret in Washington.” Honest researchers understand that a great number of people have indeed attempted to expose official crime and corruption. They usually can’t find anyone interested in hearing their story, outside of those dreaded “conspiracy theorists.” While our leaders are undeniably incompetent, they are also mired in perpetual corruption and regularly conspire against the interests of the general public. Power doesn’t come with the trappings of intelligence, or even competence. Conspirators can be powerful without being rocket scientists.

Conspiracies in general have become such a big topic that the mainstream media can’t ignore them any longer. Their disinformation has grown more polished, but it remains totally predictable disinformation. A great example of this is the television show Brad Meltzer’s Decoded. In each episode, bestselling author Meltzer’s team of “investigators” confronts a particular topic, a specific “conspiracy theory.” To no educated observer’s surprise, the “investigators” always find little evidence to support any conspiracy. Meltzer admitted, “I think if you blame everything on the government, you’re not just wrong, you’re being reckless. It’s as silly as blaming everything on the Freemasons, or the Illuminati, or insert-bad-guy-here.” The show Mythbusters essentially debunks the conspiratorial “myths” that counter establishment history. It would more accurately be titled “Conspiracy Busters.” Penn & Teller: Bullshit serves a similar purpose. Again, we see celebrities advertised as “daring” or “anti-establishment,” who just happen to support the official accounts of 9/11, the JFK assassination, etc.

Online, Snopes is the establishment’s favorite “debunking” site. Snopes has a clear agenda, as well as a totally undeserved reputation for accuracy within the establishment. It is regularly cited as an infallible source by the likes of CNN and MSNBC, while National Review calls it “indispensable.” Republican senator Jon Kyl, erstwhile “opponent” of Barack Obama, in dismissing the concerns of “birthers,” wrote the following to a constituent: “Rumors pertaining to (Obama’s) citizenship status have been circulating on the internet, and this information has been debunked by Snopes.com.”1 At best, Snopes is a terribly biased site, getting their information from surfing the internet and trusting the sources they choose to trust. At worst, they are being funded by someone or something powerful for nefarious purposes. If Snopes was promoting “conspiracy theories,” or even discovering that any of them have the slightest amount of validity, you can bet that they wouldn’t be considered “trustworthy” and would instead be ridiculed by the same establishment voices who are singing their praises.

I prefer the perspective espoused by the intriguing iconoclast Charles Fort, who wrote, “The proper authority saw to it that the proper belief should be induced, and the people behaved properly.” The independent-minded Gore Vidal summed things up well: “I say, they [those at the top] don’t have to conspire. . . . They all tend to think quite alike, otherwise they would not be in those jobs.” That’s it in a nutshell; while the names and faces change, those in charge keep promoting the next generation of like-minded leaders.

It’s crucial for any people to accurately know their history. As George Orwell wrote, in 1984, “Who controls the past controls the future: who controls the present controls the past.” And the philosopher George Santayana reminded us, in words that many repeat but few seem to heed: “Those who do not remember the past are condemned to repeat it.”

Americans, like people all over the world, are woefully uninformed about history. In my earlier book, I covered what I consider to be the all-important Baby Boomer-era of the past fifty years. By doing what the court historians, tenured professors, and professional journalists don’t—by assessing events without a modern bias and a healthy skepticism towards authority—we can easily decipher a pattern of self-serving, rather obvious disinformation. We can learn to recognize that we’ve been lied to. To paraphrase Victor Lasky, one of the countless liberals and conservatives who despised John F. Kennedy, it didn’t start with the JFK assassination.


CHAPTER ONE

THE BIRTH OF THE REPUBLIC

Those that can give up essential liberty to purchase a little temporary safety, deserve neither liberty nor safety.

—Benjamin Franklin

The American Independence movement was not born in Philadelphia’s Independence Hall, in that oppressively hot summer of 1776. It wasn’t born when silversmith Paul Revere rode through the streets of Lexington and Concord, warning “The British are coming!” It actually was born a decade earlier, when bands of anti-tax activists loosely referred to as the Sons of Liberty began holding clandestine meetings up and down the east coast, often in taverns run by sympathetic owners. Their efforts are most dramatically remembered today for 1773’s Boston Tea Party.

The early leaders of the Sons of Liberty were men like Samuel Adams, John’s less-remembered second cousin. John Hancock was one of the wealthiest men in America, with much of his wealth apparently accrued through smuggling. For quite a long time, Hancock and Adams were forgotten figures in American history; as the historian Alfred Young noted, “Boston celebrated only one hero in the half-century after the Revolution: George Washington.” John Adams complained that his cousin and Hancock had been “almost buried in oblivion.” Young attributed the tearing down of Hancock’s Beacon Hill home in 1863 to the state’s leaders being “not comfortable with a rich man who pledged his fortune to the cause of revolution.”1

If Hancock and Adams were forgotten figures for decades, Dr. Joseph Warren was a figurative historical MIA. Warren played a prominent role in the Patriot organizations of Boston, and was responsible for directing Paul Revere and William Dawes on their legendary night ride. No armchair warrior, Warren participated in the battles of Lexington and Concord, and died at Bunker Hill on June 17, 1775, at only thirty-four years old. Another little-recalled figure is Boston Gazette publisher Benjamin Edes, whose newspaper was one of the loudest voices for independence in the colonies. Isaac Sears, no relation to the retail store chain, was a leading figure in the often-violent patriotic mobs of New York. John Lamb was another Sons of Liberty figure who walked the walk, serving with distinction as a military officer during the War for Independence. Eventually fired by President John Adams, he died in poverty in 1800.

James Otis coined the phrase “taxation without representation is tyranny,” and was an early, important figure in the patriotic movement. John Adams was only one of those who recognized his greatness, claiming he was “a flame of fire.” Otis’s early writings protesting British actions later would prompt Adams to say, “I have never known a man . . . who suffered so much, never one whose service for any 10 years of his life were so important and essential to the cause of his country as those of Mr. Otis from 1760 to 1770.” His works like The Rights of the British Colonies influenced his friend Thomas Paine, who would pen the crucial pamphlet Common Sense. Injured when a British tax collector hit him in the head, Otis suffered mental problems for the rest of this life, and died at only fifty-eight when he was struck by lightning while standing in a friend’s doorway, purportedly after expressing a wish to die in just that manner.

It is not generally publicized that another early leader in the Sons of Liberty was merchant Benedict Arnold, later to become a reviled figure whose name is synonymous with treason. Patrick Henry was the most prominent voice of the patriot cause, and his “Give me liberty, or give me death” speech still resounds with audiences today. In conjunction with Thomas Jefferson and Richard Henry Lee, he started up Virginia’s own Committee of Correspondence, the name given to groups organized by patriots to communicate with each other in the immediate years before the Revolutionary War. Henry was a vocal opponent of the Constitution, which supplanted the original Articles of Confederation. He refused to attend the Constitutional Convention of 1787, remarking that he “smelt a rat in Philadelphia.” Alarmed that the Constitution granted too much power to the federal government, he was instrumental in getting the Bill of Rights enacted.

The cultural overlords who drive public opinion in America have never been fond of the greatest historical figures this nation ever produced. As a child in the 1960s, I remember how our schools still passed on the largely mythical anecdotes about George Washington chopping down a cherry tree and then being unable to lie about it, or throwing a coin across the Potomac River. But films and television shows largely ignored the Father of our Country, and all the other Founders, with astonishing openness. Filmmakers like Michael Moore scrutinize the Founding Fathers by modern-day standards, and label them as forgettable “racists.” Young children have been subjected to this same propaganda, with the most extreme example being a pamphlet created by the Nation of Islam depicting the Founders as racists, distributed by at least one Tennessee elementary school.2 A similar project in an Oklahoma school system, termed “flocabulary,” involved teaching “at risk” students using rap music, but it was scrapped after a huge controversy erupted over one of the lessons referring to the Founding Fathers as “old dead white men.”

There has never been a full-length motion picture devoted to the life of Washington, or Thomas Jefferson, or Benjamin Franklin, or any other legendary figure from the revolutionary era, with one exception: the 1931 biopic of the bankers’ favorite Founding Father, Alexander Hamilton. This is decidedly odd, considering that during the Golden Age of film, Hollywood lavished big-budget attention on the likes of Henry the Eighth, Queen Elizabeth, Benjamin Disraeli, Napoleon, Marie Antoinette, Andrew Johnson, Annie Oakley, Buffalo Bill, Woodrow Wilson, and the mistress of Andrew Jackson. This was during a conservative, highly patriotic period in our history, with a plethora of World War II films produced, almost as soon as America entered the conflict. Lincoln and the Civil War weren’t exactly shunned either. Where was the Gone With the Wind of the War for Independence? It’s obvious the powers that be are reluctant to even discuss the revolutionary era, because to do so is to speak favorably of anti-government movements, tax protests, and citizens taking up arms to revolt. It’s not the Founders themselves; it’s what they represented that remains so threatening to those who misrule us.

THE SLANDERING OF JEFFERSON

In some ways, Thomas Jefferson invented racism in America.

—Paul Finkelman, Thomas Jefferson 
and Antislavery: The Myth Goes On

In recent years, there has been an intense campaign to diminish the reputations of the Founding Fathers, with a special emphasis on Thomas Jefferson. Jefferson was probably the most talented, impressive statesman that this country has ever seen. As John F. Kennedy remarked, during an April 29, 1962 state dinner honoring Nobel Prize winners, “I think this is the most extraordinary collection of talent, of human knowledge, that has ever been gathered together at the White House, with the possible exception of when Thomas Jefferson dined alone.” Jefferson was an outstanding writer, politician, inventor, and farmer. His Declaration of Independence will be remembered long after most American leaders, and all of his critics, have been forgotten. Despite the fact that Jefferson abhorred slavery, and in fact his original draft of the Declaration included a strong condemnation of it as “an assemblage of horrors,” he is increasingly pictured as an advocate of human bondage. An October 2012 article in Smithsonian magazine, titled “The Dark Side of Thomas Jefferson,” typified this revisionist view. Irish historian and politician Conor Cruise O’Brien wrote an earlier hit piece in the October 1996 issue of The Atlantic, headlined “Thomas Jefferson: Radical and Racist,” which argued, “His flaws are beyond redemption. The sound you hear is the crashing of a reputation.”

The Thomas Jefferson-Sally Hemings controversy began in 1802. His former ally, journalist James Callender, felt spurned by Jefferson, whom he believed owed him political favors following his work as a propagandist against John Adams in the highly contentious 1800 election. In retaliation, Callender published a series of articles alleging that Jefferson had been having a long-term affair with one of his slaves, Sally Hemings.3 Fawn Brodie revived this long-forgotten rumor in her 1974 “psychobiography” Thomas Jefferson: An Intimate History. The 1998 DNA tests, which found a match between one of the Hemings’s descendants and the Jefferson family line, seemed, on the surface, to suggest that there had been some kind of relationship there. Remarkably, the Thomas Jefferson Memorial Foundation, which owns and operates Jefferson’s Monticello home, unquestioningly bought these arguments and declared, in a January 2000 report, that there was a “high probability” that Jefferson fathered one of Hemings’s children, and mostly likely all of them.

What was not reported by a media anxious to discredit Jefferson was the fact that a full-spectrum DNA test had not been performed. The results could only demonstrate that one of the estimated twenty-five male Jefferson family members living at the time in Virginia had fathered one of Hemings’s children. Just as ignored was the fact that these same ballyhooed tests disproved what was considered the strongest bit of oral tradition, from a branch of Hemings’s family that could not be matched with Jefferson family DNA. Despite the lack of specific results of the tests—which couldn’t conclusively identify Thomas Jefferson or any other member of the family as the father of a Hemings child—the “scientific” journal announcing the results trumpeted them with the headline, “Jefferson fathered slave’s last child.” The foundation that is allegedly devoted to honoring Jefferson’s legacy ignored, and continues to ignore, any evidence which contradicts the notion of an affair between the Founding Father and Hemings. The foundation even suppressed a minority dissent to the report. A group of Jeffersonian scholars formed the Thomas Jefferson Heritage Society, Inc. and wrote a rebuttal to the report, in which they stated there was “serious skepticism about the charge to a conviction that it is almost certainly false.” By one of those miraculous coincidences, the misleading conclusions of the DNA tests were published shortly before the House voted to impeach President Bill Clinton, and played nicely into the hands of impeachment opponents, who had maintained that Clinton’s indiscretions were nothing new historically.

Despite the fact that DNA tests proved conclusively that Jefferson could not have been the father of the child Sally Hemings bore at sixteen, he continues to be vilified as a “child rapist.” Typical of the dishonest mainstream media coverage surrounding this issue was an October 7, 2015 story in the Columbia Missourian. The story recounted demonstrations at Missouri University, including demands to have a statue of Jefferson removed from the campus. The newspaper unquestioningly quoted graduate student Maxwell Little thusly: “Little said Jefferson was also a slave owner and rapist of a 16-year-old slave named Sally Hemings.” Students had posted sticky notes all over Jefferson’s statue, with epithets like “racist,” “rapist,” “misogynist,” and “slave owner.” A petition on change.org had failed to get the expected number of signatures, but seniors Aliyah Sulaiman and Bryant Hill created a Twitter campaign to “engage people in critical conversation” about racism and sexual assault.4 The fact that Jefferson is being routinely portrayed now as a “rapist” as well as a “racist” was hammered home in this inflammatory and wildly inaccurate statement from student Reuben Faloughi: “Every day that it sits on campus, students are affected. . . . We talk about wanting to fix the culture of sexual violence and racism on campus, but that sits here.” Lin-Manuel Miranda’s hit 2015 Broadway musical Hamilton, lovingly named for the bankers’ favorite Founding Father, depicts his enemy Jefferson as a racist villain. This kind of refusal to confront the emotional misinformation about Jefferson being promulgated everywhere resulted in CNN anchor Ashley Banfield exclaiming, “There is a monument to him in the capital city of the United States. No one ever asks for that to come down.” Banfield’s proposal was based exclusively upon the fact that, of course, Jefferson owned slaves. Fellow anchor Don Lemon chimed in, “There may come a day when we want to rethink Jefferson.”5 And the mainstream media continued to disseminate disinformation, inferring that Jefferson had indeed raped an underage girl, with the following statement: “Jefferson owned slaves and had children with one of them, Sally Hemings, who is believed to have been a teenager when she first gave birth.”6 Notice also the matter-of-fact reportage of “had children with one of them,” when in fact that has not been proven. The DNA tests demonstrated that Jefferson could only possibly have been the father of one of Hemings’s children, and he was only one of many potential candidates.7

An October 4, 2012 Slate magazine article was titled “Founding Fathers Fetish.” As a November 2002 article by Stephen Ambrose in Smithsonian Magazine bluntly put it, in dismissing Thomas Jefferson, “He was a racist.” High-profile historian Eric Foner typifies the establishment’s view of the Founders, which judges them primarily through the prism of slavery. In a January 4, 1987 op-ed in the New York Times, Foner expressed admiration for Benjamin Franklin and Alexander Hamilton, perhaps the least-liberty-minded Founding Father, referring to them both as “abolitionists.” Foner, like most modern historians, concentrated his vitriol on Jefferson, writing that he “all his life owned slaves, bought and sold them like any other planter, and believed them innately inferior.” Foner’s admiration of Abraham Lincoln, however, has not been affected by Honest Abe’s own racist, white supremacist statements, uttered during the presidential debates with Stephen Douglas and on other occasions. Interestingly, Gettysburg College professor Allen C. Guelzo claimed that Abraham Lincoln “hated Thomas Jefferson,” directly quoting Lincoln’s longtime law partner William Henry Herndon as his source, in a July 3, 2015 op-ed piece in the New York Times. The mainstream media’s flagship newspaper had referred to Jefferson as “the Monster of Monticello” in a 2012 book review of Henry Wiencek’s predictably negative portrayal of Jefferson in his Master of the Mountain: Thomas Jefferson and his Slaves.

Establishment historians have painted a new, unflattering portrait of Jefferson as a hypocritical racist, perhaps even a rapist and a pedophile, which even the foundation devoted to his memory supports. In reality, Jefferson was the quintessential classic liberal, and one of the strongest voices in America against slavery. The following bold charge was deleted from the Declaration of Independence: “He [King George] has waged cruel war against human nature itself, violating its most sacred right of life and liberty in the persons of a distant people who never offended him, captivating & carrying them into slavery in another hemisphere, or to incur miserable death in their transportation thither.” Was there any other man alive in 1776 who could have or would have issued a stronger condemnation of the slave trade? It is true that Jefferson, unlike George Washington, didn’t free his slaves upon his death. However, this was largely out of concern for their welfare. He recognized how difficult it was going to be for these mostly illiterate former slaves to enter mainstream society. Like many others, he wanted them to be assimilated gradually, and advocated that all born into slavery after a specific date would be declared free, followed by an absolute abolition. Like many whites of his time (and future historical icon Abraham Lincoln), he thought that blacks should eventually be colonized out of the country.

The Democratic Party in Connecticut recently caved in to political correctness, and vowed to rename its annual Jefferson Jackson Bailey fundraising dinner. The party voted unanimously to remove the names of Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, in light of their ties to slavery. “I see it as the right thing to do,” said state party chairman Nick Balletto. NAACP Connecticut chapter head Scot X. Esdaile lauded “the symbolic first step and striving to right the wrongs of the past.” Robert Turner, a law professor at the University of Virginia, which was founded by Jefferson, was aghast. “It is a sad and short-sighted decision based upon tragic ignorance,” Turner declared. In referencing the Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution, which abolished slavery, Turner noted, “The authors of that amendment purposely chose language drafted by Jefferson in an unsuccessful effort to outlaw slavery in the Northwest Territories as a means of honoring Jefferson’s struggle against slavery. . . . If (Democrats) understood Jefferson’s lifelong opposition to slavery, they would have reached a different conclusion.” Exemplifying the confused nature of our civilization, the party left untouched the name of John Bailey, who was a powerful but historically insignificant Democratic Party figure behind the scenes in the 1960s.8

Why is so much vitriol reserved for Thomas Jefferson, when other presidents like Washington, James Madison, and James Monroe were slave owners as well? Madison, especially, receives increasingly positive coverage from mainstream historians and I am aware of no protest movements against his name or image. In its winter 2011 issue, the Journal of the Abraham Lincoln Association would ludicrously compare Jefferson and Jackson to “intolerant” Supreme Court Justices Antonin Scalia and Clarence Thomas.

While the attacks on Jefferson in particular have really heated up in recent years, criticism of the Founding Fathers is nothing new. Nineteenth-century abolitionist leader William Lloyd Garrison denigrated the Constitution as “a covenant with death and an agreement with hell,” and publicly burned a copy to emphasize his point. Historian John P. Diggins maintained that Abraham Lincoln had “an acute estrangement” from the Founding Fathers. The Atlantic argued that we are too deferential to the Founding Fathers in a September 2003 article titled “Founders Chic.” Incredibly, the author of the piece, H. W. Brands, claimed that the Founding Fathers “were no smarter than the best their country can offer now.”

Obviously, slavery was an unfortunate reality of the revolutionary era and remained an integral part of American life until the end of the Civil War. It was an ugly component of most every culture on earth, not just the United States, and if our leaders are to be judged on this issue alone, then nearly all pre-1865 politicians should be given failing marks and consigned to the dustbin of history. Is this really an intellectually honest way to assess the past? I’m sure all those “dead white males” were homophobic as well, would have insisted that men and women were different, and would have had little tolerance for transgender issues. We need to recognize them as the products of their times. But beyond that, the principles and issues they fought for are timeless, and trump any kind of political correctness. But instead, we seem to be on the verge of declaring history itself racist.

Speaking of slavery, why don’t we hear any public castigation of India, which still has an estimated 14 million people enslaved? The 1860 census recorded fewer than 4 million slaves in America by contrast. Slavery still exists in China, and Pakistan, and Nigeria, and Ethiopia, and Russia, and Thailand, and the “Democratic Republic” of Congo. There remain some 40 million slaves around the world.9 Instead of constantly harping on long-eradicated slavery in America, why aren’t any “activists” demanding that countries which still have human slaves be picketed? Why aren’t any Hollywood “liberals” making movies about present-day slaves? Instead, they actually celebrate India’s “Bollywood.” Most incredibly of all, the first black president of the United States, Barack Obama, vetoed a Senate amendment to the odious Trans Pacific Partnership trade deal, which would have made it difficult for countries engaging in human slavery to be a part of the TPP, essentially giving his stamp of approval to modern-day human slavery.10 And in the United States, the prevalence of sex and human trafficking caused the FBI to admit, “It’s sad but true: here in this country, people are being bought, sold, and smuggled like modern-day slaves.” An estimated 100,000 child sex slaves are forced into prostitution in the US each year. Human trafficking has become a $150 billion industry.11 But the truly outrageous thing, which we must never forget, is that Thomas Jefferson had slaves two hundred years ago.

SACRIFICES OF THE FOUNDERS

We’ve all read about how the Founding Fathers swore on their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred honor when they signed the Declaration of Independence. These were many of the wealthiest men of their time, and it is impossible to imagine a gaggle of present-day billionaires risking a single stock option, let alone their very existence, for the cause of human liberty. Although the legend attributing his act to a desire for King George to be able to read it without his spectacles is probably apocryphal, John Hancock’s audacious boldness in signing his name in huge letters exemplified the spirit of that generation. Fifty-six men signed the Declaration of Independence in the summer of 1776. Few Americans realize the awful price that many of them wound up paying.

Seventeen of those who signed the Declaration lost everything they owned. Nine of these men lost their lives in the conflict. Rhode Island’s William Ellery’s estate was burned to the ground during the war. William Floyd of New York suffered the same fate. Fellow New Yorker Francis Lewis saw his estates destroyed by fire as well, and he was imprisoned and died during his incarceration. One of the richest of all those who signed, William Livingston, died impoverished a few years after the war. John Hart of New Jersey risked not only his fortune, but his family ties. His wife was dying as he signed the Declaration, and he was forced to flee from the British when he headed home to say goodbye. He never saw his thirteen children again and died in 1779. New Jersey judge Richard Stockton was another British prisoner, and he too died a pauper. Wealthy banker Robert Morris gave away his fortune in an effort to finance the revolution. He also died penniless. Imagine any banker doing something remotely like that today. Virginia’s Thomas Nelson, in a perhaps implausible anecdote, allegedly turned a cannon on his own home, which had become General Cornwallis’s headquarters, and destroyed it. He, like so many of the others, died in poverty. South Carolina’s Thomas Lynch, along with his wife, simply disappeared at sea.12

While patriotic themes have been drummed home to Americans by their government for a very long time, this genuinely inspiring example of self-sacrifice gets short shrift in our schools and our media. It also demonstrates how the wealthiest among us can act like noble statesmen. Our present-day, narcissistic One Percent could learn a great deal from them.

BENJAMIN FRANKLIN

Evil doth not exist.

—Benjamin Franklin

Like Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin was a brilliant man of many diverse talents. He discovered electricity, and his numerous inventions include bifocal lenses, the lightning rod, flippers for swimming, and the Franklin stove. His Poor Richard’s Almanack made him famous and left behind a slew of quotations like “A penny saved is a penny earned,” which are still widely remembered today. However, in addition to being the powerful Grand Master of Masons of Pennsylvania, Franklin was also an unrepentant libertine and a member of the notorious Hellfire Club, the nickname given the Medmenham Monks, a secret society for the elite that was located far below the ground under England’s Medmenham Abbey. Rumors at the time and those routinely dismissed as “conspiracy theorists” to this day insist that the club engaged in orgies and occult rituals, including sacrifices, in these underground caverns. The club’s founder, Francis Dashwood, was described by one historian as having “far exceeded in licentiousness of conduct any model exhibited since Charles II.”13 Some think that forerunners of modern black masses were held there. During the orgies, prostitutes were allegedly dressed blasphemously as nuns. These profane “monks” were evidently the first to use the satanic credo “Do what thou wilt,” which Aleister Crowley would later adopt as his own. Franklin’s personal religious beliefs were best expressed when he declared, “I have found Christian dogma unintelligible. Early in life, I absented myself from Christian assemblies.” Franklin, like some other Founding Fathers, was a Deist, or someone who believed that God created the universe and then basically abandoned it.

It has become accepted that Franklin, despite his bald, portly, grandfatherly appearance, was a ravenous womanizer. He was quite open about it, once writing a letter to a friend titled “Advice to a Young Man on the Choice of a Mistress” and attempting to seduce a married woman forty years his junior while serving as United States commissioner in France. As Albert Henry Smyth remarked, in a 1907 biography of Franklin, “the taint of an irredeemable vulgarity is upon much of this man.” He had at least one acknowledged illegitimate son, the little boy who helped him fly the kite during his celebrated electricity experiment. William Franklin would grow up to become the colonial governor of New Jersey and a steadfast loyalist to England. In 1782, he left America for Britain, never to return home. The war caused an irreparable split between father and son; William tried to reconcile with his father, but Ben Franklin refused to forgive his son. When Franklin died he left practically none of his substantial fortune to William, stating in an addendum to his will that “The part he acted against me in the late War . . . will account for my leaving him no more of an Estate he endeavored to deprive me of.” A crushed William reacted by calling this a “bitter injustice.”

Ignoring his own timeless advice, Franklin was an extravagant personality who spent money on every luxury imaginable, especially when he was in London. His privileged lifestyle came courtesy of the taxpayers, as he tended to charge everything to the people of Pennsylvania.14 Although Franklin was married for some forty-four years to Deborah Read, it seems to have been largely one of convenience; he was away from home for nearly half that time, and when she died in 1774, they hadn’t seen each other for ten years. Like one of the present era’s most visible womanizers, Bill Clinton, Franklin is somehow still considered by many to be an early-day feminist. As Jill K. Conway explained, in the spring 1974 History of Education Quarterly, “Franklin was willing to abandon the Christian view of the female—as a lesser creation marked by greater impulsiveness and less able to use reason in control of the emotions than men—and to put in its place a view of the female as a rational being engaged in the pursuit of happiness.” One of Franklin’s more clever pickup lines was said to be, “Care to join me in the pursuit of happiness?”

Ben Franklin made the headlines again on February 11, 1998, when it was reported in the London Sunday Times and other newspapers that “Workmen have dug up the remains of ten bodies hidden beneath the former London home of Benjamin Franklin, the founding father of American Independence.” The remains of four adults and six children were discovered during the restoration of Franklin’s old home at 36 Craven Street, close to Trafalgar Square. The story detailed, “Researchers believe that there could be more bodies buried beneath the basement kitchens.” The bones were estimated to be around two hundred years old, and corresponded to the time period when Franklin was living at the house. Most showed signs of having been dissected or cut, and one skull “has been drilled with several holes.” Westminster coroner Paul Knapman stated, “One cannot totally discount the possibility of a crime. There is still a possibility that I may have to hold an inquest.”

As might be anticipated, a convenient culprit was found, and determined to be one William Hewson, a fellow of the Royal Society (as was Franklin), who was associated with one of the founders of British surgery. Supposedly, Hewson lived in the basement of the home, and in the authoritative words of Dr. Knapman, “It is most likely that these are anatomical specimens that Dr. Hewson disposed of in his own house.” One Brian Owen Smith was quoted as saying, “The discovery represents an important insight into very exciting years of medical history.” Or, to express an alternative perspective, does it perhaps connect Benjamin Franklin to murder and/or human sacrifice? Hilaire Dubourcq, spokesman for the Friends of Benjamin Franklin House, provided a desperate excuse for an allegation no mainstream journalist or public figure was about to make, saying, “It is possible that he has an alibi. It seems likely that he actually let Dr. Hewson have use of the whole house for his school. . . . He did not necessarily know what was happening below stairs in the house during his absence.” We learn here that Dr. Hewson died an unnatural death at the early age of thirty-four, when “He accidentally cut himself while dissecting a putrid body, contracted septicemia and died in 1774.”

The mainstream media was quick to accept this innocent official narrative, illustrated by The Guardian’s August 11, 2003 report that “The most plausible explanation is not mass murder, but an anatomy school run by Benjamin Franklin’s young friend and protégé.” In one of the few updates on the case, Smithsonian magazine reported, in an October 3, 2013 article, that the search had actually turned up “1200 pieces of bone from at least 15 people.” So the story is being presented as one in which the unfortunate Hewson, before dying a premature death, relied on the “resurrection men” of the day—grave robbers who sold cadavers to medical researchers—for his grisly material, and simply buried the leftovers. It seems hard to believe that the always intellectually curious Franklin wouldn’t have known what was going on. The official mantra of the Friends of Benjamin Franklin House appears to be that while he may have been aware, he certainly didn’t participate. How they can know this, of course, is something best left for the court historians to explain.

Unlike Jefferson, Ben Franklin is fondly remembered by establishment historians. This is in spite of his controversial personal life, and the fact that he too owned slaves as a young man. He also carried advertisements for the sale of slaves in his newspaper, The Pennsylvania Gazette, and really never spoke out against slavery until very late in life, when he became president of an abolitionist group founded by the Pennsylvania Quakers. In addition to this, Franklin strongly objected to the German immigrants who “suffered to swarm into our settlements, and, by herding together, establish their language and manners, to the exclusion of ours? Why should Pennsylvania, founded by the English, become a colony of Aliens?” The kid-gloves treatment his memory receives, as compared to Jefferson, was exemplified in a puff piece for PBS titled “Citizen Ben,” in which it was stated, “Slavery was an accepted way of life in early colonial America. Without the work of slaves and indentured servants, the growing economy of the colonies would have been limited.” Sounds reasonable. How come that doesn’t apply to Thomas Jefferson?

THOMAS PAINE

Without the author of Common Sense, the sword of Washington would have been raised in vain.

—John Adams

The opening words “These are the times that try men’s souls” are some of the most famous in the history of literature. The modest pamphlet Common Sense, written by Thomas Paine, who grew up poor and quit school at age twelve, had tremendous influence on the other Founding Fathers and a great impact on American public opinion. He exemplified the revolutionary spirit more than any other prominent man of his era. Paine left America shortly after the War for Independence and became embroiled in the French Revolution, where he hoped his vision of liberty would be extended to Europe. In 1792, he would argue in vain against the execution of deposed King Louis XVI, while at the same time he was being tried in absentia in England for propagating “seditious libel.” After the Jacobins took over in France, Paine was imprisoned with all the other “traitors” to the revolution, shortly before his The Age of Reason was published.

Returning home in 1794 and living with James Monroe for over a year, Paine penned an inflammatory “Letter to Washington.” In it, he described the Federalist Party as “disguised traitors . . . rushing as fast as they could venture, without awakening the jealousy of America, into all the vices and corruptions of the British Government.” Of Washington himself, Paine wrote, “the world will be puzzled to decide whether you are an apostate or an imposter; whether you have abandoned good principles, or whether you ever had any.” Paine was excoriated in the press over his comments; labeled “a drunken atheist” and a “lying, drunken brutal infidel,” among other things. He was even denied the right to vote. President Jefferson boldly ignored public opinion, and invited Paine frequently to dine at the White House, informing his daughters that the pamphleteer was “too well entitled to the hospitality of every American, not to cheerfully receive mine.” Paine never forgave Washington for not pleading for clemency with Robespierre after he was imprisoned; Robespierre respected Washington and would have acceded to his request if only not to offend him. Upon hearing of Washington’s death, Paine suggested the following lines be carved upon his tombstone:

Take from the mine the coldest, hardest stone,

It needs no fashion: it is Washington.

But if you chisel, let the stroke be rude,

And on his heart engrave-Ingratitude.

Bertrand Russell would write of Paine, in his 1957 essay “Why I Am Not a Christian,” “It was his fate to be always honored by opposition and hated by governments: Washington, while he was still fighting the English, spoke of Paine in terms of highest praise; the French nation heaped honors upon him until the Jacobins rose to power; even in England, the most prominent Whig statesmen befriended him and employed him.” One of Paine’s sayings, that “Government, even in its best state, is but a necessary evil,” has become a commonplace expression, dear to the hearts of libertarians everywhere. Paine epitomized the classical liberals of his era.

The members of his generation recognized the impact and significance of Paine. John Adams, despite personally loathing him, said, “History is to ascribe the American Revolution to Thomas Paine.” General Nathaniel Greene told him, “America is indebted to few characters more than you.” Marquis de Lafayette declared that “Free America without her Thomas Paine is unthinkable.” Nevertheless, after Thomas Paine died, on June 8, 1809, he had become so forgotten or despised that only six people showed up at his funeral, two of them free black men, and none of them public dignitaries. He had no surviving wife or children. The Quakers denied his request to be buried in their New Rochelle, New York cemetery, so he was buried on his farm. In a bizarre footnote, his bones were exhumed by radical journalist William Cobbett, who hoped to have Paine interred to great fanfare in England, but never did. Cobbett kept the bones for twenty-five years, and no one knows what happened to them. His skull is rumored to be in Australia, and buttons in England might have been made from his bones. The Thomas Paine Historical Association keeps his mummified brain stem and a lock of his hair in a secret location.15

SHAYS’ AND WHISKEY REBELLIONS

The seeds of war are now sown.

—Daniel Shays

While there is obviously much to admire about the Founding Fathers, as has been the case throughout the history of civilization, the concerns of the average soldiers in the War for Independence tended to be lost in the shuffle. The recollections of Private Joseph Plumb Martin (Memoir of a Revolutionary Soldier) became celebrated by historians when rediscovered in the 1950s, describing firsthand the incredible hardships the average Revolutionary War soldier went through. They were rarely paid, often went days without food or sleep, never received the large land grants they were promised, and had to fight for years to get any kind of pension. Martin later became embroiled in a land dispute with war hero and George Washington’s Secretary of War Henry Knox, which Knox not surprisingly won. By 1783, the mostly very young men serving in the Continental Army had grown so weary of not being paid and surviving on meager provisions that an anonymous foot soldier in the Newburgh, New York ranks penned a letter to George Washington, in which their concerns were detailed and a threat to lay down their arms was included. Earlier that year, Pennsylvania soldiers had mobbed the state house. After falsely promising to address their complaints, delegate Alexander Hamilton headed a secret congressional meeting, and instead a message was delivered to the Pennsylvania Council asking for protection from the protesters. All of this percolating discontent came to a head in 1786 with a rebellion led by war veteran Daniel Shays.

Shays’ Rebellion was defeated militarily by a private Massachusetts militia. Ironically, the primary motivating forces behind the rebellion were taxes and debt forfeiture. The oppressive measures instituted by the Massachusetts authorities resulted in farms being foreclosed on and struggling citizens being hounded into court by tax collectors. To his credit, Massachusetts governor John Hancock remained true to the spirit of the Revolution, and refused to prosecute citizens for delinquent taxes.

Daniel Shays had good reason to be bitter. After serving at the battles of Lexington and Concord, Bunker Hill, and Saratoga, former farmhand Shays resigned from the army in 1780 without being paid. He returned home only to face charges of nonpayment of debt. While Shays himself would be pardoned after the rebellion was quelled, he was vilified by the mainstream media of his day and moved to New York, where he died broke and obscure in 1825. Two of the other alleged ringleaders of the rebellion, John Bly and Charles Rose, were hanged. Sadly, one of those who advocated such punitive measures was Founding Father Samuel Adams, who declared, “Rebellion against a king may be pardoned, or lightly punished, but the man who dares to rebel against the laws of a republic ought to suffer death.” Thomas Jefferson, on the other hand, would write to James Madison in 1787 that “A little rebellion, now and then, is a good thing.” Jefferson’s famous remark that “The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time to time with the blood of patriots and tyrants” was also in response to Shays’ Rebellion. Federalists like George Washington cited Shays’ Rebellion in their promotion of a stronger central government. This dream of the Federalists came to fruition after the Constitutional Convention of 1787, tempered only by the reluctant inclusion of the Bill of Rights. In 1927, a monument erected in Petersham, Massachusetts celebrated the defeat of Shays’ Rebellion and concluded, “Obedience to Law is True Liberty.” However, a new monument in Petersham was erected in 1987, with a diametrically different message: “True Liberty and Justice may require resistance to law.” In many ways, Daniel Shays was the first American populist.

Gore Vidal, whom The Nation once referred to as the last of the Founding Fathers, wrote a wonderfully radical essay in 1972, titled “Homage to Daniel Shays.” Vidal stated:

Massachusetts veterans of the revolution . . . thought that they had been fighting a war for true independence. They did not want London to be replaced by New York. They did want an abolition of debts and a division of property. Their rebellion was promptly put down. But so shaken was the elite by the experience that their most important (and wealthiest) figure grimly emerged from private life with a letter to Harry Lee. “You talk of employing influence,” wrote George Washington, “to appease the present tumults in Massachusetts. I know not where that influence is to be found, or if attainable, that it would be a proper remedy for the disorders. Influence is no government. Let us have one by which our lives, liberties and properties will be secured or let us know the worst at once.” So was born the Property Party and with it the Constitution of the United States. We have known the “best” for nearly 200 years. What would the “worst” have been like?

In 1791, farmers in western Pennsylvania became incensed over the new Whiskey Tax, and their angry protests eventually turned into what became known as the Whiskey Rebellion. Many of these rebels, like the ones involved in Shays’ Rebellion, were war veterans who naturally objected to the hypocrisy of the new government, which had ignited their own rebellion largely in protest against taxation, imposing unjust taxes upon its citizens. It was especially grating to some that these excise taxes had been devised by banker-friendly Alexander Hamilton in order to pay down the war debt. President Washington suppressed the rebellion with a strong military force, composed of militiamen from several states. In a long-forgotten 1796 book, Congressman William Findley fingered Alexander Hamilton as having provoked the rebellion. Predictably, establishment historian Jacob Cooke would, nearly 170 years later, accuse Findley of promulgating a “conspiracy thesis.” Hamilton had evidently gone so far as adopting a false persona, known as “Tully,” to denounce mob violence associated with the Whiskey Rebellion in the Philadelphia newspapers and lobby for military action. I have often thought of Hamilton as the one Founding Father who would be right at home in the Council on Foreign Relations, or at the yearly Bilderberg get-togethers. Evidently, he had the mindset of a modern-day internet troll, and would probably have wholeheartedly supported the Orwellian proposal of Obama aide and Harvard professor Cass Sunstein to infiltrate internet forums in order to shut down “conspiracy theorists.” The establishment press of the day was clearly in support of the government’s crackdown on the rebels, and afterwards a popular play called The Volunteers celebrated the militia who shut down the Whiskey Rebellion. It is said that President and Martha Washington attended one of the performances. The Whiskey Tax was repealed once Jefferson’s party took power in 1801.

Alexander Hamilton was different from the other Founding Fathers. Born illegitimately, Hamilton spent his youth in the Caribbean. General George Washington took a liking to the young Hamilton, and he quickly rose to become the general’s chief of staff and closest confidante. At least one historian, Jonathan Katz, has interpreted the sentimental letters Hamilton wrote to the Marquis de Lafayette and others during the war as being homosexual in nature. Of particular interest were letters written to John Laurens, his fellow aide-de-camp to George Washington, one of which included the lines, “Like a jealous lover, when I thought you slighted my caresses.”

Hamilton was the first advocate for a national bank in the United States, and as the nation’s first secretary of the treasury became George Washington’s most trusted cabinet member. According to so-called “conspiracy theorists” like David Icke, Hamilton was an agent for the powerful Rothschild international banking family. He and fellow Washington cabinet member Thomas Jefferson became bitter political foes over banking and other issues. Hamilton was also in favor of the establishment of public debt, and largely because of his lobbying a national bank was established in 1791, with a charter for twenty years. Some Federalists understood the issue as well; John Adams would write, in a 1787 letter to his friend Jefferson: “What allowed the bankers to finally obtain the complete monopoly of the control of credit in the United States? The ignorance among the population of the money question.” Because of the influence of Jefferson, Madison, and other Democrat-Republicans, the bank’s charter wasn’t renewed in 1811. The battle between Jefferson’s Democratic-Republican Party, which favored a decentralized government, and Hamilton’s Federalists, who wanted a strong national government, would define American political discourse for decades to come.

Predictably, the same court historians who vilify Thomas Jefferson adore Alexander Hamilton. Despite having made jokes about God at the Constitutional Convention, Hamilton believed that Jews were the “chosen” people and proposed the formation of a Christian Constitutional Society. He was killed by Jefferson’s vice president Aaron Burr in 1804, the victim of perhaps the world’s most famous duel. Burr was at the center of an acknowledged conspiracy to create a new independent country within the United States. A year after the duel with Hamilton, Jefferson ordered Burr to be arrested, and he was tried for treason but acquitted.

ADAM WEISHAUPT AND THE ILLUMINATI

Of all the means I know to lead men, the most effectual is a concealed mystery.

—Adam Weishaupt

The earliest genuine “conspiracy” book that I know of carried the lengthy title Proofs of a Conspiracy Against All Religions and Governments of Europe Carried on in the Secret Meetings of Free Masons, Illuminati and Reading Societies. Written by Edinburgh Professor John Robison, it was published in 1797. The book was the first to focus on the Bavarian Illuminati, founded allegedly on May 1, 1776 by University of Ingoldstadt professor Adam Weishaupt, and its supposed infiltration of Freemasonic lodges. While the establishment views the Illuminati as a seldom noted, innocuous organization designed to enlighten the masses, conspiracy theorists consider it as one of the leading candidates for the unseen power behind everything. Proofs was widely read, and a copy was even sent to George Washington. Washington commented on the book in a letter to Rev. George Washington Snyder, dated October 24, 1798. A well-known Freemason himself, Washington attempted to refute the contention that Masonic lodges in America had been widely infiltrated by the Illuminati, although he admitted that “It was not my intention to doubt that, the Doctrines of the Illuminati, and principles of Jacobinism had not spread in the United States. On the contrary, no one is more truly satisfied of this fact than I am.” Thomas Jefferson, however, seemed naively supportive of Weishaupt (whose name he misspelled as Wishaupt) in a January 31, 1800 letter, labeling him “an enthusiastic philanthropist.” Jefferson dismissed the fears of those like Robison towards “the spreading of information, reason, & natural morality among men.” In addition to George Washington, many other Founding Fathers were Masons, such as Joseph Warren, James Otis, John Paul Jones, Samuel Adams, John Hancock, and Benjamin Franklin. So was the Marquis de Lafayette, the French nobleman who fought with the American colonists.

Even at that early date, the inclination was strong among establishment voices to discredit any “conspiracy theories.” Robison had been a “respected” figure in intellectual circles prior to writing Proofs, and had contributed many valuable scientific articles to the Encyclopedia Britannica. After his controversial book was published, however, the Encyclopedia Britannica critiqued it with the following comment, “It betrays a degree of credulity extremely remarkable in a person used to calm reasoning and philosophical demonstration.” That sentence could easily have fit into any New York Times review of an anti-Warren Commission JFK assassination book.

Few conspirators have left the kind of transparent confessions on the record that Adam Weishaupt did. Consider this quote from Weishaupt:

The great strength of our Order lies in its concealment; let it never appear in any place in its own name, but always covered by another name, and another occupation. None is better than the three lower degrees of Free Masonry; the public is accustomed to it, expects little from it, and therefore takes little notice of it. Next to this, the form of a learned or literary society is best suited to our purpose, and had Free Masonry not existed, this cover would have been employed; and it may be much more than a cover, it may be a powerful engine in our hands. By establishing reading societies, and subscription libraries, and taking these under our direction, and supplying them through our labours, we may turn the public mind which way we will.

Does this sound like the philosophy of an innocent free-thinker? Weishaupt, in another statement, appeared to openly advocate assassination, as he reminded his followers, “No man is fit for our Order who is not a Brutus or a Catiline, and is not ready to go to every length.” Scoffing at the religious leaders who thought his movement innocuous, Weishaupt remarked, “The most wonderful thing of all is that the distinguished Lutheran and Calvinist theologians who belong to our order really believe that they see in it (Illuminati) the true and genuine sense of Christian Religion. Oh mortal man, is there anything you cannot be made to believe?”
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