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To Joan Carter, Rob Lansing, and Frank Sands—each of you believed in me when few did




“It is not until a people lose their religion that they lose their religious liberty, not until they cease to speak as free men and women that they lose freedom of speech, not until they permit themselves to be herded into a subservient rabble that they lose their freedom of assembly—and, as businessmen, not until they begin to rely on outside help, political or otherwise, that they lose their freedom to manage their own establishments.”


—Harry Lynde Bradley1





1 Harry Lynde Bradley, Allen-Bradley: An American Story, Robert A. Smith, ed., written in 1957, unpublished manuscript published by Rockwell Automation, 2003. Uploaded to Scribd, Aug. 11, 2011. https://www.scribd.com/document/62118919/Harry-L-Bradley-Manuscript
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CHAPTER 1


A Republic, If You Can Keep It
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It was a cooler summer than usual in Philadelphia when the Constitutional Convention was held in 1787.1 For four months, some of the sharpest minds in history convened to eventually settle on their new nation’s founding constitution.


Only ten years before, Philadelphia was occupied by British forces led by General William Howe. The occupation of the City of Brotherly Love was symbolic for the British. Philadelphia was the capital of the new nation fighting for its independence from a tyrannical king. It was also where the Second Continental Congress met and debated the Declaration of Independence. Boston may have been the spirit of the American quest for independence, but Philadelphia was its cradle.


A decisive Patriot victory in Saratoga, New York in October 1777 marked a turning point in the war for independence. Americans would soon form an alliance with France. With a formidable French naval presence soon to challenge British supply chains, the British abandoned Philadelphia in June 1778. The war for independence ended in 1783, with the former British American colonies becoming free and independent states.


Since 1781, the thirteen states had been bound together by the Articles of Confederation and Perpetual Union. This governing document had flaws that hampered the development of the new nation. A new charter was needed.


The Founding Fathers were learned men. They had studied classical Athenian and Roman history and were heavily influenced by the rhetorical styles of Aristotle, Cicero, Demosthenes, and many other classical statesmen and philosophers.2 Benjamin Franklin, James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and the other delegates to the Constitutional Convention had studied and learned from history’s best and worst examples of governance and tried to incentivize man’s best traits while limiting the abuse of power.


Striking the right balance to limit the size and scope of the federal government was crucial. Delegating authority, separating powers, and providing necessary checks and balances was paramount.


So, when Benjamin Franklin was asked by Elizabeth Willing Powel what kind of a government he and the other delegates at the Constitutional Convention had crafted in Philadelphia, he famously said, “A republic, if you can keep it.”3


The Tyranny of Pure Democracy


What Franklin meant is that truly free men and women should beware of pure democracy. This sentiment penetrated everything the Constitution’s collaborators did in the summer of 1787.


The American colonists had just left one form of tyranny, a monarchy, but knew better than to replace a king with pure democracy. The Founders were very familiar with the history of ancient Athens and its true, direct democracy, in which a simple majority vote of the populace decided most questions of governance. This beautiful experiment in Athens devolved into mob rule, minority rights trampled by the whims of the majority.4


My friend Dr. David Hoinski is a philosophy professor at the University of West Virginia. We’ve been close friends since our freshman year in high school, but we’ve gone our separate ways when it comes to politics. Dr. Hoinski teaches philosophy and is an expert on Plato. During the winter of 2019, he encouraged me to read Plato’s Republic. The thing that hit me most about studying Plato, who wrote more than two thousand years ago, was his observation that right before you have tyranny, you have a pure democracy.


That’s part of what Benjamin Franklin meant. We throw around the term “democracy” so loosely in reference to America, but we’re actually a republic. There is a big difference between the two. A pure democracy ends up becoming mob rule. A republic has an entire system of checks and balances to prevent that. It’s our republican form of government that makes America so durable.


In our system, the business interests in New York City are checked by the political interests in Washington. You have the state interests checking federal interests. You have all of this separation in our system of government that is, by design and quite literally, a republic (if you can keep it) through consistently checking power. Because the Founders gave us a system in which power could be checked by other sources of power, that gave space for liberty to flourish.


What I worry about today is that we’re finally devolving into the breakup of the republic that the Founding Fathers warned us about. James Madison described this as the problem of “faction.”5 Writing in 1787, as New York was deciding whether or not to ratify the Constitution, Madison explained that the benefit of a republican form of government was that it would undercut faction.


Madison described faction as “a number of citizens, whether amounting to a majority or a minority of the whole, who are united and actuated by some common impulse of passion, or of interest, adversed to the rights of other citizens, or to the permanent and aggregate interests of the community.” He surmised that there were “two methods of curing the mischiefs of faction.” The first was “removing its causes,” which he rejected because that meant “destroying the liberty which is essential to its existence” and “giving to every citizen the same opinions, the same passions, and the same interests.” This solution, he noted, “was worse than the disease.”


The other method of curing the mischiefs of faction was “controlling its effects.” This is why Madison and the framers of the Constitution chose to make America a republic. In fact, Madison explicitly rejected direct democracy. He wrote, “[D]emocracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths.”


Once we take that road, you’re going to see a significant step toward that pure democracy of the Founders’ nightmares. This kind of hyper-democratization of society used to be far-left, pie-in-the-sky thinking. Such conversations weren’t remotely considered part of the mainstream debate. No longer. Many Americans were talking about socialism seriously before the global pandemic, and that event has encouraged some of them to push even harder for a more collectivist and pure democratic system.


Now we’re actually talking about universal basic income. It’s not a punchline. That’s where our country is. When she served as a senator, Kamala Harris introduced a proposal that’s very similar to universal basic income.6 The Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget estimated that Harris’s proposal would cost $3 trillion.7 To put that in some perspective, the net worth of the wealthiest person in the world, Amazon CEO Jeff Bezos, is around $200 billion, only one fifteenth of what Harris’ plan would spend.8


If you combine direct democracy with universal basic income, the republic is over. The country will just descend into voting for “who is going to give me more free stuff.”


If we devolve into such a sad state, the main and perhaps only purpose of the government at that point will be redistributing free stuff and suppressing those who disagree with the whims of the mob. That’s when you have a tyranny of the majority.


In his 1859 essay On Liberty, philosopher John Stuart Mill wrote, “The will of the people . . . practically means the will of the most numerous or the most active part of the people; the majority, or those who succeed in making themselves accepted as the majority; the people, consequently, may desire to oppress a part of their number; and precautions are as much needed against this as against any other abuse of power.”9


If America takes such a path, we’re setting ourselves up for a very dangerous situation that is reminiscent of Germany in the 1930s. Throughout history, you have seen this problem: that within systems where winners have all the control, you start to see a battle between the military juntas on the right and left-wing juntas on the other side.


It goes back and forth. When you empower the mob in such a fashion, it actually brings about violence. So we are at risk. It’s disturbing. Our republic is a constant balance. If you have these checks and balances, we have a system that is capable of fixing problems. If you do away with our system and the Constitution, we’re really in trouble.


Democracy Is Temporary


One of the greatest quotes I’ve ever read about why democracies rise and fall is one that usually gets attributed to British historian Alexander Tytler. It’s been invoked by the likes of Ronald Reagan and P. J. O’Rourke, and although it turns out that no one really seems to know whether Tytler actually wrote it, it resonates with everything I know about history.


“A democracy is always temporary in nature; it simply cannot exist as a permanent form of government,” Tytler said. “A democracy will continue to exist up until the time that voters discover that they can vote themselves generous gifts from the public treasury. From that moment on, the majority always votes for the candidates who promise the most benefits from the public treasury, with the result that every democracy will finally collapse due to loose fiscal policy, which is always followed by a dictatorship.”


Tytler added, “The average age of the world’s greatest civilizations from the beginning of history has been about two hundred years. During those two hundred years, these nations always progressed through the following sequence: From bondage to spiritual faith; From spiritual faith to great courage; From courage to liberty; From liberty to abundance; From abundance to selfishness; From selfishness to complacency; From complacency to apathy; From apathy to dependence; From dependence back into bondage.”10


I believe we are in the midst of or are getting close to the abundance-selfishness-apathy phase of this cycle. We could argue where in this cycle the US actually lands at the moment. It’s clear, though, that too many have taken the liberty that we have enjoyed for so long for granted.


Keeping Our Republic in a Post-COVID-19 World


In the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic, America saw an unprecedented and historic closure of small businesses. Many of those small businesses that closed during the pandemic won’t reopen. There continues to be a tremendous amount of insecurity and unease in our society. So-called “progressives” saw this as an opportunity to tear down America’s entire system. They have an idealized version of something else they believe they can put in its place.


That’s putting a lot of faith in men, something our Founders meticulously tried to avoid. Society is a balancing act between freedom and safety. When we’re in good times, we want more economic and personal freedom. During bad times, we want more safety. The problem that comes from the desire for more security during bad times is that the growth in government never goes away.


Those who are using this crisis to tear down America’s system reject our constitutional form of government. Even if they intend to do good things, the law of unintended consequences, particularly in or post-pandemic chaos, could bring about all sorts of unimagined problems.


History is littered with problems that arise from disrupting this balance. In her 2006 book, Liberty for All: Reclaiming Individual Privacy in a New Era of Public Morality, law professor Elizabeth Price Foley explains it this way: “America started with a concept of limited government, designed to protect and improve the life, liberty, and property of citizens, and has ended with a concept of unlimited government, capable of restricting our life, liberty, and property in the name of protecting us from ourselves.”11


During a discussion on her book, Foley further explained, “The morality of American law has been abandoned by all branches when certain exigencies and pragmatic considerations have arisen . . . a desire to avoid civil war; followed closely by a desire to avoid another civil war; a desire to protect the United States from dangers of socialist and, later, communist thought; a desire to pull this country out of a severe economic depression; and...a desire to protect America from terrorism.”12


The pendulum has consistently swung toward security, be it economic security in the case of the Great Depression, or more security to protect the homeland in the case of the post-September 11 world.


Franklin’s quip, “a republic, if you can keep it” also meant that our founders designed the system to be kept and maintained by an engaged citizenry. The majority of Americans do want to keep their country’s long-standing system. They might want to improve it. They certainly want to improve the lives of their fellow countrymen. They want to make sure this generation is working to solve big problems.


Americans aren’t looking to tear down the system. That means they must be engaged. The power of the citizen is what maintains this important balance. The Founding Fathers intentionally created a system that was supposed to keep power from being centralized. This was their legacy to all Americans.


The founders knew, as Lord Acton told us, “absolute power corrupts absolutely.”13 The nature of government, though, isn’t to be idle and do nothing. We have to heed Thomas Jefferson’s warning in 1788 that “[t]he natural progress of things is for liberty to yield, and government to gain ground.”14


Each generation has to decide what government they want. They have to decide whether they will fight the centralization of power at the hands of political elites. We also have to remember that silence is often viewed as consent. Citizens can fight the centralization of power, growth of government, and loss of economic and personal liberty, but they first have to participate.


An Engaged Citizenry


Participating in our republic doesn’t mean simply watching Fox News and voting. It doesn’t mean only voting. Participating means educating yourself and your friends and neighbors. Participating is going to visit your congressmen and senators’ offices either in your district and state or in Washington, D.C.


Think of this book as a call to arms. The amount of power in your voice is why you need to be involved. My goal is that you become a more active and engaged citizen. Doing so is a crucial check on power that gives space for human liberty to flourish and endure. The alternative is to lie back and let the Washington so-called “experts” take full control. We saw what a disaster that was with the global pandemic.


The response to the COVID-19 crisis did immeasurable harm to our economy. We needed to be safe, but we also needed to be smart. We knew who was the most vulnerable to the virus, the elderly and people with serious pre-existing conditions, and that those of us who were healthy needed to take the actions necessary to make consumers comfortable by practicing social distancing.


Governors, rarely with any check on their power, acted unilaterally to partially shut down state economies. The goal was to prevent health care providers from being overrun, but these actions were neither safe nor smart for millions of businesses and individuals.


That is why it’s important that we hold our leaders accountable. President John F. Kennedy famously said, “Ask not what your country can do for you, ask what you can do for your country.” What every American should be doing for their country is making sure that we continue to achieve this important constitutional balance in the name of keeping this republic.


America is the sum of all of our individual efforts to fan the flames of freedom and to chase our dreams in our own specific ways. But if we begin to see the US government merely as a tool for redistribution and giving us things that would completely erode the heart of the system that was bequeathed to us—we’re through.


What We’re Up Against—The Cloward-Piven Strategy


Professors Richard Cloward and Frances Fox Piven came up with a strategy in 1966 that they believed would force the federal government to enact socialist policies. The vehicle for these policies would be the Democratic Party.


Known as the Cloward-Piven strategy, the idea was to overwhelm local governments and budgets by getting as many people on welfare as possible. After the system collapsed, the federal government would be forced to take action, which would lead to the adoption of socialist policies. The two professors explained:


Widespread campaigns to register the eligible poor for welfare aid, and to help existing recipients obtain their full benefits, would produce bureaucratic disruption in welfare agencies and fiscal disruption in local and state governments. These disruptions would generate severe political strains, and deepen existing divisions among elements in the big-city Democratic coalition: the remaining white middle class, the white working-class ethnic groups and the growing minority poor. To avoid a further weakening of that historic coalition, a national Democratic administration would be constrained to advance a federal solution to poverty that would override local welfare failures, local class and racial conflicts and local revenue dilemmas. By the internal disruption of local bureaucratic practices, by the furor over public welfare poverty, and by the collapse of current financing arrangements, powerful forces can be generated for major economic reforms at the national level.15


What might have sounded too radical five decades ago doesn’t sound too radical to many in America now, particularly in today’s Democratic Party.


I always thought Cloward-Piven sounded like a crank strategy, but then I recalled seeing a photograph from when President Bill Clinton signed the Motor Voter Act, which loosened voting standards. Professors Cloward and Piven were there looking over President Clinton’s shoulder as he signed the bill into law. Why? They helped craft the legislation that would take us one step closer to a purer democracy.16


Every US citizen has the right to vote. That’s something generations have fought for and one of our sacred rights as Americans. At the same time, it needs to be easily understood who is legal to vote and who isn’t so that everyone trusts the process. The more you water it down, as Motor Voter sought to do, the more confusing and convoluted the process can become. Fewer people will trust our government and institutions if the voting process begins to appear farcical. The system eventually collapses.


In the 2020 election, Democrats wanted to loosen voting rules and restrictions even beyond what the Motor Voter Act attempted to do a decade-and-a-half ago under President Clinton by allowing same-day voter registration and expanding access to absentee voting and voting by mail.17 Cloward-Piven strategy, anyone?


Today, it’s not hard to imagine the far left of the Democratic Party endorsing Cloward-Piven, now that even members of Congress openly call themselves socialists and push for extreme expansion of government programs, and more influence in virtually every aspect of our lives.


In fact, today, Frances Fox Piven is in her late eighties and is a hero of sorts to many of the new crop of far-left radicals. In May 2019, a New York Times profile on Piven set the scene, which sounds like Congresswoman Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez and Senator Bernie Sanders’s dream setting—and a nightmare for the future of American liberty.


On a recent afternoon, a crowd had gathered in the auditorium of the People’s Forum, a new event space in Midtown Manhattan. There was a picture of Lenin tacked on the wall, a shelf of books about Che Guevara and a cafe serving avocado toast. The young true believers and rickety old militants in attendance were learning history and strategy from Frances Fox Piven, a distinguished professor of political science at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York.


“Since the 1970s, everything has gotten worse and worse,” said Ms. Piven, who is now 86. There were very clear reasons for this. “Poor people,” she said, had been “humiliated” and “shut up.” Those in power now are “crazy.”


“But they’re also evil,” she continued. “And they will be evil because they are greedy.” Only one thing would stop them, she said. “We have to be noisy, and difficult and ungovernable.”18


The characterization that “everything has gotten worse and worse” since the 1970s is patently absurd. I don’t understand how one could come to that conclusion. We have this thing called the internet, which brings the world to us from the comfort of our homes. We have smartphones that make our lives so much easier. Airline deregulation made flights cheaper. Once a death sentence, AIDS is treatable today. Although things did get worse during the pandemic, in 2019, household income hit a record high19 and the poverty rate fell to a record low.20


A freer economy, lower taxes, and deregulation led to better lives for Americans. How can that possibly mean that things have “gotten worse and worse”? The only possible way to explain this is that in the mind of Piven, as well as the minds of Ocasio-Cortez and Sanders, the government didn’t create this; a freer economy did.


If you’re a socialist, it’s a difficult pill to swallow. A freer economy has improved the lives of Americans and reduced poverty. Yes, we still have a safety net for those who need it, but incomes rising and poverty declining means that fewer people are relying on the government, which is an unacceptable outcome for today’s Democratic Party.


How the Republic Will Be Lost, If We Don’t Keep It


The United States isn’t going to be defeated by a foreign power. We are only going to lose our republic if we reject the legacy left to us by our Founders. As long as we preserve those bedrock principles, they will be there for our kids and grandkids and future generations.


If we reject the legacy left by the Founders, then history will repeat itself. We know that when democracies go down the road of becoming mere redistribution centers, it will be the end of the America we know and love. And it won’t be pretty. History isn’t pretty.


What protects us in the end is the Constitution. It protects our system of government. It protects our checks and balances. As long as citizens are engaged and work to protect our constitutional structure, the Constitution will forever be the greatest bulwark against any person, group, or idea that threatens our system of government.


The threats to the republic are real. We’re seeing the Left mobilize to change the rules of the game. After the death of Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg in September 2020, weeks before the presidential election, Democrats began making a lot of threats. Senator Ed Markey of Massachusetts, who is the chief sponsor of the Green New Deal in the Senate, tweeted, “Mitch McConnell set the precedent. No Supreme Court vacancies filled in an election year. If he violates it, when Democrats control the Senate in the next Congress, we must abolish the filibuster and expand the Supreme Court.”21


Ending the filibuster in the Senate, packing the Supreme Court, and making the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico states are ways to enhance the Democrats’ power in Washington.22 Each of these ideas have been floated by Democrats for years. They’re not new threats. In the states, Democrats are trying to do away with the Electoral College.23 Democrats don’t like the rules, so they change them; constitutional norms be damned.


We are rapidly moving toward a parliamentary-style system with an upper and lower house based on simple majorities like the United Kingdom. A parliamentary system also wouldn’t work in the United States. America is a continental-sized country. We have a society that is very multicultural. We’re not a country based on more than five thousand years of common history and traditions.


In the parliamentary system, minority rights don’t exist in any meaningful sense. Until recently, the Senate has generally respected minority rights such as the filibuster, but those rights have been chipped away by both parties out of political convenience.


Democrats are trending toward eliminating the filibuster for legislation, one of the last vestiges of minority rights in the Senate. Without the filibuster, the majority may pass whatever legislation they wish with a simple majority. That legislation will be whatever the hot topic of the day is as lawmakers respond to the whims of the mob. This means a government-run health care system like “Medicare for All,” a federal takeover of elections, adding new states to the Union, and much more that will destroy the republic and leave our children and grandchildren facing more debt than they already are.


Some, like former President Obama, decry the filibuster as a “relic of Jim Crow” because it was used decades ago to block civil rights legislation.24 Of course, those who tried to block those bills were on the wrong side of history, but the filibuster is ultimately a tool to build consensus in a chamber that has been called the “world’s most deliberative body.”


Adding the District of Columbia, Guam, the US Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico to the Union would add two senators and new representatives for each new state. It’s not about representation; it’s about pure politics and power. Congress Democrats’ incentive in creating new states is that it’s likely that these new senators and representatives would be members of their party.


The frequent overtures to make the District of Columbia a state are disingenuous. Although license plates have “No Taxation Without Representation” on them, a throwback to the American colonists who didn’t have representation in the British Parliament, residents of the District of Columbia do have representation.


Congress could just retrocede much of Washington, D.C. into Maryland and leave a much smaller federal district. There’s precedent for this. Alexandria and Arlington were originally part of the District of Columbia. Congress allowed Virginia to retrocede the two cities in 1846.25 It’s a much easier solution, but it doesn’t increase Democrats’ power in Congress, so they don’t have any interest.


Packing the Supreme Court, much like Franklin D. Roosevelt attempted in 1937 before the Supreme Court ended the Lochner era in West Coast Hotel Co. v. Parrish, could serve as a way for a Democratic administration to ensure that its agenda survives legal challenges and aids Democrats as they force America into a direct democracy.


We don’t know where Joe Biden stands on court packing. During the 2020 presidential campaign, he repeatedly refused to say.26 Kamala Harris has expressed openness to the idea.27 We do know that many Democrats were floating the idea long before Amy Coney Barrett was confirmed to the Supreme Court in October 2020. As The Hill noted, court packing had become a “litmus test” for the Left.28


Democrats have already tried to confuse Americans about what packing the Supreme Court means by saying that Republicans have packed the federal courts with conservative and constitutional justices and judges. Filling legitimate vacancies on federal courts isn’t court packing. The Supreme Court has had nine justices since 1869.29


Democrats’ problem is with the Constitution, which provides a president with the authority to fill vacancies on courts and other posts with advice and consent from the Senate.


Trying to change the definition of court packing is essentially trying to ignore the past. We know the history of Roosevelt’s court packing scheme. He wanted to add one new justice for each one over the age of seventy, expanding the Court to a maximum of fifteen justices.


We also know that the scheme backfired on Roosevelt. Everyone knew what his intentions were. Writing in the Washington Post in 1937, Franklyn Waltman explained, “Mr. Roosevelt’s real objective is to make the Supreme Court amenable to his will, either by forcing from that tribunal some of those who have disagreed with him, or by permitting him to offset their votes with men of his own choosing.”30


The Electoral College is also under attack. As it stands, sixteen states, representing 196 electoral votes, have entered the National Popular Vote Interstate Compact. Under this clever yet unconstitutional initiative, states that are part of the compact would award their electoral votes to the winner of the popular vote.31


Kamala Harris, ever one to kowtow to the Left, has spoken favorably about eliminating the Electoral College. No kidding, Harris said, “There’s no question that the popular vote has been diminished in terms of making the final decision about who’s the president of the United States and we need to deal with that, so I’m open to the discussion [of the Electoral College].”32 The popular vote doesn’t matter in presidential elections. It has never mattered. That’s a feature of our constitutional structure, not a bug.


The Left has coalesced behind the National Popular Vote Interstate Compact. This compact, which takes effect when states representing 270 electoral votes have approved it, would put immense power into the hands of the most populated areas of the country.


There are more than three thousand counties in the United States. Looking back at the data from the 2016 presidential election, the hundred counties with the most votes cast in the presidential election represented 40.5 percent of the votes cast.33 These counties include Los Angeles County; the five boroughs that make up New York City; King County, Washington (Seattle); and Cook County, Illinois (Chicago). Good luck seeing a presidential candidate campaign in Colorado or Ohio ever again.


As of the 2020 election, the National Popular Vote Interstate Compact is nearly 75 percent of its goal of 270 electoral votes.


The Constitution, already in peril, would become a meaningless document. The republic would effectively end. We may someday look back at this time as the good old days of institutional stability. The Left is trying to overload and crash the system that gives us that stability.


We can’t expect someone else to step up and protect the Constitution. As Jonah Goldberg writes, “[T]he Constitution isn’t magic. Its power derives from the power we invest in it.”34 We all have to be involved in the system. This is one of the reasons I love studying history. It’s so important to put the United States and what it stands for in the proper historical context. We also must identify the threats and begin to engage our fellow citizens.
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